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DETERMINANTS OF SUSTAINABILITY
REPORTING AUDIT: AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
OF PRACTICES IN ASIA

ABSTRACT

In today's globalised world, where economic processes are becoming increasingly inter-
connected and environmental, social and governance (ESG) factors are exerting a grow-
ing influence on management decisions, the importance of sustainability reporting is
growing rapidly. Auditing is a key issue, as external confirmation of the reliability of non-
financial indicators builds trust among investors, regulators and other stakeholders.
However, in most Asian countries, mechanisms for auditing sustainability reporting are
still in the process of development or institutionalisation.

This study aims to identify and systematise the key factors influencing the development
and implementation of sustainability reporting audits in Asian countries. It also seeks to
empirically evaluate auditing practices for non-financial reporting from 2019 to 2023,
taking into account regulatory, institutional, corporate and market factors.

Analysing non-financial reporting and sustainability reporting audit practices in compa-
nies in Asian countries — particularly Australia, China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Singa-
pore, and South Korea — from 2019 to 2023 revealed key trends and challenges in this
area.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in its further development of the theoretical foun-
dations of sustainability reporting auditing in Asian countries. This involves synthesising
auditing practices focused on the Asian region while taking into account various criteria,
such as audit format, applicable auditing standards, regulatory factors and corporate
governance attributes. This provides a practical understanding of how Asian countries
align with global sustainability reporting auditing trends, which can be utilised by regu-
lators, auditors and standard setters to harmonise quality assurance practices and en-
hance the reliability of sustainability reporting audits.

The study found that the dynamics of sustainability reporting types reflect a shift from
separate non-financial reporting to more consolidated formats, such as annual or inte-
grated reports, in countries like Australia, India, Japan, and Singapore.

Global experience demonstrates the increasing importance of sustainability reporting
audits as a means of enhancing transparency, fostering stakeholder trust, and improving
strategic risk management. The application of specialised standards, adaptation to cli-
mate challenges and improvement of verification procedures are becoming key factors
in the successful implementation of sustainability policies in Asian companies.

Keywords: audit, reporting, audit consulting, international audit, Asian countries,
sustainable development, non-financial reporting, integrated reporting, management
reporting, corporate governance, auditing standards, corporate social responsibility

JEL Classification: M14, M40, M41, Q56

INTRODUCTION

In today's globalised economic environment, where environmental, social and govern-
ance (ESG) factors are increasingly influencing management decision-making, the im-
portance of sustainability reporting is growing rapidly. Particular attention is drawn to
the issue of auditing such reports, since external confirmation of the reliability of non-
financial indicators builds trust among investors, regulators and other stakeholders. At
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the same time, most Asian countries are only in the process of forming or institutionalising mechanisms for auditing
sustainability reporting.

Between 2019 and 2023, countries such as China, India, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea and Singapore underwent signif-
icant changes to the structure of non-financial reporting and the way it is audited. Analysis showed that, despite the
general trend towards increased integrated reporting and use of international standards (ISAE 3000, ISAE 3410, AA1000
and ISO 14064), audit practices are uneven, the share of full assurance is decreasing, and standards are being chosen
inconsistently.

In addition, Asian countries face challenges in adapting their regulatory, institutional and professional environments to the
new requirements of auditing sustainability reporting in the context of growing pressure from global initiatives such as
GRI, TCFD, ISSB, and the desire to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Particular attention should be paid
to determinants such as the level of regulation, enterprise ownership type, internal control mechanisms, and audit firms'
readiness to implement ESG audits.

Therefore, an empirical study of sustainability reporting audit practices in Asian countries is highly relevant, as it enables
the identification of key influencing factors, the assessment of the level of development of audit mechanisms in the non-
financial sector, and the provision of evidence-based recommendations for the harmonisation of audit practices in accord-
ance with international standards. This is particularly important given the integration of national economies into global
financial markets, where ESG reporting and its audit are seen as critical elements of transparency and investment attrac-
tiveness.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The academic discourse on sustainability reporting audits in Asia encompasses several complementary approaches that
explain the determinants of audit practices, particularly in the context of increasing regulatory, institutional and corporate
pressures. These approaches can be broadly classified into the following categories: institutional-regulatory, organisational-
governance; standardisation-procedural; human resources; and theoretical-methodological.

1. Institutional-regulatory approach. This approach focuses on the role of national regulations, institutional frameworks
and state initiatives in shaping the adoption and auditing of sustainability reporting. In Indonesia, for instance, institutional
mechanisms introduced through sustainable finance strategies have significantly influenced the transition to mandatory
sustainability reporting and external assurance (Adejumo et al., 2025). Similarly, in Vietnam, government-supported
awards for reporting quality incentivise companies to engage external auditors, thereby reinforcing audit practices (Buerty
et al., 2025). Gotoh R. (Gotoh, 2025) finds that, in the Japanese context, national decarbonisation strategies serve as
policy drivers that deepen the content and application of environmental audits and specific audit standards.

2. Organisational-governance approach. This perspective emphasises the significance of corporate governance structures
in determining the quality and scope of sustainability audits. Meutia, I., Yaacob, Z., Kartasari, S.F. (Meutia et al., 2023)
identify a direct relationship between the effectiveness of audit committees in Indonesian banks and the quality of sus-
tainability reporting. This demonstrates how internal oversight mechanisms can influence external assurance. Furthermore,
attributes of governance such as board independence, the presence of sustainability committees and gender diversity are
positively associated with external auditor engagement (Brogi, Lagasio, 2025; Kateb, Youssef, 2025).

3. Standardisation-procedural approach. Standardisation and the application of international auditing frameworks are key
to improving the comparability and credibility of audits across regions. Adamo, S., De Matteis, C., Fasiello, R., & Imperiale,
F. (Adamo et al., 2025) emphasise the importance of global assurance standards, such as ISAE 3000 and ISAE 3410, in
improving the reliability of sustainability reports. Bezverkhyi K.V. (Bezverkhyi, 2024) and Makarenko I., Kravchenko O.,
Ovcharova N., Zemliak N. and Makarenko S. (Makarenko et al., 2020), meanwhile, contend that standardising audit pro-
cedures is crucial for ensuring consistency in the auditing of sustainability information, particularly when making cross-
country comparisons within Asia.

4. Human-resource (auditor-related) approach. The human factor in auditing, including auditors' workloads and status, is
another important determinant of audit quality. According to Elaigwu, M., Che-Ahmad, A. and Abdulmalik, S.O. (Elaigwu
et al., 2023), auditors with a strong market position and a manageable workload are more likely to conduct thorough and
reliable audits of sustainability reports. This emphasises the impact of professional capacity and resource availability on
assurance outcomes.
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5. Theoretical-methodological approach. A number of scholars advocate theoretical frameworks that take into account the
cultural, legal and economic diversity of Asian countries. Hassanein A. and Elmaghrabi M. (Nasreen et al., 2025) and
Cepéda C., Monteiro A.P. and Aibar-Guzman B. (Cepéda et al., 2025), for example, emphasise the importance of developing
localised empirical methodologies that reflect regional specifics rather than applying generic global models. They argue
that sustainability assurance practices should be contextualised to increase their relevance and practical applicability.

Overall, the determinants of sustainability reporting audits in Asian countries are complex and multifaceted. They cover
the interaction of regulatory initiatives, corporate governance characteristics, market incentives, institutional maturity, and
environmental priorities. This creates a unique environment for implementing external audit practices for non-financial
reporting.

AIMS AND OBIJECTIVES

The study aims to identify and systematise the key determinants influencing the development and implementation of
sustainability reporting audits in Asian countries. It also seeks to empirically evaluate audit practices supporting non-
financial reporting between 2019 and 2023, considering regulatory, institutional, corporate, and market factors. Based on
this, the following tasks are proposed:

1. Assess the distribution and forms of non-financial reporting in the corporate sectors of leading Asian countries (China,
India, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea and Singapore) between 2019 and 2023.

2.  Analyse the proportion and types of audit support for sustainability reporting, particularly the provision of limited or
reasonable assurance.

3. Study the application of international standards for auditing non-financial reporting (ISAE 3000, ISAE 3410, AA1000
and ISO 14064) in Asian countries.

4.  Formulate proposals to improve sustainability reporting audits based on the identified determinants and the practical
experience of Asian countries.

The study's hypothesis is that the level of development and nature of sustainability reporting audits in Asian countries
depend on a set of interrelated determinants. The most important of these are regulatory requirements for sustainability
reporting and its audit, the institutional capacity of enterprises and audit organisations, the characteristics of the corporate
governance system, investor motivation and market factors (in particular, ESG financing).

