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ABSTRACT

Sustainability reporting is becoming an important part of the accounting profession, but there is limited research on how ready accountants in developing economies like Pakistan in reality feel to take on this responsibility. This study looked at accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting in Pakistan and tried to explain it using five factors: regulatory awareness, technical competence, perceived confidence, organisational support, and sustainability-specific training.
A quantitative, cross-sectional survey was used to collect data from 54 professionals and trainee accountants in Pakistan. The data was analysed using Cronbach's Alpha, Spearman's correlation, multiple regression, and hierarchical regression, following a positivist, deductive approach.
The results showed that the regulatory awareness and technical competence were both significant predictors of readiness. Perceived confidence was related to readiness on its own, but lost its significance once technical competence was included in the model, most likely because the two overlapped closely in how respondents answered. Organisational support did not moderate the relationships tested as expected, but turned out to be the strongest direct predictor of readiness in the whole study. Sustainability-specific training showed no significant relationship with readiness at all.
Overall, the findings suggest that Pakistani accountants' readiness depends mostly on what they personally know and can do, and on the support their organisation provide, rather than on training or demographic factors such as age or experience. The study adds evidence from a developing-economy context that has not been generally studied before, and offers some practical suggestions for accounting professional bodies and employers in Pakistan. Limitations of the study, including its small sample size and cross-sectional design, are also discussed.

Keywords: sustainability reporting, accountants' readiness, regulatory awareness, technical competence, organisational support, Pakistan

TABLE OF CONTENTS

List of Tables
List of Figures
List of Abbreviations
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Introduction
1.2 Background of the Study
1.3 Problem Statement
1.4 Research Objectives and Research Questions
 1.4.1 Research Objectives
 1.4.2 Research Questions
1.5 Rationale of the Study
1.6 Structure of the Report
1.7 Chapter Summary
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
2.2 Sustainability Reporting: Overview, Context, and the Dependent Variable
 2.2.1 The Evolution of Sustainability Reporting
 2.2.2 The Regulatory and Institutional Context
 2.2.3 Overall Readiness for Sustainability Reporting: The Dependent Variable
2.3 Regulatory Awareness – the Independent Variable
 2.3.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
 2.3.2 Theoretical Underpinning
 2.3.3 Empirical Evidence
2.4 Technical Competence – the Independent Variable
 2.4.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
 2.4.2 Theoretical Underpinning
 2.4.3 Empirical Evidence
2.5 Perceived Confidence (Self-Efficacy) – the Independent Variable
 2.5.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
 2.5.2 Theoretical Underpinning
 2.5.3 Empirical Evidence
2.6 Organisational Support for Sustainability – the Moderator
 2.6.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
 2.6.2 Theoretical Underpinning
 2.6.3 Empirical Evidence
2.7 Sustainability-Specific Training – the Moderator
 2.7.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
 2.7.2 Theoretical Underpinning
 2.7.3 Empirical Evidence
2.8 Context of Developing Economies and Pakistan
2.9 Literature Gap
2.10 An Integrated Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development
2.11 Chapter Summary
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction
3.2 Operational Definitions of Each Variable
3.3 Research Model
3.4 Research Design
3.5 Research Philosophy
3.6 Research Approach
3.7 Sampling Technique, Sample Size, and Unit of Analysis
3.8 Research Methodology
3.9 Ethical Considerations
3.10 Chapter Summary
CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
4.1 Introduction
4.2 Reliability of the Measurement Scales
4.3 Demographic Profile of Respondents
4.4 Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables
4.5 Test of Normality
4.6 Correlation Analysis
4.7 Multiple Regression Analysis
4.8 Hierarchical Regression Analysis
4.9 Non-Parametric Group Comparisons
4.10 Hypothesis Testing
4.11 Summary of Findings
4.12 Chapter Summary
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
5.1 Introduction
5.2 Regulatory Awareness and Overall Readiness (H1)
5.3 Technical Competence and Overall Readiness (H2)
5.4 Perceived Confidence and Overall Readiness (H3)
5.5 Organisational Support and Overall Readiness (H4)
5.6 Sustainability-Specific Training and Overall Readiness (H5)
5.7 Demographic Findings
5.8 Research Objectives and Findings
5.9 Chapter Summary
CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION
6.1 Conclusion
6.2 Contribution to the Literature and Practical Implications
6.3 Limitations and Delimitations
6.4 Chapter Summary
REFERENCES



LIST OF TABLES

Table 4.1: Reliability Statistics (Cronbach’s Alpha)
Table 4.2: Demographic Profile of Respondents (n=54)
Table 4.3: Source of Sustainability-Related Training (n=54)
Table 4.4: Descriptive Statistics for Composite Scale Scores (1–5 scale, n=54)
Table 4.5: Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality
Table 4.6: Spearman’s Rank Correlation with Overall Readiness
Table 4.6b: Spearman's Correlation — Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence
Table 4.7: Multiple Linear Regression – Overall Readiness Regressed on RA, TC and PC
Table 4.8: Hierarchical Regression Summary – Organisational Support as Moderator (H4)
Table 4.9: Full Step 3 Regression Coefficients – Organisational Support Moderation Model
Table 4.10: Hierarchical Regression Summary – Sustainability-Specific Training as Moderator (H5)
Table 4.11: Group Comparison Results Across Demographic Characteristics (p-values)
Table 4.12: Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 3.1: Research Model











LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ACCA: Association of Chartered Certified Accountants
CPD: Continuing Professional Development
CSR: Corporate Social Responsibility
CSRD: Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive
ESG: Environmental, Social and Governance
ESRS: European Sustainability Reporting Standards
GRI: Global Reporting Initiative
IAASB: International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board
ICAP: Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan
ICMAP: Institute of Cost and Management Accountants of Pakistan
ICAEW: Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales
IFRS: International Financial Reporting Standards
IIRC: International Integrated Reporting Council
ISSB: International Sustainability Standards Board
NFRD: Non-Financial Reporting Directive
RA: Regulatory Awareness
RQ: Research Question
RO: Research Objective
SASB: Sustainability Accounting Standards Board
SDGs: Sustainable Development Goals
SECP: Securities and Exchange Commission of Pakistan
SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
TC: Technical Competence
TCFD: Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures
ESG: Environmental, Social and Governance
OR: Overall Readiness
OS: Organisational Support
PC: Perceived Confidence

Are Accountants Ready for Sustainability Reporting? 
Evidence from Pakistan

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
 
1.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk237179097][bookmark: _Hlk237179830]For many years, it has been recognized that financial reporting alone is insufficient to satisfy the growing information needs of a broad range of stakeholders. Traditional financial reporting fails to capture what may be considered “intangible value” beyond the scope of conventional balance sheet requirements. Consequently, the present approach to financial statements remains heavily focused on historical values, which no longer fully line up with modern stakeholder expectations. As a result, the need for non-financial reporting alongside traditional financial reporting emerged to address the broader information expectations of stakeholders. The need to combine financial and non-financial information in reports is emphasized by Arora, Lodhia and Stone (2023), who stress the importance of integrated reports that may incorporate sustainability reporting. Sustainability reporting has gained increasing importance as organizations are under growing pressure to disclose not only their financial performance but also their environmental, social, and governance impacts. An increasing number of large corporations now produce sustainability reports on an annual basis and share them with their stakeholders. As a mechanism intended to improve transparency (Wagenhofer, 2024), these reports introduce new responsibilities within organizations and contribute to the development of emerging roles for accountants. These disclosures are intended to back informed decision‑making by a wide range of stakeholders along with enhanced transparency. While sustainability reporting remains voluntary in many countries, however European companies are subject to the non Financial Reporting Directive 2014/95/EU. This directive generated non financial reporting requirements within the remit of the accounting profession (Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla, 2020) which indicates the future of sustainability reporting. Because sustainability reporting practices continue to develop, questions have arisen regarding the professional expertise required to prepare and manage such reports effectively. Sustainability information can be used for two main purposes: evaluating financial risk and assessing social impact. Although these functions are related, they are distinct and can be easily conflated (Lawless, 2022). Professional accounting institutes like ICAEW support that Accountants are well placed to support and promote sustainable practices within both their organizations and client firms. Their skills enable them to measure and report ESG performance, assess sustainability‑related risk and opportunities, and integrate this information into financial reporting and strategic planning. Through this expertise, accountants can assist management in embedding sustainability considerations into the everyday business decisions, supporting the transition towards more sustainable economy (Aquilina and Limbu, 2024). Accountants have traditionally held a central role in corporate reporting and assurance; however, sustainability reporting contains a wider range of non‑financial, narrative, and judgement‑based information. This study therefore seeks to examine whether accountants are the most appropriate professionals to be responsible for sustainability reporting. The aim of this study is to examine the preparedness level of accountants as professional for sustainability reporting.