METHODS

A set of general scientific and specialised methods was applied throughout the study to investigate the determinants of
sustainability reporting audits in Asian countries, taking into account their interconnectedness, dynamics and systemic
nature. Methods of analysis and synthesis were employed to evaluate the extent and types of non-financial reporting
within the corporate sector of major Asian countries, enabling the identification of structural shifts in sustainability reporting
methodologies. Induction and deduction were also employed to analyse the extent and types of audit support for sustain-
ability reporting, particularly in terms of providing limited or reasonable assurance. This approach ensured the logical
construction of conclusions regarding the depth of the audit. Simultaneously, generalisation was employed to examine the
implementation dynamics of international standards for auditing non-financial reporting (ISAE 3000, ISAE 3410, AA1000
and ISO 14064), enabling the systematisation of approaches to confirming the reliability of sustainability reporting. Thus,
specification and analogy were employed to formulate practical proposals for enhancing the audit of sustainability report-
ing, based on the identified determinants and the experience of Asian countries. The hypothetical method was also em-
ployed when formulating a research hypothesis on the dependence of sustainability reporting audit practices on a set of
regulatory, institutional, and corporate factors. At the same time, a bibliographic and bibliometric analysis of scientific
publications on the research topic was conducted to provide a critical understanding of existing approaches and identify
scientific gaps. Graphical and tabular methods were employed to visualise the research results in the form of figures,
diagrams, and tables, facilitating a clearer perception of dynamic changes and comparative analyses. At the final stage of
the study, methods of systematisation and generalisation were employed to formulate conclusions that integrated the
results of theoretical analysis and empirical observations.

This study focuses on Australia, China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Singapore and South Korea. These countries were selected
based on a combination of relevance, regional diversity and the availability of reliable empirical data on sustainability
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reporting and audit practices. Together, these countries represent both emerging and developed economies in the Asia-
Pacific region, enabling a comparative analysis of audit systems operating within different regulatory, institutional and
cultural frameworks.

Australia, Japan and Singapore were included because of their advanced regulatory environments, well-established sus-
tainability reporting standards and high level of audit assurance maturity. These countries have demonstrated consistent
leadership in adopting integrated reporting and sustainability reporting in alignment with international frameworks. Aus-
tralia, for instance, has long applied integrated reporting principles, while Japan has a unique model of embedding non-
financial reporting within corporate governance systems.

India and South Korea were selected due to their dynamic regulatory reforms and growing alignment with global environ-
mental, social and governance (ESG) standards, making them representative of nations actively transitioning towards
international audit practices. Both are members of global and regional sustainability initiatives, providing a rich empirical
context.

Indonesia and China were included as examples of large emerging markets where sustainability reporting is gaining mo-
mentum due to governmental and financial market pressures. Their inclusion enables the study to consider the institutional
challenges and regulatory gaps affecting audit quality and coverage in less harmonised environments.

The selected timeframe (2019-2023) encompasses a pivotal period of transformation in sustainability reporting and au-
diting practices worldwide, particularly in Asia. This five-year period reflects:

1.  The period following the adoption of the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) into national policy agendas.

2. A global shift from voluntary to regulated sustainability reporting, with countries such as India and Singapore
introducing or strengthening mandatory disclosures.

3. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, which triggered reassessments of corporate resilience, risk and transparency,
thereby accelerating ESG reporting and assurance practices.

4.  Arise in climate-related audit standards, particularly the transition from general assurance standards (e.g. ISAE 3000)
to more specific ones (e.g. ISAE 3410 and ISO 14064), as enterprises increasingly report on greenhouse gas
emissions and environmental risks.

RESULTS

In the 21st century, the concept of sustainable development has become strategically important for businesses, govern-
ments and society as a whole. Sustainability reporting, which covers the environmental, social, and governance (ESG)
aspects of companies' activities, has become an important accountability tool and an essential element of reputation
management, investment attractiveness, and strategic planning. Australia, as a developed country with a high level of
economic openness and an active environmental policy, plays a key role in developing and implementing sustainable
corporate reporting practices.

Australian companies are increasingly publishing reports that comply with international standards such as the Global Re-
porting Initiative (GRI), the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) and the Sustainability Accounting
Standards Board (SASB). Regulatory bodies such as the Australian Securities and Investments Commission (ASIC) and the
Energy and Climate Agency promote ESG accountability by introducing guidelines, requirements, and monitoring mecha-
nisms.

At the same time, challenges remain in unifying reporting approaches and ensuring the reliability of information and the
audit of non-financial reports. In light of the globalisation of financial markets and the growing expectation among investors
for transparency regarding ESG data, the quality and effectiveness of sustainability reporting in Australia are a particularly
relevant issue.

Below is the share of Australian companies that disclose sustainability information in various types of reporting (Figure 1).

142 DOI: 10.55643/fcaptp.5.64.2025.4885


https://fkd.net.ua/
https://www.fta.org.ua/

FINANCIAL AND CREDIT ACTIVITY: PROBLEMS OF THEORY AND PRACTICE
Volume 5 (64), 2025

o 3 3
90,00% g % % m2019 2020 2021 m2022 m2023
L 2 ~ =
80,00% — 8 X & @ 2
~ o
S <
< 70,00% q
£ 60,00%
£ BN
g 50,00% 8
5 B
9 40,00% L =
o . L 3 8
L 30,00% I~ L o e ——Y
E 8 o g I.ro; ~ o xX
(%] 0, e > ~ ) o
20,00% g%:v—' £ e £ = = 8?3§
10,00% .@‘ 3 8 8 8 8 ~ 38
- o - o o —
0,00% — [ I
Substainability report Annual report Integrated report No report
Types of reporting by which companies in the Australia report

Figure 1. Share of Australian companies disclosing sustainability information by type of reporting, %. (Source: constructed by the authors
based on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023,
2025))

According to the statistics presented in Figure 1, there were significant changes to the structure of corporate sustainability
reporting in Australia between 2019 and 2023. In 2019, 72.0% of companies published separate sustainability reports,
14.0% prepared annual financial statements and 14.0% prepared integrated reports. No companies published any form
of reporting, indicating a high overall reporting culture.

Between 2020 and 2021, the proportion of companies publishing separate sustainability reports decreased gradually to
64.0%, possibly due to enterprises transitioning to unified or integrated formats. Notably, 16.0% of companies used
integrated reporting and 20.0% used annual reporting in 2020. This trend continued in 2021 (12.0% and 22.0%, respec-
tively), with only 2.0% of companies not reporting.

The transformation was particularly pronounced in 2022, with only 3.0% of companies publishing separate sustainability
reports and 91.0% focusing on annual reporting. This may indicate the integration of non-financial indicators into financial
statements, or a response to new regulatory requirements. In 2023, the situation stabilised somewhat: the proportion of
companies reporting separately on sustainable development increased to 8.0%, while 72.0% prepared annual reports and
20.0% integrated reports. There were still no non-reporting companies.

Compared to 2019, the proportion of companies reporting separately on sustainable development decreased by 64 per-
centage points (from 72% to 8%), while the proportion of companies preparing annual reports increased by 58 percentage
points (from 14% to 72%), and the proportion of companies producing integrated reports increased by 6 percentage
points (from 14% to 20%). These changes reflect a shift in Australian companies' approach to ESG disclosure, including a
move towards more consolidated reporting formats that consider non-financial aspects as part of the broader management
and financial discourse.

Having studied the proportion of Australian enterprises that disclose information on sustainable development by type of
reporting, it is advisable to consider the proportion of such enterprises that audit sustainable development reporting (Ta-
ble 1).

Table 1. Sustainability reporting audits for Australian companies. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play: sustainability
disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Years
No Indicator name
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

1 i’?]zs“,[znce on sustainability report- 100.00 100.00 94.00 89.00 89.00
2 Limiteq assurance on sustainability 100.00 97.00 91.00 95.00 94.00

reporting, %.
3 Time to provide assurance on sus- _ 15 2% 271 12

tainability reporting, days
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Having reviewed the structure of non-financial reporting disclosure by Australian enterprises, it is advisable to analyse the
level of audit support for such reporting, as shown in Table 1. The data indicate a fairly high level of audit practice for
sustainability reporting in the country.

Notably, in 2019 and 2020, 100% of companies that prepared sustainability reports included an audit opinion. This figure
then decreased slightly in the following years: to 94.0% in 2021 and to 89.0% in 2022—-2023. Nevertheless, the level of
audit coverage remains fairly stable and high, indicating an established culture of external review of non-financial reporting
in Australia.

As for the form of audit support, limited assurance prevailed during the review period. It was used in 100.0% of cases in
2019, 97.0% in 2020, 91.0% in 2021, 95.0% in 2022 and 94.0% in 2023. This indicates that companies are steadily
focusing on a less intensive, yet fast and affordable form of audit that nevertheless ensures a basic level of reporting
reliability.

One interesting indicator is the assurance lag, which is the number of days between the publication of the report and the
issuance of the audit opinion. While this figure was 15 days in 2020, it increased to 26 days in 2021 and decreased to 21
days in 2022. In 2023, it fell further to 12 days. These fluctuations suggest an improvement in the efficiency and effec-
tiveness of audit processes, as well as the integration of audit functions into enterprises' internal reporting management
systems.

Overall, the Australian experience demonstrates a high level of audit support for sustainability reporting, with an emphasis
on limited assurance and a tendency to reduce the time taken to issue audit opinions. This may be the result of a combi-
nation of regulatory pressure, companies' voluntary initiatives and mature market practice in the field of non-financial
auditing.

Next, it is advisable to present the auditing standards used by Australian firms to confirm the accuracy and reliability of
reports, particularly sustainability reports (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. These are the audit standards for sustainability reporting used by Australian audit firms. (Source: constructed by the authors based
on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024; The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Analysing the data presented in Figure 2, it can be concluded that approaches to auditing sustainability reports in Australia
are gradually shifting towards more specialised standards that focus on environmental aspects, while the popularity of
universal and socially oriented approaches is declining.

ISAE 3000 (Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information) (International Au-
diting and Assurance Standards Board, 2021), which is widely accepted in the field of non-financial reporting and used for
assurance engagements that are not audits of historical financial information, remained the primary standard throughout
the period. However, its application decreased from 100.0% in 2019 to 94.0% in 2023, potentially indicating a diversifica-
tion of standards or increased attention to specialised environmental requirements.

This is evidenced by the growing use of ISAE 3410, «Greenhouse Gas Reporting Assurance Engagements» (International
Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021), which addresses assurance engagements on greenhouse gas reports. Its
share increased by 10 percentage points, rising from 43.0% in 2019 to 53.0% in 2023. This indicates that Australian
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companies are becoming more interested in verifying data related to carbon emissions and climate responsibility, in line
with global ESG trends.

Conversely, the use of the AA1000 standard (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018), which focuses on stake-
holder engagement and corporate social responsibility, decreased from 6.0% in 2019 to 0.0% in 2023. This may suggest
a decline in interest in non-financial social indicators, or a shift towards more formalised ESG information assessment
systems.

As for the ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases standard (ISO 14064 «Greenhouse gases», 2018), which deals with greenhouse
gases, its application during the study period remained at zero, which distinguishes Australia from other countries with
more active climate policies. This may be due to the absence of a regulatory requirement to apply this standard or its
replacement by other control mechanisms.

Interestingly, the share of other auditing standards not separately classified was 6% in 2021, but decreased to 3% in
2023, indicating a trend towards standardisation of practices and a decrease in the use of alternative or industry-specific
standards.

In general, the Australian sustainability reporting audit practice demonstrates maturity and adaptability: the focus is grad-
ually shifting from universal standards to more substantive environmental ones, while social aspects are giving way to
climate responsibility issues. This may indicate the impact of global climate initiatives and regulatory expectations for
transparency in carbon reporting.

Next, it would be helpful to illustrate the proportion of Chinese enterprises that disclose information on sustainable devel-
opment across different types of reporting (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Percentage share of Chinese companies disclosing sustainability information by type of reporting. (Source: constructed by the
authors based on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024; The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-
2023, 2025))

As shown in Figure 3, significant changes occurred in the structure of sustainability reporting by Chinese enterprises
between 2019 and 2023.

Notably, 66.00% of companies submitted sustainability reports in 2019, compared to 12.00% who submitted annual re-
ports and 1.00% who submitted integrated reports. Meanwhile, 21.00% of companies did not report at all. By 2020, the
proportion of companies submitting sustainability reports had increased to 74%, with only 6% submitting annual reports
and none submitting integrated reports.

This trend continued in 2021: 81% of companies submitted sustainability reports, 11% submitted annual reports, and 1%
submitted integrated reports. The proportion of non-reporters decreased to 7%. The following year, the number of com-
panies reporting on sustainability increased to 82%, with 15% submitting annual reports and only 3% reporting.

However, in 2023, the proportion of companies reporting on sustainability declined significantly to 37%, while 62% sub-
mitted annual reports. No integrated reports were submitted, and the proportion of non-reporting companies decreased
to @ minimum of 1%.
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These results suggest a change in the reporting priorities of Chinese companies. While there was a gradual increase in
sustainability reporting between 2019 and 2022, in 2023, preference was given to traditional annual reporting. Concur-
rently, the significant decrease in the proportion of companies not reporting at all indicates an increase in business trans-
parency and responsibility.

Having studied the proportion of Chinese enterprises that disclose information on sustainable development by type of
reporting, it is advisable to consider the proportion of such enterprises that audit sustainable development reporting (Ta-
ble 2).

Table 2. Chinese enterprises that undergo sustainability reporting audits. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play:
sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Years
N2 Indicator name
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
1 Assurance on sustainability reporting, %. 59.00 52.00 50.00 56.00 37.00
2 Limited assurance on sustainability reporting, %. 73.00 76.00 50.00 64.00 50.00
3 Time to provide assurance on sustainability reporting, days - 59 17 1 8

The proportion of companies receiving full assurance on sustainability reporting decreased from 59.00% in 2019 to 37.00%
in 2023, suggesting a decline in the prevalence of this practice. This may suggest a general trend of companies no longer
needing or wanting to engage independent auditors to provide assurance on their sustainability reports, possibly due to
simplified procedures or changes in regulations.

Similarly, the proportion of companies receiving limited assurance on sustainability reporting fell from 73.00% in 2019 to
50.00% in 2023. This could be due to the increased use of alternative control and audit methods, or changes in regulatory
requirements for limited assurance. Nevertheless, a significant proportion of companies still opt for this option, suggesting
a desire to maintain a certain level of confidence in their reporting despite limited resources.

The time for providing assurance on sustainability reporting has changed over the years. For example, in 2021, this indi-
cator was only 1 day, and in 2023 it increased to 8 days. The decrease in 2021 could be due to an accelerated verification
process, which was probably part of the adaptation to new conditions or requirements. In 2023, the time returned to
normal, which may indicate a more reasonable approach to inspections.

Thus, the analysis of Table 2 indicates trends that reflect changes in the approaches to the audit of sustainability reporting
by Chinese enterprises. There is a decrease in the overall level of assurance and an increase in the time spent on the
audit, which indicates changes in approaches to ensuring the reliability of reporting, including through new regulations
and practices that may result from global changes in the field of sustainable development.

Next, it is advisable to present the standards for auditing reports, including sustainability reports, used by Chinese audit
firms to confirm their accuracy and reliability (Figure 4).
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Figure 4. These are the sustainability reporting audit standards used by Chinese audit firms. (Source: constructed by the authors based on
(The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))
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When analysing the sustainability reporting audit standards used by Chinese audit firms (Figure 4), it should be noted that
the proportion of ISAE 3000 «Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information»
(International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021) applications decreased by 12.00% between 2019 and 2023
(falling from 64.00% to 52.00%). This may indicate a general downward trend in the use of ISAE 3000 «Assurance
Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information» among Chinese audit firms. This decline
may be due to the wider adoption of alternative standards, such as AA1000 (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard,
2018), or shifting methodologies for evaluating sustainability reporting. As ISAE 3000 covers broader aspects of assurance
beyond environmental issues, it may be less relevant for specialised assurance engagements.

At the same time, the use of ISAE 3410 (Assurance Engagements on Greenhouse Gas Reports) (International Auditing and
Assurance Standards Board, 2021) by Chinese audit firms decreased from 5.00% in 2019 to 3.00% in 2023 — a fall of
2.00%. This may indicate a decline in interest in greenhouse gas audits, despite ongoing global efforts to reduce emissions.
This may be due not only to a changing level of attention to this issue, but also to a possible reallocation of audit firms'
resources to more general or comprehensive audits, particularly those covering a wider range of sustainability aspects.

Conversely, there has been an increase in the use of the AA1000 standard (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard,
2018), which increased from 27.00% in 2019 to 37.00% in 2023 — an increase of 10.00%. This increase may indicate
that Chinese companies are focusing more on the AA1000 standard (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018),
which emphasises stakeholders and processes related to sustainable development. The AA1000 standard allows companies
to be more transparent in their reporting and meet stakeholder trust requirements, which may be important for companies
in the context of global sustainability initiatives.

The use of ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases (ISO 14064 «Greenhouse gases», 2018) remained unchanged at 0.00% in both
2019 and 2023. The zero percentage of use of ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases (ISO 14064 «Greenhouse gases», 2018) may
indicate that this standard, despite its importance for regulating greenhouse gas emissions, is not popular among Chinese
audit firms for auditing sustainability reports. This is likely due to the fact that enterprises pay more attention to general
sustainability practices, including environmental aspects, through more comprehensive standards such as AA1000 (AA1000
AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018).

As for other standards for the audit of sustainability reporting, their share increased from 0.00% in 2019 to 3.00% in 2023,
i.e., there is an increase of 3.00% in the use of alternative standards for the audit of sustainability reporting. This increase
of 3.00% may indicate an increase in the use of new, lesser-known, or more specialised standards in Chinese audit practice.
This may be the result of the introduction of new environmental and social standards or changes in national and interna-
tional legislation. It may also be an indication that companies are increasingly turning to innovative or alternative standards
to more accurately reflect sustainability in their reporting.