1.2 Background of the Study
Sustainability reporting has developed rapidly in recent years as organisations face increasing expectations to disclose information about their environmental, social, and governance impact along side traditional financial result. These reports are projected to provide greater transparency and accountability to broad range of stakeholders, including investors, regulators, and the public. Accountants are responsible for assessing the financial impact of sustainability issues and developing ESG metrics that are important for obtaining a European funding. In addition, they assist organisations in managing climate risks and complying with sustainability standards, helping to integrate sustainability into strategic decision‑making (Matac et al., 2024). As sustainability reporting becomes more widely embedded in corporate reporting practices, it scope and complexity have expanded significantly. 
At present, sustainability reporting is incorporated within the management report, whose scope is determined by accounting regulations. Consequently, accountants, as the preparers of financial reports, are often regarded being responsible for producing sustainability reports (Arora, Lodhia and Stone, 2023). Unlike a conventional financial reporting, sustainability reporting often involves non‑financial data, qualitative disclosures, and forward‑looking targets that reflect long‑term organisational impact and strategic intentions. This broader focus requires collection and interpretation of information that may fall outside established accounting measurement systems. Differences in legal frameworks, along with social and political environments, shape the principles underpinning sustainability reporting standards and regulations. Consequently, jurisdictions are progressing at varying rates and adopting diverse approaches in development and implementation of ESG reporting requirements (Lawless, 2022). As a result, preparing sustainability reports frequently demand collaboration across multiple organisational functions and the application of professional judgement in areas where standard and practices are still developing. 
Within this context, the role of accountants in sustainability reporting has attracted an increasing attention. Accountants have traditionally been responsible for financial reporting, compliance, and assurance, and these skills are considered relevant to growing demand for structured and reliable sustainability information. Non financial reporting is presented as opportunity for accountanting professionals to lead the practice in their companies because of their rounded understanding of the business (Arora, Lodhia and Stone, 2023).  At the same time, questions have emerged regarding whether if accounting expertise alone sufficient and professional accountants are being trained enough to address the interdisciplinary and judgement‑based nature of the sustainability reporting. The scope to which accountants are prepared to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities may depend on a multiple factors, including their awareness of regulatory requirements, their technical competence in sustainability‑related matters, and their confidence in applying their skills beyond a financial reporting. 
This study will be conducted in developing economy context, Pakistan. The data will be collected from accounting and finance professionals working in Pakistan because despite rising acknowledgement of its importance, empirical evidence upon the relationship between accountant’s professional development and quality of sustainability reporting remains limited, mainly in emerging markets where the sustainability reporting practices are still evolving (Friedman, 2023). In addition, organisational conditions such as institutional support and access to targeted training may impact how effectively accountants can engage with sustainability reporting. Understanding these contextual and individual factors therefore important in assessing the suitability of accountants for this emerging professional role.

1.3 Problem Statement
Sustainability reporting has become an increasingly obvious element of corporate reporting, requiring organisations to disclose a wide range of environmental, social, and governance information. In practice, accountants are frequently involved in reporting processes due to their established role in corporate reporting and compliance. Accountants play central role in financial planning, budgeting, and strategic investment decisions, ensuring adherence to regulatory requirements while supporting corporate sustainability objectives (Smith, 2024). However, sustainability reporting differs from traditional financial reporting in both content and approach, developing questions about accountants’ preparedness to assume responsibility for this area.
Despite the growing involvement of accountants in sustainability reporting, there is limited clarity regarding the extent to which they are equipped to perform these roles effectively. Previous studies have conceptualised the professional hybridisation of management accountants as an individual level shift in role and professional identities. However, this approach overlooks the wider social context and evolving nature of management accounting work, particularly as environmental sustainability considerations become embedded within the profession (Fried et al., 2026) In particular, there is insufficient understanding of accountants’ awareness of evolving sustainability reporting obligations, their technical competence in applying sustainability standards and frameworks, and their confidence in carrying out sustainability‑related reporting tasks specifically ina developing countries like Pakistan. Without a clear review of these factors, it is difficult to determine whether accountants can be considered as ready to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities.
Additionally, accountants’ readiness may not depend only on individual knowledge and skills. Organisational conditions, such as the level of support provided for sustainability initiatives and access to specific sustainability training, may influence how effectively accountants translate their capabilities into practice. Organisational structures and management arrangements play a crucial role in ensuring effective operations and should reassess when significant changes occur, such as the introduction of sustainability reporting requirements (ACCA, 2023). However, the extent to which such organisational factors strengthen or weaken the relationship between accountants’ individual attributes and their readiness for sustainability reporting have not been systematically examined.
As a result, there is need for empirical research that evaluates accountants’ readiness for sustainability reporting by simultaneously considering regulatory awareness, technical competence, perceived confidence, and the moderating role of organisational support and targeted training. Addressing this problem is essential for the understanding whether accountants are suitably positioned to meet demands of sustainability reporting and for identifying area where additional support or development may be required because many organisations continue to experience inconsistencies and lack of transparency in their sustainability disclosures. In the absence of high quality sustainability reporting, stakeholders are unable to access the information required for informed investment decision, which can eventually reduce corporate investment efficiency (Lawless, 2022).
In the context of Pakistan, sustainability reporting remain an emerging practice shaped by developing institutional structures, evolving regulatory expectations, and varying levels of corporate governance maturity. Compared to developed economies, organisations in Pakistan face additional constraints such as limited stakeholder pressure, weaker enforcement mechanisms, and resource limitation, which can affect the extent quality of sustainability disclosures. Tauringana (2020) highlights that such challenges are common in across developing economies, where sustainability reporting is often influenced more by managerial perceptions and institutional pressures than by strong regulatory requirement. 
Similarly, Farisyi et al. (2022) emphasises that research on sustainability reporting in developing countries is still limited, despite the importance of this context in understanding global reporting practices. Together, these studies suggest that Pakistan provides a relevant setting for further investigation, as it reflects the broader gaps and contextual complexities present in the developing economies. In addition, the increasing global emphasis on environmental, social, and governance (ESG) accountability places additional importance on examining how companies in Pakistan respond to emerging reporting expectation. This makes it particularly important to explore how organizational support and accountants specific training influence accountants readiness for sustainability reporting practices within Pakistani corporate sector. In addition, alignment with global sustainability frameworks such as the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and emerging ISSB reporting standards further highlights the need to assess how Pakistani firms adapt their reporting practices to international expectation.

1.4 Research Objectives and Research Questions

1.4.1 Research Objectives
The objectives of this study are to assess accountants’ regulatory awareness related to evolving sustainability reporting obligations and evaluate their technical competence in applying sustainability reporting standards and frameworks. The study aims to examine accountants’ perceived confidence (self‑efficacy) in performing sustainability reporting tasks and determine their overall readiness to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities. In addition, the study seeks to explore if organizational support for sustainability and specific sustainability training moderate the relationship between accountants’ awareness, technical competence, confidence, and their readiness for sustainability reporting.
RO1: To assess accountants’ regulatory awareness related to evolving sustainability reporting obligations.
RO2: To evaluate accountants’ technical competence in applying sustainability reporting standards and frameworks.
RO3: To examine accountants’ perceived confidence (self‑efficacy) in performing sustainability reporting tasks.
RO4: To determine the overall readiness of accountants to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities.
RO5: To investigate whether organizational support for sustainability moderates the relationship between accountants’ awareness, technical competence, confidence, and their readiness for sustainability reporting.
RO6: To examine whether specific sustainability training moderates the relationship between accountants’ awareness, technical competence, confidence, and their readiness for sustainability reporting.

1.4.2 Research Questions
To achieve these objectives, the study is guided by the six research questions that examine the extent of accountants’ awareness of sustainability reporting requirements, their competence in applying relevant standards and frameworks, and their level of perceived confidence in carrying out sustainability reporting tasks. The research questions also explore that accountants’ overall readiness for sustainability reporting and assess whether organizational support and specific sustainability training strengthen relationship between accountants’ individual attributes and their readiness for sustainability reporting.
RQ1: To what extent are accountants aware of current sustainability reporting requirements and developments?
RQ2: How competent are accountants in applying sustainability reporting standards and frameworks?
RQ3: What is the level of perceived confidence among accountants in carrying out sustainability reporting tasks?
RQ4: What is the overall readiness of accountants to perform sustainability reporting?
RQ5: Does organizational support for sustainability strengthen the relationship between accountants’ awareness, technical competence, confidence, and their readiness for sustainability reporting?
RQ6: Does specific sustainability training strengthen the relationship between accountants’ awareness, technical competence, confidence, and their readiness for sustainability reporting?