Next, it would be helpful to illustrate the proportion of Indian companies that disclose information on sustainable develop-
ment across different types of reporting (Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Percentage share of Indian companies disclosing sustainability information by type of reporting. (Source: constructed by the au-
thors based on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-
2023, 2025))
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As can be seen from Figure 5, there has been a clear evolution in the reporting approaches of Indian companies between
2019 and 2023. The main trend is a gradual shift towards integrated reporting, which covers both financial and non-
financial performance indicators, rather than separate sustainability and annual reports.

In 2019, for example, sustainability reporting was the most common form (41.00% of companies), while only 23.00%
submitted integrated reports. Meanwhile, 34.00% of companies limited themselves to annual reporting, and 2.00% did
not report at all.

In 2020, the proportion of companies submitting integrated reports increased significantly, reaching 39%, indicating the
beginning of a trend towards integrated reporting. Meanwhile, the proportion of companies submitting sustainability re-
ports fell to 28%, while annual reports remained relatively stable at 33%. Notably, the 'do not report' category has disap-
peared completely this year, indicating that requirements for business activity transparency have become more stringent.

In 2021, the proportion of integrated reports continued to grow (44.00 %), while annual reports decreased to 20% and
sustainability reports increased slightly to 36%. This suggests that some companies were in the process of transitioning
to integrated reporting, while still using traditional reporting forms.

By 2022, integrated reporting had become the dominant form, covering more than half of enterprises (53.00%), marking
a significant shift compared to previous years. Meanwhile, sustainability reporting decreased rapidly to 15.00%, confirming
the trend towards its gradual merger with integrated reporting. Annual reporting remained stable at 32%.

By 2023, integrated reporting had become the dominant form, with 59% of companies using it. The proportion of compa-
nies using annual reporting remained significant at 39%, while the proportion using sustainability reporting decreased to
2%. For the fourth year in a row, there has been a complete absence of companies that do not submit any form of
reporting.

Thus, the overall dynamics indicate a consistent transition of Indian companies to integrated reporting, which is in line
with current international trends in transparency, responsibility and sustainable development. This evolution is a positive
signal of improving the quality of corporate governance and increasing attention to ESG factors.

After studying the share of Indian companies that disclose information on sustainable development by type of reporting,
it is advisable to consider the share of such companies that audit their sustainability reports (Table 3).

Table 3. Indian companies that undergo sustainability reporting audits. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play: sus-
tainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Years

Ne Indicator name

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
1 | Assuranceon if]ZStf/L"ab"'ty report- 63.00 44.00 47.00 57.00 57.00
2 Limited assurance on sustainability 84.00 67.00 5.00 73.00 80.00

reporting, %.
Time to provide assurance on sus- ~

3 tainability reporting, days 109 % 86 >

In 2019, 63.00% of companies received full assurance. However, this figure decreased significantly to 44.00% in 2020,
likely due to the transition period during the pandemic, which affected many aspects of corporate control and reporting.
In subsequent years, the indicator recovered somewhat, reaching 47.00% in 2021, 57.00% in both 2022 and 2023. This
suggests a stabilisation and gradual restoration of confidence in audit procedures for sustainable development.

The level of limited assurance, which is less rigorous than a full audit, demonstrates relatively higher values in all years.
This indicator was 84.00% in 2019, decreased to 67.00% in 2020, and then gradually increased to 75.00% in 2021,
73.00% in 2022, and 80.00% in 2023. This may suggest a widespread tendency to partially confirm reporting as a com-
promise between transparency and saving resources.

The time taken to issue an assurance has reduced from 109 days in 2020 to 55 days in 2023. This may be due to
improvements in internal processes for collecting and analysing non-financial information, as well as the automation of
reporting processes. Reducing audit time may also indicate the growing maturity of companies' reporting systems.

Overall, the analysis of sustainability reporting audit indicators suggests that external assurance of non-financial infor-
mation is becoming increasingly important in India. While the level of full assurance has not yet returned to pre-pandemic
levels, the steady growth of limited assurance and the reduction in audit procedure duration indicate a positive trend in
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the development of non-financial audit institutions. This is in line with global trends, where improving the quality and
reliability of sustainability reporting is an important element of investment attractiveness and corporate responsibility.

Next, the standards used by Indian audit firms to confirm the accuracy and reliability of reports, including sustainability
reports, should be presented (Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Sustainability reporting audit standards used by audit firms in India. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play:
sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

The proportion of ISAE 3000 assurance engagements other than audits or reviews of historical financial information (In-
ternational Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021) decreased by 2.00% between 2019 and 2023, falling from
84.00% to 82.00%. This suggests a slight decline in the adoption of this standard compared to previous years, potentially
due to changes in reporting requirements or the emergence of more specific standards addressing the needs of sustainable
development.

Conversely, the proportion of ISAE 3410 assurance engagements on greenhouse gas reports increased significantly (In-
ternational Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021), rising by 16.00% from 3.00% in 2019 to 19.00% in 2023.
This increase suggests a growing focus on climate change and reducing greenhouse gas emissions, which are important
parts of companies' sustainable development strategies. Consequently, auditors are paying more attention to environmen-
tal reporting and experiencing an increased need to verify this data.

The share of the AA1000 standard (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018) (which focuses on the principles of
social responsibility and transparency in reporting) has decreased significantly. In 2023, its share fell to 13.00%, down
from 34.00% in 2019. This decline may indicate a shift in the emphasis placed on auditing sustainability reports in India,
possibly due to a growing interest in more specific standards such as ISAE 3410 (International Auditing and Assurance
Standards Board, 2021), which focus on environmental issues.

Use of the ISO 14064 standard (Greenhouse Gases) (ISO 14064 «Greenhouse gases», 2018) increased from 0.00% in
2019 to 3.00% in 2023. This suggests an initial, albeit modest, rise in the adoption of standards directly linked to green-
house gas emissions and climate change. Although this standard currently has a small market share, its growth suggests
a trend towards the further development of environmental auditing in India.

The share of other standards used for auditing sustainability reports increased from 3.00% in 2019 to 8.00% in 2023. This
suggests that Indian audit firms are increasingly adopting a variety of specialised standards to ensure more comprehensive
and accurate audits of sustainability reports. This trend suggests a need to adapt to evolving industry requirements and
heightened attention to emerging standards that could more effectively address contemporary sustainability challenges.
Overall, it can be concluded that, from 2019 to 2023, there has been a shift in the use of sustainability reporting audit
standards in India. A key factor is the growing interest in environmental issues, such as greenhouse gas emissions, as
reflected by the significant increase in the share of ISAE 3410. At the same time, the decline in the use of the AA1000
standard (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018) indicates that Indian audit firms are focusing more on specific
environmental and social indicators that are becoming important for corporate reporting. These changes reflect general
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global trends aimed at improving transparency and efficiency in the management of sustainable development of enter-
prises.

Below is the share of Indonesian companies that disclose information on sustainable development in various types of
reporting (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Percentage share of Indonesian companies disclosing sustainability information by type of reporting. (Source: constructed by the
authors based on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024; The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-
2023, 2025))

The statistics on sustainability reporting by Indonesian enterprises, presented in Figure 7, show significant changes to the
reporting structure between 2019 and 2023. These changes reflect the evolution of corporate strategies to meet modern
sustainability requirements.

In 2019, 82.00% of Indonesian companies submitted sustainability reports, indicating a high level of corporate social
responsibility in the country. However, this figure decreased over time: by 2023, only 2.00% of companies submitted
reports. This suggests that sustainability reporting is becoming less popular, possibly due to reduced requirements or
changes in strategic approaches to corporate reporting.

In 2019, only 4.00% of Indonesian companies submitted annual reports. However, this figure increased significantly to
22.00% in 2020, and by 2021, it had risen to 70.00%. This suggests that Indonesian companies have become more
focused on annual reporting over time, possibly due to growing demands for transparency and short-term reporting. The
proportion of companies submitting annual reports remained high in 2022 and 2023, at 94.00% and 92.00% respectively.

As for integrated reporting, 4.00% of Indonesian companies submitted this type of report in 2019. This figure dropped to
2.00% in 2020 and remained low in subsequent years: 0.00% in 2021, 2.00% in 2022 and 6.00% in 2023. Despite being
more comprehensive, integrated reporting did not gain much popularity among Indonesian companies from 2019 to 2023,
possibly due to low regulatory requirements or the need for simpler reporting forms.

In 2019, a significant proportion of companies (10%) did not submit any sustainability reports. However, this figure
dropped to 0.00% in 2020, with no non-reporting companies recorded in subsequent years. This suggests a high level of
corporate responsibility and compliance with reporting requirements in Indonesia, possibly due to strengthened regula-
tions.

Between 2019 and 2023, Indonesian enterprises changed their approach to sustainability reporting. While the majority of
companies initially reported on sustainability, there has since been a significant decline in this number. Conversely, there
has been an increase in the proportion of annual reports, reflecting a shift in focus towards short-term financial and
operational performance.

The decline in integrated reporting is likely due to a lack of interest in reports combining financial and non-financial
indicators compared to traditional annual reports, which are simpler to prepare and evaluate.

Therefore, it can be argued that, from 2019 to 2023, Indonesia has shown a general trend towards simplification and a
focus on annual reporting, with a significant decrease in the importance of sustainability and integrated reports.
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Having studied the proportion of Indonesian enterprises that disclose information on sustainable development by type of
reporting, it is advisable to consider the proportion of such enterprises that audit sustainable development reporting (Ta-
ble 4).

Table 4. Companies in Indonesia that are audited for sustainability reporting. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play:
sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Years
Ne Indicator name
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

1 ﬁ”ﬁj‘)“ce on sustainability report- 33.00 23.00 50.00 45.00 41.00
2 Limiteq asiurance on sustainability 56.00 46.00 56.00 55.00 48.00

reporting, %.

Time to provide assurance on sus- _
3 tainability reporting, days 3 42 34 3

In 2019, 33% of companies that disclosed sustainability information underwent full assurance audits. This figure dropped
to 23% in 2020, possibly due to the economic difficulties caused by the pandemic. However, in 2021, there was a significant
increase to 50%, which may indicate a renewed focus on the quality and reliability of reporting.

The following years saw a moderate decline in this proportion: 45% in 2022 and 41% in 2023. This could suggest a
stabilisation of audit approaches or a transition to alternative formats, such as limited assurance.

In 2019, 56.00% of companies received limited assurance from audit firms. This figure dropped to 46.00% in 2020,
coinciding with a decrease in full assurance during the same period. The share returned to the 2019 level of 56.00% in
2021, before gradually decreasing again to 55.00% in 2022 and 48.00% in 2023.

The general trend indicates that most companies still opt for a limited assurance audit, as this is @ more cost-effective and
less complex option than a full assurance audit.

Since 2020, Table 4 has also shown the average time taken to provide assurance on sustainability reporting. This figure
was 53 days in 2020, 42 days in 2021, 34 days in 2022, and 33 days in 2023. The gradual reduction in audit duration may
be due to improved audit processes, the introduction of information technology, and the growing experience of companies
and audit firms in verifying sustainability reports.

Next, it would be useful to present the auditing standards used by Indonesian audit firms to confirm the accuracy and
reliability of reports, including sustainability reports (Figure 8).
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Figure 8. Sustainability reporting audit standards used by Indonesian audit firms. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of
play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

The dynamics of the application of sustainability reporting audit standards by Indonesian audit firms between 2019 and
2023 (Figure 8) indicate a shift in priorities and an adaptation to global challenges in the field of non-financial reporting.
Let us now consider the key trends in the use of international and alternative standards.
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In 2019, ISAE 3000 «Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information» (Interna-
tional Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021) was used by 33.00% of Indonesian audit firms. By 2023, this figure
had increased to 37.00%, demonstrating the gradual growth in popularity of this universal standard, which provides as-
surance on non-financial reporting, particularly sustainable development reporting.

This 4.00% increase indicates a growing awareness of the importance of auditing non-financial reporting and a desire
among audit firms to apply internationally recognised standards, despite the dominance of alternative or national ap-
proaches in previous years.

The use of ISAE 3410 (Assurance Engagements on Greenhouse Gas Reports) (International Auditing and Assurance Stand-
ards Board, 2021) was not recorded at all in 2019, but by 2023, 4% of Indonesian audit firms were using it. This indicates
a gradual increase in interest in the verification of environmental indicators, particularly reporting on greenhouse gas
emissions.

Despite its modest adoption rate, the emergence of this standard in Indonesian auditing practice indicates an expansion
of the thematic aspects of sustainable development within the audit scope. This is consistent with global climate challenges
and the corporate need to report on environmental impact.

The AA1000 standard (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018), which focuses on auditing social, ethical, and
governance aspects of sustainable development, was extremely popular in 2019, with 89% of audit firms using it. However,
this share dropped to 48.00% in 2023, almost half the 2019 figure.

This sharp 41% decline may indicate a shift towards more universal or formally regulated international standards, such as
ISAE 3000 «Assurance Engagements that are not an Audit or Review of Historical Financial Information» (International
Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021), or a decrease in client demand for social reporting audits in this format.
Conversely, it is possible that companies have started to opt for more environmentally focused or integrated auditing
approaches.

Throughout the entire analysed period, Indonesian audit firms did not apply ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases (ISO 14064
«Greenhouse gases», 2018). This may indicate a low level of integration of this standard into national audit practice, as
well as a lack of significant demand from companies for its application.

Of interest is the emergence of the 'other standards' category, which increased from 0.00% in 2019 to 19.00% in 2023.
This suggests a diversification of approaches to auditing sustainability reports and an attempt to adapt to industry, inter-
national or even internal standards that are not regulated by the main international documents.

Next, it would be useful to present the proportion of Japanese enterprises disclosing information on sustainable develop-
ment in different types of reporting (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Share of Japanese companies disclosing sustainability information by type of reporting, %. (Source: constructed by the authors
based on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023,
2025))
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As can be seen from the statistics presented in Figure 9, there has been a noticeable transformation in the way Japanese
companies approach sustainability disclosures. Between 2019 and 2023, significant changes occurred in the structure and
priorities of reporting.

In 2019, 53.00% of Japanese companies submitted separate sustainability reports. However, this figure decreased rapidly
every year: to 40.00% in 2020, 37.00% in 2021, 10.00% in 2022 and 7.00% in 2023. The overall decline for this period
was 46%. This indicates that companies are shifting towards integrated reporting, combining financial and non-financial
information.

The proportion of companies that only prepared annual reports remained consistently low throughout the period. It
amounted to 3.00% in 2019, with slight fluctuations in the following years (5.00% in 2020, 7.00% in 2021 and 4.00% in
2022), before returning to 3.00% in 2023. This suggests that separate annual reports are not considered important in the
context of sustainability disclosure in Japan.

The most noticeable trend is the increase in the proportion of companies that produce integrated reports. While this figure
stood at 43.00% in 2019, by 2023 it had risen to 89.00%, indicating an increase of 46.00%. Since 2020, integrated
reporting has been the dominant type of reporting, clearly demonstrating Japanese businesses' shift towards an approach
that considers both financial results and sustainability factors. This approach is more effective in terms of transparency
and strategic management.

Meanwhile, the proportion of companies not reporting at all has remained at 1.00% over the past five years. This highlights
the high level of responsibility of Japanese companies with regard to corporate reporting practices.

Thus, Japan is demonstrating one of the most progressive models of sustainability reporting evolution, with an emphasis
on integrating non-financial and financial indicators to provide a holistic view of companies' efficiency and sustainability.

Having studied the proportion of Japanese enterprises disclosing information on sustainable development by type of re-
porting, it is advisable to consider the proportion of such enterprises that audit sustainable development reporting (Table
5).

Table 5. Japanese companies that undergo sustainability reporting audits. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play:
sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Years
N2 Indicator name
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
1 Assurance on sustainability re- 63.00 61.00 47.00 43.00 41.00

porting, %.

Limited assurance on sustainabil-
2 ity reporting, %. 90.00 93.00 96.00 94.00 93.00

Time to provide assurance on

sustainability reporting, days 102 7> 80 83

The proportion of companies receiving full assurance on their financial statements fell from 63.00% in 2019 to 41.00% in
2023. This may indicate a shift towards a less costly verification process, such as a limited audit.

Conversely, the proportion of companies receiving limited assurance remained high and stable, increasing from 90.00% in
2019 to 93.00% in 2023. This emphasises the priority of this format for most companies.

The duration of the audit process decreased from 102 days in 2020 to 83 days in 2023, indicating the optimisation of
procedures and probably the introduction of digital tools.

Next, the standards used by Japanese audit firms to confirm the accuracy and reliability of auditing reports, including
sustainability reports, should be presented (Figure 10).
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Figure 10. Sustainability reporting audit standards used by Japanese audit firms. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of
play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

From 2019 to 2023, Japan (Figure 10) underwent a transformation in its approach to auditing sustainability reports,
reflecting shifts in corporate governance priorities and the adoption of global sustainability trends. The ISAE 3000 Standard
on Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information (International Auditing and
Assurance Standards Board, 2021), which provides a universal framework for ensuring the reliability of non-financial in-
formation, remains the most widely used standard in Japan. However, its market share has decreased from 80.00% in
2019 to 73.00% in 2023 (-7.00%). This indicates stable recognition of the international standard, as well as a gradual
diversification of audit practices and use of alternative approaches.

The application of ISAE 3410 (International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021), which is aimed at verifying
information on greenhouse gases, decreased by 19.00%, falling from 61.00% in 2019 to 42.00% in 2023. This may be
due to a redistribution of interest towards other environmental standards, as well as the integration of relevant information
into broader reporting formats.