1.5 Rationale of the Study
The rationale for this study is grounded in the increasing shift in corporate reporting towards integrating financial and non-financial information, as traditional financial reporting no longer sufficient to meet the informational needs of miscellaneous stakeholders. As highlighted by Arora, Lodhia and Stone (2023), integrated reporting frameworks emphasises the inclusion of sustainability-related disclosures, reflecting a broader movement toward transparency and accountability in organisational reporting. Within this developing reporting landscape, sustainability reportings have gained significant importance as firms are expected to disclose environmental, social, and governance (ESG) information along with financial performance. However, sustainability reporting is fundamentally unlike conventional financial reporting as it incorporates qualitative, forward-looking, and non-financial information, which requires the broader professional judgement and interdisciplinary understanding (Lawless, 2022). This shift has led to a growing debate regarding whether accountants, who have traditionally been responsible for financial reporting, are the most suitable professionals to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities. Professional accounting bodies, such as ICAEW, argues that accountants possess relevant skills to measure ESG performance, assess sustainability-related risks, and integrate such information into the strategic decision-making (Aquilina and Limbu, 2024), suggesting that their potential suitability for this emerging role.
Despite this, sustainability reporting in many jurisdictions remains voluntary or inconsistently regulated, with significant variation in implementation across countries due to the differences in legal, social, and institutional environments (Lawless, 2022). In this regard, accountants are increasingly positioned at the centre of sustainability reporting process, particularly as sustainability disclosures have become incorporated within management reports governed by accounting regulation, thereby placing preparatory responsibility largely within the accounting function (Arora, Lodhia and Stone, 2023). However, the extent to which accountants are genuinely prepared for expanded responsibility remains uncertain, particularly in terms of their regulatory awareness, technical competence in sustainability standards, and perceived confidence in processing of non-financial reporting tasks. Prior research suggest that the effectiveness of sustainability reporting depends not only on technical systems but also on professional judgement and organisational context (Fried et al., 2026), highlighting the importance of examining individual-level capabilities alongside broader environmental influences.
This issue is particularly relevant in developing economies such as Pakistan, where sustainability reporting practices are still at early stage of development and are shaped by weaker enforcement mechanisms, limited stakeholder pressure, and varying levels of corporate governance maturity (Tauringana, 2020). Furthermore, research on sustainability reporting in developing countries remains limited, directing a significant gap in the literature (Farisyi et al., 2022). Pakistan therefore provides a suitable context to examine how accountants respond to emerging sustainability reporting demands, especially due to increasing global expectations driven by ESG frameworks, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and emerging ISSB standards.
Against this backdrop, this study is motivated by the requirement to assess accountants’ readiness for sustainability reporting by focusing on key individual factors, namely regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence. In addition, it considers the moderating role of organisational support for sustainability and access to specific sustainability training as this factor may enhance or constrain accountants’ ability to effectively perform sustainability reporting responsibilities. Organisational support system and targeted training is increasingly recognised as essential enablers of effective reporting practices, particularly when organisations undergo significant reporting transitions (ACCA, 2023). By examining these relationships in Pakistani context, this study aims to provide empirical evidence on whether accountants are adequately prepared for the sustainability reporting and to identify the conditions under which their readiness can be strengthened. Ultimately, this assists to understanding the evolving professional role of accountants in sustainability reporting and address the need for context-specific evidence from emerging economies where sustainability reporting practices continue to develop. The study aims to fill a research gap in the section of accountants’ perception regarding the sustainability reporting (Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla, 2025)

1.6 Structure of the Report
This thesis is organised into six chapters. Chapter One introduces the study and present the background, problem statement, research objectives, research questions, and rationale for the research. Chapter Two provides a review of relevant literature related to sustainability reporting and the role of accountants. Chapter Three outlines the research methodology, including the research design, data collection methods, and data analysis techniques. Chapter Four presents the results of the study. Chapter Five discusses findings in relation to the research objectives and existing literature. Finally, Chapter Six concludes the study by summarising the key findings highlighting implications, and suggesting direction for future research.

1.7 Chapter Summary
This chapter introduced the research by outlining the background of the study, identifying the research problem, and presenting research objectives and research questions. The rationale for the study was explained, highlighting its academic and practical relevance, and the overall structure of the thesis was described. The next chapter will review the relevant literature on sustainability reporting and the role of accountants, providing a theoretical establishment for this study.
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW
 
2.1 Introduction
This chapter reviews and critically synthesizes the existing literature relevant to accountants’ readiness for sustainability reporting, with special emphasis on empirical and theoretical developments that inform the conceptual framework of this study. Sustainability has emerged as a relatively new responsibility within the accounting profession, stretching beyond its traditional focus on financial reporting and compliance. Initially driven by voluntary sustainability reporting initiatives, accountants gradually became involved in preparation and disclosure of sustainability-related information. More recently, regulatory developments have expanded their role, increasing expectations for accountants to contribute to sustainability reporting practices and related disclosures (Fota et al., 2024).
The literature on sustainability reporting has extended significantly in current years, particularly in answer to increasing global attention on environmental, social, and governance (ESG) accountability and the growing adoption of integrated reporting framework. Accountants, as central actors in corporate reporting systems, frequently are positioned as key contributors to sustainability reporting due to their skill in measurement, control, and financial communication. However, existing studies also highlight sustainability reporting extends outside traditional accounting boundaries, requiring interdisciplinary knowledge, judgement-based assessments, and an understanding of non-financial performance indicators (Lawless, 2022).
Prior studies have presented conflicting narratives in the context of accountants’ role in sustainability initiatives (Fota et al., 2024). In response to this complexity, recent literature has shifted to examining not only the structural evolution of sustainability reporting but also the individual and organisational factors that determine reporting effectiveness. Despite this growing body of knowledge, the literature remains fragmented, with limited integration of psychological, technical, and organisational dimensions within the single analytical framework. Furthermore, most existing studies are clustered in developed economies where regulatory system, professional training structure, and sustainability reporting practices are more mature. This creates a need to examine how these relationships function in developing country contexts, where institutional pressures, enforcement mechanisms, and professional capabilities differ significantly.
Accordingly, this chapter is structured around a five key constructs: regulatory awareness, technical competence, perceived confidence (self-efficacy), organisational support for sustainability, and sustainability-specific training. These variables are reviewed in detail to determine their theoretical relevance and empirical support in relation to sustainability reporting outcomes. In addition, the chapter places the discussion within the context of developing economies, with a specific focus on Pakistan, to highlight contextual differences and justify the need for additional investigation.
The chapter conclude by identifying key gaps in the existing literature and developing hypotheses that guide the empirical analysis of if accountants are appropriately prepared to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities in emerging market settings.

2.2 Sustainability Reporting: Overview, Context, and the Dependent Variable

2.2.1 The Evolution of Sustainability Reporting
Sustainability reporting has emerged as one of most significant developments in corporate disclosure over the past three decades, expressing a fundamental shift in how organisations communicate their performance, responsibilities, long-term value creation to a broad range of stakeholders. At its core, sustainability reporting refers to the process through which organisations publicly reveal info related to their environ mental, social, and governance (ESG) activities and impacts alongside, or in integration with, their traditional financial results. This practice has evolved from largely informal and voluntary disclosures determined by activist pressure in the 1980s and 1990s to increasingly codified, standardised, and in some jurisdictions mandatory reporting obligation that are now considered as a core dimension of corporate accountability (Milne and Gray, 2013).
The early development of sustainability reporting was closely associated with the environmental movement and the growing public distress about corporate contributions to ecological degradation, climate change, and social inequality. In response to stakeholder pressure, pioneering organisations began voluntarily disclosing information about their environmental practices, resource consumption, and community engagement, often in standalone sustainability or corporate social responsibility (CSR) reports. The establishment of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) in 1997 represented a defining moment in the formalisation of sustainability reporting, providing the first globally recognised framework for standardised ESG disclosure. The GRI Standards, now in their fourth iteration, have since become the most commonly adopted sustainability reporting framework globally, used by thousands of organisations across more than100 countries (GRI, 2023).
Subsequent decades saw a proliferation of sustainability reporting frameworks, standards, and guidance documents, reflecting growing complexity and scope of stakeholder expectation around ESG disclosure. The Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP), the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), and the Integrated Reporting Framework developed by the International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) each contributed distinct approach to structuring communicating sustainability information. The resulting fragmentation of the reporting landscape, while reflecting the richness of stakeholder interests, also shaped significant challenges for preparers and users of sustainability information, who struggled to navigate overlapping and sometimes conflicting frameworks (Lawless, 2022).
The most important recent development in the sustainability reporting landscape has been the establishment of International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) under the IFRS Foundation, which published its inaugural standards, IFRS S1 (General Requirements for Disclosure of Sustainability-related Financial Information) and IFRS S2 (Climate-related Disclosures) June 2023. The ISSB standards represent an attempt to create global baseline for sustainability-related financial disclosures that is compatible with existing financial reporting infrastructure, building on the TCFD recommendations and consolidating several previously fragmented frameworks. The emergence of the ISSB signals a decisive step toward the mainstreaming of sustainability reporting within established financial reporting ecosystem, with important implications for the professional responsible for preparing these disclosures.