The AA1000 standard (AA1000 Account Ability Principles Standard, 2018), which focuses on stakeholder engagement and
ethical reporting principles, is used to a limited extent, with usage decreasing from 6.00% in 2019 to 3.00% in 2023. This
may indicate low demand for the assessment of non-financial reporting in terms of responsibility and engagement, or a
shift towards more technically oriented standards.

In contrast, ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases (ISO 14064 «Greenhouse gases», 2018), which focuses on greenhouse gas
assessment, has increased in popularity by 12.00%, rising from 27.00% in 2019 to 39.00% in 2023. This suggests that
Japanese businesses are paying more attention to climate aspects of sustainable development and focusing on interna-
tional environmental requirements and ESG compliance standards.

The share of other auditing standards increased from 2.00% in 2019 to 6.00% in 2023, demonstrating growing interest in
industry-specific or domestic sustainability assurance methodologies.

Next, it would be helpful to illustrate the proportion of Singaporean enterprises that disclose information on sustainable
development across different types of reporting (Figure 11).
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Figure 11. Percentage share of Singapore companies disclosing sustainability information by type of reporting. (Source: constructed by the
authors based on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024; The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-
2023, 2025))

Figure 11 shows that there were significant structural changes in the way Singaporean companies disclosed sustainability
information between 2019 and 2023. While 60.00% of Singaporean companies published sustainability reports in 2019,
this figure dropped to just 4.00% in 2023. This sharp 56.00% decrease indicates a shift in either reporting formats — such
as annual or integrated reporting — or regulatory policy and corporate practice.

Conversely, the proportion of annual reports has steadily increased from 34.00% in 2019 to 84.00% in 2022-23. This
suggests a trend towards unifying corporate reporting within a single document that focuses on financial and operational
indicators. Growth amounted to 50 percentage points over five years.

The proportion of companies using integrated reporting, which combines financial and non-financial information, increased
from 2.00% in 2019 to 12.00% in 2023. This indicates a gradual transition towards more modern reporting methods that
align with international standards, particularly the <IR> Framework.

Another positive development is that the proportion of non-reporting companies has completely disappeared. While there
were 4.00% in 2019-2020, since 2021, no company has remained outside the reporting field. This suggests that corporate
reporting in Singapore is becoming more mandatory.

Having studied the proportion of Singaporean companies disclosing information on sustainable development by type of
reporting, it is advisable to consider the proportion of such companies that audit their sustainability reports (Table 6).

Table 6. Sustainability reporting for Singapore companies. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play: sustainability disclo-
sure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Years
Ne° Indicator name
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
y | Assurance on sustainability re- 54.00 50.00 57.00 59.00 65.00
porting, %.
2 !_imited assurance on sustainabil- 92.00 75.00 83.00 76.00 87.00
ity reporting, %.
Time to provide assurance on _
3 sustainability reporting, days 33 34 o1 23

As shown in Table 6, the proportion of companies receiving assurance on sustainability reporting increased from 54.00%
in 2019 to 65.00% in 2023, representing a five-year increase of 11.00%. This indicates the growing importance of sus-
tainability audits among Singaporean companies, potentially due to regulatory changes and increased transparency and
responsibility requirements regarding sustainable development.
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Meanwhile, the proportion of companies receiving limited assurance remained high in 2019 (92%), but decreased to 87%
in 2023. This suggests that companies are conducting deeper, more comprehensive audits, confirming the increased
confidence in the results of sustainability reporting audits.

Meanwhile, the average time taken to provide assurance fell from 33 days in 2020 to 23 days in 2023 — a reduction of 10
days over five years. This suggests that audit processes have become more efficient and that auditors can respond more
quickly to sustainability requirements. This confirms that audit firms are improving their auditing report methods and
looking for ways to optimise resources and time.

Overall, companies in Singapore are demonstrating positive trends in their sustainability audit practices. However, it is still
important to focus on improving the quality and detail of sustainability reporting assurance, for example, by optimising
review processes and expanding audit approaches. These changes may also be in response to growing demands from
regulators and consumers for transparency and accountability on sustainability issues, which are becoming prerequisites
for successful business in today's environment.

Next, the standards used by Singaporean audit firms to audit reports, including sustainability reports, should be presented
to confirm their accuracy and reliability (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. Sustainability Reporting Audit Standards Used by Singaporean Audit Firms. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The
state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024; The state of play. sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Figure 12 shows that Singapore has seen significant changes in the application of international and industry-specific sus-
tainability auditing standards over the past five years (2019-2023). These changes reflect evolving priorities, responses to
environmental challenges, and changing stakeholder expectations.

For example, in 2019, 92.00% of audit firms used the ISAE 3000 standard “Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or
Reviews of Historical Financial Information” (International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021), but by 2023
this figure had decreased to 74.00%. This may indicate that audit firms are orienting themselves towards specialised
standards that are more relevant to sustainable development (e.g., ISAE 3410, 'Assurance Engagements on Greenhouse
Gas Reports' (International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021)), or that there is a reduced need for a general
assurance model that is not related to financial information.

”

The most striking trend concerns the application of ISAE 3410, “Assurance Engagements on Greenhouse Gas Reports
(International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021), which is a standard for auditing greenhouse gas reports.
While it was not used by any firm in 2019 (0.00%), this figure increased to 29.00% in 2023. This indicates a strengthening
of the climate agenda in the corporate sector, confirming that Singaporean auditors are adapting to the ESG requirements
of international investors and regulators.

Use of the AA1000 standard (AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018), which focuses on stakeholder and respon-
sibility principles, decreased from 15.00% in 2019 to 3.00% in 2023. This may indicate that audit firms prefer formalised
international standards with greater legitimacy for reporting in accordance with regulatory requirements.
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The ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases standard (ISO 14064 «Greenhouse gases», 2018), which focuses on accounting for and
verifying greenhouse gases, also demonstrated positive growth, increasing from 8.00% in 2019 to 13.00% in 2023. This
confirms the technical specialisation of audits in the area of climate risks, particularly the carbon footprint of companies.

The proportion of audits using other standards (national or internal methodologies) fell from 15.00% to 10.00%. This
indicates a tendency to unify auditing methods for sustainability reporting, focusing on internationally recognised stand-
ards, particularly those included in the International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) and IFAC lists.

Thus, Singapore is gradually moving towards specialised, technically sound auditing standards, indicating the profession-
alisation of approaches to auditing sustainability reports.

Next, it would be helpful to illustrate the proportion of South Korean enterprises that disclose information on sustainable
development across different types of reporting (Figure 13).

s 2 m2019 2020 2021 2022 m2023
90,00% S 8 3
o o 0
©® S KN
80,00% X N
X 8 ~
o o <
< 70,00% g o
~ n
$ 60,00%
@
gS0,00% °§ °
< 2 8
@ 40,00% N L o
5 o0 S 5
£ 30,00% PN
c L N NS
¥ 20,00% £ . 2 & g ) °8°8°8§\c
S g 9 o 9 o) © © o 9 g
10,00% 83«3 N g
° mm -
0’000/0 [ L I
Substainability report Annual report Integrated report No report
Types of reporting by which companies in the South Korea
report

Figure 13. Percentage share of South Korean companies disclosing information on sustainable development by type of reporting.
(Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability
disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Between 2019 and 2023 (Figure 13), South Korea experienced positive trends in enterprise transparency regarding sus-
tainable development activities. The proportion of companies reporting on sustainable development increased from
58.00% in 2019 to 78.00% in 2023, indicating a growing emphasis on non-financial reporting and business accountability
to stakeholders.

The increase was 20.00 percentage points, rising from 58.00% in 2019 to 78.00% in 2023. These dynamics indicate the
systematic implementation of ESG practices, as well as businesses' response to requirements in domestic and foreign
markets.

During the study period, the proportion of companies submitting only annual reports remained virtually unchanged at
2.00%, suggesting a gradual decline in the relevance of financial reporting alone, without considering non-financial indi-
cators.

In 2019, 32.00% of enterprises submitted reports, but this figure fell to 20.00% in 2023, representing a decrease of 12.00
percentage points. This may be due to enterprises shifting their focus to separate non-financial reporting, or it may be the
result of reports being unified in the sustainability format without the integration of financial indicators.

While 8.00% of companies did not submit reports at all in 2019, none remained by 2023. This suggests that almost 100%
coverage of non-financial information disclosure has been achieved, representing significant progress in the context of
global sustainable development goals.

South Korea's consistent integration of non-financial reporting into corporate practices indicates the maturity of its ESG
environment.

There is a preference for separate sustainability reporting over integrated formats, possibly due to regulatory requirements
or methodological availability.
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A

The complete absence of non-reporting companies in 2023 indicates the high level of transparency and responsibility of
businesses in South Korea.

Having studied the proportion of South Korean enterprises disclosing information on sustainable development by reporting
type, it is advisable to consider the proportion of enterprises that audit sustainable development reporting (Table 7).

Table 7. South Korean companies that undergo sustainability reporting audits. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The state of play:
sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024, The state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

Years
N2 Indicator name
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
1 Assurance on sustainability re- 5 12 8 5 6

porting, %.

Limited assurance on sustainabil-
ity reporting, %.

Time to provide assurance on
sustainability reporting, days

The share of companies receiving assurance on sustainability reporting increased slightly from 5.00% in 2019 to 6.00% in
2023. The increase in enterprises receiving assurance in 2020 (up to 12.00%) was a one-time peak, after which the figure
stabilised at 5.00-6.00%. This may indicate a lack of activity in this area, likely due to the absence of mandatory require-
ments or support from the state or regulatory authorities.

Conversely, there has been a significant increase in the proportion of enterprises receiving limited assurance, rising from
21.00% in 2019 to 48.00% in 2023. Since 2021, this figure has grown by 10-15% annually. This increase may indicate
an increase in reporting requirements, as well as improved audit practices in South Korea.

The time taken to provide assurance ranges from 87 to 97 days, with little change in dynamics over the past five years.
These small fluctuations may indicate stability in the inspection and audit processes, as well as audit firms' efficiency in
providing results within a shorter timeframe.

Overall, the trend indicates an increase in limited assurance in South Korea, particularly in recent years, suggesting a
greater focus on improving the quality of sustainability reporting.

Next, the standards used by Singaporean audit firms to confirm the accuracy and reliability of auditing reports, including
sustainability reports, should be presented (Figure 14).
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Figure 14. Sustainability Reporting Audit Standards Used by South Korean Audit Firms. (Source: constructed by the authors based on (The
state of play: sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2022, 2024; The state of play. sustainability disclosure & assurance 2019-2023, 2025))

When analysing the sustainability reporting audit standards used by South Korean audit firms (Figure 14), it should be
noted that the proportion of ISAE 3000 Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial
Information (International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021) applications decreased by 4.00% between
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2019 and 2023, falling from 18.00% to 14.00%. This decrease in usage may be the result of a fall in demand for the audit
of non-financial statements. This may also reflect the development of alternative approaches to providing assurance on
sustainability, such as standards for environmental indicators or greenhouse gases. At the same time, the proportion of
firms applying ISAE 3410 (Assurance Engagements on Greenhouse Gas Reports, International Auditing and Assurance
Standards Board, 2021) decreased by 1.00% between 2019 and 2023, falling from 4.00% to 3.00%. This slight decrease
may indicate a decline in the relevance of this standard among South Korean audit firms, potentially due to the availability
of alternative standards or approaches to greenhouse gas reporting. Meanwhile, the adoption of the AA1000 standard
(AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard, 2018) by South Korean audit firms fell from 74.00% in 2019 to 31.00% in
2023. This significant decrease indicates a loss of interest in the standard among audit firms. A loss of interest in standards
focused on the social responsibility of businesses (such as the AA1000) may reflect a change in audit practice priorities,
with a greater emphasis placed on environmental aspects and emission reduction. Conversely, the application of ISO 14064
Greenhouse gases (2018) increased from 16.00% in 2019 to 44.00% in 2023. This significant growth reflects increased
attention to the environmental aspects of sustainable development, particularly reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The
increase in the use of ISO 14064 may be due to global initiatives to combat climate change and increasing reporting
requirements in this area. The share of other standards used for auditing sustainability reporting decreased from 46.00%
in 2019 to 14.00% in 2023, indicating a decline of 32.00%. A significant decrease in the use of other standards could
suggest a shift towards major international standards, such as ISO 14064 (Greenhouse gases, 2018) and ISAE (Interna-
tional Auditing and Assurance Standards Board, 2021). This could also indicate a reduction in the variety of approaches to
auditing sustainability reporting.

DISCUSSION

The results of the study confirm the multifactorial nature of the determinants of sustainability reporting audits in Asian
countries. They enable us to systematise the impact of regulatory, institutional, corporate, and market factors on the level
and form of audit support for non-financial reporting.

Firstly, in line with the findings of Ardiana et al. (2025), it was found that regulatory initiatives, particularly the integration
of sustainable finance requirements in Indonesia, are a powerful impetus for increasing the transparency of non-financial
information. This, in turn, increases the demand for audits. Indonesia's experience demonstrates that the mandatory
implementation of sustainability reporting, without appropriate external control, risks remaining a mere formality.

A comprehensive understanding of the determinants of sustainability reporting audits in Asian countries requires consid-
eration of not only external regulatory or institutional factors, but also internal factors related to the organisation of
companies' accounting systems. In this context, the provisions set out by Bezverhyi (2013) remain relevant since the
classification of accounts and accounting registers directly affects the quality, structure and analytical value of the infor-
mation forming the basis of sustainability reporting and its audit.

Secondly, corporate governance is a significant internal factor influencing audit quality. This is consistent with the studies
of Meutia, Yaacob and Kartasari (Meutia et al., 2023) and Kateb and Youssef (Kateb and Youssef, 2025), which show that
better reporting and its audit are contributed to by the presence of specialised CSR committees, a high level of board
independence and professional competence. In Asia, these factors are particularly important due to the dominance of
family and state capital.

Thirdly, market motivation is an increasingly strong factor. A study by Buertey, S., Ramsawak, R., and Nguyen, B. H.
(Buertey et al., 2025) indicates that Vietnamese investors positively react to companies that receive awards for quality
sustainability reporting. This suggests that external auditing can be seen as a signal of trust to the market, thereby
strengthening enterprises' intangible assets.

However, comparisons with other regions (e.g., Bezverkhyi's 2024 study on the Americas) reveal that Asia still has low
standardisation of audit procedures for sustainability reporting. This creates barriers to comparability and trust. Given this,
harmonisation with European standards (ESRS, ISAE 3000) is becoming increasingly important (Bezverkhyi, 2024;
Makarenko et al., 2020).

Considerable attention should be paid to the specifics of sustainability reporting in Asian countries. For instance, a study
by Gotoh (2025) in Japan reveals that decarbonisation has emerged as a key audit topic, resulting in an increased reliance
on ISAE 3410 (Assurance Engagements on Greenhouse Gas Reports, International Auditing and Assurance Standards
Board, 2021). This indicates a shift in audit focus from general coverage to specific environmental goals.
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Equally important is the interaction between external audits and internal management practices. As Fernandez Chulian,
M., Garcia-Torre, N., Larrinaga, C. and Bebbington, J. (2025) note, in Japan, sustainability reporting is viewed as a means
of demonstrating external accountability and as a mechanism for organisational stability that enhances the integration of
audits into strategic management.

However, there are also challenges. The team of authors Cepéda, Monteiro and Aibar-Guzman (2025) warn of the risks of
“decoupling” — the gap between formal reporting and real actions — which complicates the auditor's role as guarantor of
reliability. This is particularly pertinent in countries with underdeveloped institutional systems.

To provide a balanced perspective and stimulate further scholarly inquiry, it is important to acknowledge the limitations of
this study.

Firstly, the geographical scope of the study is limited to a selection of Asian countries. While these countries are diverse,
they do not represent the full spectrum of sustainability reporting audit practices across the entire continent. Countries
such as Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines were excluded due to a lack of publicly available data, which may limit the
generalisability of the findings.

Secondly, the analysis is based primarily on secondary sources and publicly available reports, which may not fully capture
internal audit processes, informal assurance mechanisms or the true motivations of enterprises undertaking sustainability
audits. The absence of fieldwork or interviews with practitioners means that some contextual or behavioural factors may
remain unexplored.

Thirdly, while the time frame (2019-2023) is relevant, it captures a relatively short period of observation. Some structural
shifts in audit practice, such as those related to climate reporting standards or Al-driven audit tools, require a longer-term
perspective to assess their implications fully.

Fourthly, while the study explores institutional, regulatory and organisational determinants, it does not provide a quanti-
tative econometric analysis to measure the strength of causal relationships. This restricts the ability to generalise findings
beyond qualitative trends.

CONCLUSIONS

An analysis of non-financial and sustainability reporting audit practices at enterprises in Asian countries, particularly Aus-
tralia, China, India, Indonesia, Japan, Singapore and South Korea, from 2019 to 2023, revealed key trends and issues in
this area.

It has been established that the evolution of sustainability reporting types reflects the shift towards more consolidated
formats, such as annual or integrated reporting, from separate non-financial reporting. This transformation is most evident
in Australia, India, Japan and Singapore. Conversely, some countries (e.g., South Korea) continue to favour separate
sustainability reports.

The level of audit coverage of non-financial reporting has been found to remain relatively high in most Asian countries,
particularly Australia, Japan, and Singapore. The main form of audit is the provision of limited assurance, combining the
reliability of information with economical procedures.