2.2.2 The Regulatory and Institutional Context
The regulatory landscape regulating sustainability reporting has transformed significantly, particularly following the Paris Agreement (2015) and adoption of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The European Union has led this shift, primarily through the Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFRD) 2014/95/EU, which required large public-interest entities to report on environmental matters, social responsibility, human rights, anti-corruption, and board diversity. The NFRD was superseded by the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), effective from January 2023, which substantially expanded the scope, depth, and assurance requirements of sustainability disclosures. It has also introduced mandatory European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), bringing a greater specificity and rigour to sustainability reporting, approaching financial reporting (Wagenhofer, 2024).
Globally, sustainability reporting requirements are also intensifying. In the United States, the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) proposed climate-related disclosure rules, while regulators in Hong Kong, Singapore, and Australia are moving towards mandatory climate disclosures aligned with TCFD and ISSB standards. In Pakistan, mandatory requirements remain limited, although the Securities and Exchange Commission of Pakistan (SECP) has issued voluntary ESG reporting guidelines and showed alignment with international frameworks including the SDGs and ISSB standards. Farisyi et al. (2022) note that developing economies vary in regulatory readiness due to institutional maturity, stakeholder pressures, and professional capacity, highlighting the importance of individual-level readiness for effective sustainability reporting.

2.2.3 Overall Readiness for Sustainability Reporting: The Dependent Variable
Against this backdrop, the concept of overall readiness for sustainability reporting acts as the central dependent variable of this study. Readiness, in the professional context, refers to state of being fully prepared to undertake particular set of responsibilities effectively, encompassing not only the possession of relevant knowledge and skills also the attitudinal disposition and situational conditions necessary for competent performance (Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla, 2025). In the sustainability reporting context, overall readiness hence capture the extent to which accountants perceive themselves equipped in terms of knowledge, capability, and confidence to assume responsibility for preparing and disclosing sustainability data in accordance with applicable standards and stakeholder expectation.
The construct of sustainability reporting readiness is conceptually distinct from the actual reporting performance, which is contingent on range of additional factors including data availability, organisational systems, and stakeholder engagement process. Rather, readiness captures the professional preparedness of individual accountants and reflect their potential to contribute effectively in sustainability reporting processes given appropriate organisational conditions. As Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) demonstrate in their study of Polish accountants, readiness is multidimensional construct that integrate cognitive, technical, and motivational elements, and is shaped by both individual-level factors and the broader organisational and institutional environment in professionals operate.
This study conceptualises overall readiness as a composite result that reflects the integration of accountants' regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence in sustainability reporting. This conceptualisation is consistent with existing frameworks in the professional development literature, which treats readiness as the product of knowledge (knowing what is required), skills (being able to do what is required), and attitude (being willing and confident to act) (Friedman, 2023). By focusing on overall readiness as dependent variable, the study enables a holistic measurement of accountants' preparedness for sustainability reporting that goes beyond any single dimension of professional capability.
The significance of overall readiness as a dependent variable is stressed by the growing practical and policy relevance of sustainability reporting preparedness. As organisations in Pakistan and other developing economies faces increasing pressure to improve quality and consistency of their sustainability disclosures, the question of whether the accounting professionals responsible for these disclosures are adequately prepared has direct impact for reporting quality, stakeholder trust, and the credibility of ESG disclosures. Fota et al. (2024) emphasise competency gaps among sustainability reporting preparers represent a significant risk to disclosure quality, specifically in contexts where external assurance mechanisms are weak and regulatory enforcement is limited. Understanding the determinant of overall readiness is therefore not merely an academic exercise but a practical imperative for policymakers, professional bodies, and organisations seeking to strengthen sustainability reporting practices.