A reduction in audit duration has been observed in most Asian countries, indicating an increase in audit process efficiency
and the integration of audit functions into enterprises' internal management systems.

The transformation of audit standards shows a decline in the use of the general standard ISAE 3000 Assurance Engage-
ments Other Than Audits or Reviews of Historical Financial Information, in favour of more specific standards such as ISAE
3410 Assurance Engagements Involving Greenhouse Gas Reports (International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board,
2021) and ISO 14064 Greenhouse Gases (ISO, 2018). This suggests a strengthening of the climate agenda in reporting
and auditing, while the importance of social and ethical standards, such as the AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard
(AA1000, 2018), is gradually declining.

Australia demonstrates the highest maturity and stability of sustainability audit practices in Asia. Conversely, China and
Indonesia are experiencing a decline in audit intensity, potentially due to changes in the regulatory environment. Mean-
while, India, Singapore and South Korea are actively adapting their approaches to international requirements with a focus
on environmental aspects. Japan provides an example of the deep integration of non-financial information into the overall
management system.
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In order to improve the quality, consistency and effectiveness of non-financial reporting audits in Asia, the following
concrete steps are recommended:

1.

Promote the adoption of specialised assurance standards (e.g. ISAE 3410 and ISO 14064) at a national level to
ensure methodological consistency in audits of environmental indicators.

Develop clear, binding national frameworks mandating limited or reasonable assurance for sustainability reports in
key sectors (e.g., energy, agriculture and manufacturing), drawing on successful experiences in countries such as
Australia and Singapore.

Encourage enterprises to establish or empower audit committees responsible for overseeing non-financial reporting.
This includes setting qualifications and independence criteria for members, thereby improving internal control and
auditor interaction.

Launch regional programmes to train auditors in sustainability-specific frameworks, including climate-related
disclosures, social impact metrics and ESG risk assessment.

Introduce market-based incentives, such as tax benefits and advantages in ESG ratings, for companies that undergo
independent sustainability audits. Recognition schemes can increase voluntary compliance.

Promote the use of digital tools for audit analytics, data integration and document management, particularly in
jurisdictions where audits are delayed or inefficient.

Establish an international benchmarking system for sustainability audit practices to identify gaps, track progress and
share best practices between Asian countries.

These measures will enhance the credibility, comparability and usefulness of sustainability reports for decision-making
purposes, thereby fostering stakeholder trust in the region’s commitment to sustainable development.

Global experience shows that sustainability reporting audits are becoming increasingly important as a tool for increasing
transparency, stakeholder trust and strategic risk management. The application of specialised standards, adaptation to
climate challenges, and improvement of verification procedures are becoming key factors in successfully implementing
sustainable development policies within Asian enterprises.

We believe that a promising area for further research is studying the experience of Asian countries in forming and auditing
sustainability reports.
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bezsepxwi K., lapacivi-Bepryrerko 1., lOpyerko O., [puropesceka O., Hecertok €., Herogerko B.

OETEPMIHAHTU AYAUTY 3BITHOCTI NMPO CTAJINIA PO3BUTOK: EMNIPUYHWIA AHANI3
MPAKTUK Y KPATHAX A3Ii

Y cyyacHux ymoBax rnobanisauii eKOHOMIYHUX NPOLECIB i 3pOCTaHHS BM/IMBY EKOJONYHMX, COLaNIbHUX i YnpaBRiHCbKMX
(ESG) YMHHMKIB Ha yXBaneHHs ynpaBniHCbKMX pilleHb 3HAYeHHS 3BITHOCTI 3i CTanoro po3BMTKY CTPiMKO 3pocTa€e. Ocobnmsy
yBary npv LUbOMy NpuBEPTAE MUTAHHS ayauUTy, OCKIfIbKN CaMe 30BHILLUHE NiATBEPAXKEHHS AOCTOBIPHOCTI HediHAHCOBUX MO-
Ka3HuKiB copMye f10Bipy 3 60Ky IHBECTOPIB, perynsTopis Ta iHWKUX cTelkxonaepis. BoaHouac y 6inbluocTi kpaiH Asii Mmexa-
Hi3MW ayauTy 3BITHOCTI 3i CTanoro po3BUTKY nuLie popMytoTbcs abo nepebyBatoTb Ha eTani iHCTUTYUioHani3aLii.

MeTol0 AOCNIIKEHHS € BUSIB/IEHHS Ta CUCTEMaTM3aLlis KNIOYOBUX AETEPMIHAHT, WO BMMBAKOTb HA PO3BMTOK i BMpoBa-
[DKEHHS ayAuTy 3BiTHOCTI 3i CTANIOro po3BUTKY B KpaiHax A3ii, @ TakoX eMnipyyHe OUiHIOBaHHS MPaKTUK ayaAMTOPCbKOro
cynpoBogy HediHaHCOBOI 3BiTHOCTI NpoTsaroM 2019-2023 pokiB 3 ypaxyBaHHSAM PEryNsSiTOPHUX, IHCTUTYLIHMX, Kopropa-
TUBHWX | PUHKOBMX (DaKTOpIB.
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®IHAHCOBO-KPEAUTHA AIAMbHICTb: MPOBSIEMW TEOPIT TA MPAKTUKM
Tom 5 (64), 2025

MpoBeaeHwWi aHania NpakTK HediHaHCOBOrO 3BiTYBaHHS Ta ayAWTY 3BITHOCTI 3i CTaforo po3BMTKY Ha MiaNpUEMCTBaXx KpaiH
Asii, 30kpema Asctpanii, Kutato, Ingii, InaoHesii, Anowii, CiHranypy Ta MisaeHHoi Kopei, npotarom 2019-2023 pp. A03B0-
JIMB BUSIBUTW KJIOYOBI TEHAEHLT Ta NpobnemMu B Ll LapuHi.

HaykoBa HOBM3Ha NpoBeAEHOro AOCNIMKEHHS MOMAraE B NOAANbLUOMY PO3BUTKY TEOPETUYHWUX 3acaf ayauTy 3BiTHOCTI 3i
CTanoro po3BUTKY B KpaiHax A3ii, Lo nepeabavae CUHTE3 ayAUTOPCHKUX MPAKTUK, 30CEePeMKEHUX Ha asiiCbkoMy perioHi,
BpaxoBYye KpuTepii (popMaT ayanTy, 3aCTOCOBYBaHi CTaHAAPTW ayauTy, perynsitopHi aktopu Ta aTpnbyTy KoprnopaTus-
HOrO yrpaeniHHs). Lle ae npakT1UHe po3yMiHHS TOrO, sIK a3ilCbKi KpaiHW Y3roapKyoThCs 3i CBITOBUMU TEHAEHLISMU ayanuTy
3BITHOCTI 3i CTAaNOro po3BUTKY, i MOXXe 6yTW BUKOPUCTaHE perynsatopamu, ayauTopamm Ta po3pobHukamu ctaHaapTiB Ans
rapMoHi3aUii NpakTUK 3abe3neYeHHs SIKOCTi 1 NiABULLEHHS HAAIMHOCTI ayaAMTy 3BITHOCTI 3i CTAIor0 Po3BUTKY.

YcTaHOBNEHO, WO ANHaMiKa BMAIB 3BITHOCTI 3i CTanioro po3BMTKY Bigobpakae nepexia Big okpeMoi HediHaHCOBOI 3BITHOCTI
[0 6inbll KOHCONIAOBaHMX hopMaTiB — pivHOI abo iHTerposaHoi (ABcTpanis, IHais, AnoHis Ta CiHranyp).

CBiTOBMI A0CBIA CBIiAYMTb NMPO 3POCTaHHS 3HAYEHHS! ayAUTY 3BITHOCTI 3i CTANOro po3BUTKY SIK iIHCTPYMEHTA MiABULLEHHS
NpO30poCTi, A0BipY 3 6OKY CTEMKXONAEPIB | CTpATEriYHOro ynpaBniHHA pu3nMkaMn. 3acToCcyBaHHS creLianis3oBaHWUX cTaHaa-
pTiB, aganTauis 4o KNiMaTUYHUX BUKIUKIB | BAOCKOHANIEHHS Npoueayp NepeBipKu CTaloTb KINOYOBUMMM (haKTopaMm yChiLLHOI
peanizadii NoNITMK CTanoro po3BMTKY Ha NianpueMcTBax KpaiH Asii.

KnwouoBi cnoBa: ayauT, 3BiTHICTb, ayAUTOPCbKUI KOHCANTUHI, MiXKHApOAHWI ayauT, KpaiHu A3ii, cTanuMin po3BWTOK,
HediHaHCOBa 3BiTHICTb, iIHTErpoBaHa 3BiTHICTb, yNpaBniHCbKa 3BiTHICTb, KOpNopaTMBHE YMNpaBiHHA, CTaHAapTW ayauTy,

KOpropaTMBHa coLianbHa BiAMNOBiAaNbHICTb

JEL Knacndikauis: M14, M40, M41, Q56
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