2.3 Regulatory Awareness – the independent variable

2.3.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
Regulatory awareness, in the framework of sustainability reporting, refers to the extent to which accounting professionals are knowledgeable about the evolving legislative, institutional, and standard-setting developments that govern disclosure of environmental, social, and governance (ESG) information. It involves not only familiarity with existing reporting requirements but an active understanding of how this requirement is changing and what obligation they place on reporting organisations. As sustainability reporting changes from a largely voluntary practice to an increasingly instructed corporate obligation, the capacity of accountants to stay up to date of these regulatory developments has become the foundational dimension of their professional preparedness. Without an adequate understanding of relevant requirements, accountants may be unable to assess reporting obligation accurately, apply relevant frameworks consistently, or contribute meaningfully to quality and completeness of sustainability disclosures (Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla, 2025).

2.3.2 Theoretical Underpinning
The theoretical basis for examining regulatory awareness as predictor of sustainability reporting readiness draws from institutional theory, which suggests that organisations and the professionals within them respond to coercive, normative, and mimetic pressures arising from their regulatory and institutional environments (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). From this perspective, regulatory awareness reflects the degree to which accountants internalise and respond to coercive pressures rooted in mandatory disclosure requirements and the normative expectations conveyed through professional standard and bodies. Professionals who demonstrate higher regulatory awareness are more likely to align their reporting behaviour with established institutional expectations, thereby contributing to more stable and credible sustainability disclosures. Institutional theory therefore provides a compelling theoretical rationale for treatment of regulatory awareness as a meaningful antecedent of overall readiness for the sustainability reporting. This is particularly relevant as the regulatory environment governing sustainability disclosures has intensified significantly in recent years, with new mandatory frameworks increasing the coercive pressure on organisations and their accountants to comply with structured and auditable reporting obligations.

2.3.3 Empirical Evidence
A growing body of empirical literature has researched the relationship between professionals' awareness of regulatory requirements and their engagement with sustainability reporting. Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020) investigated accountants' understanding of the Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFRD) 2014/95/EU in Poland and found out that limited regulatory awareness was linked with significant gaps in non-financial disclosure quality and consistency. Their findings suggest that even when regulatory requirements are formally in place, the effectiveness of sustainability reporting depends critically on whether practitioners understand and actively engage with those requirement. However, their research was based in Poland which contradicts with the research setting of this study. Similarly, Fota et al. (2024) found that accountants' familiarity with sustainability reporting standards, including the GRI Standard and emerging ISSB frameworks, were positively associated with their self-assessed competence and readiness to perform sustainability reporting tasks, underscoring the initial role of regulatory knowledge in professional preparedness.
The regulatory landscape accountant must navigate has grown substantially more complex in recent years. The introduction of the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), the publication of IFRS S1 and IFRS S2 by International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB), and the ongoing development of assurance standards by the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board (IAASB) represents a convergence of regulatory and standard-setting activity that demands active engagement from accounting professionals (Wagenhofer, 2024). Baumüller and Sopp (2021) argue that the increasing technical specificity of sustainability reporting standards, particularly those underpinning the CSRD and European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), place considerable demands accountants who lack targeted regulatory knowledge, potentially generating a competency gap between formal obligations and professional capability. Where accountants remain unfamiliar with these developments, organisations risk producing disclosures that are non-compliant, incomplete, or inadequately assured, with direct effects for organisational credibility and stakeholder trust.
The role of continuing professional development (CPD) in sustaining regulatory awareness has also received empirical attention. Friedman (2023) underscores the importance of CPD as a mechanism through which professionals maintain the awareness of legislative and regulatory changes through their careers. In the sustainability reporting context, CPD programmes that incorporate updates emerging standards, regulatory developments, and disclosure best practices play critical role in ensuring that accountants remain well-informed about their obligations and equipped to respond appropriately.

2.4 Technical Competence – the independent variable

2.4.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
Technical competence, in the context of sustainability reporting, refers to practical skills, methodological knowledge, and analytical abilities that accounting professional require to collect, measure, verify, and disclose ESG-related information in accordance with applicable frameworks and standards. It is distinct from regulatory awareness, which concerns knowledge of what is required, in that technical competence addresses the ability to execute that requirement in practice. This distinction matters because professionals may be fully aware of their reporting obligations yet lack the specific technical skills required to fulfil effectively. Technical competence therefore encompass abilities such as carbon accounting, materiality assessment, data assurance, double materiality analysis, and the operationalisation of disclosure metrics across environmental, social, and governance dimensions (Matac et al., 2024).

2.4.2 Theoretical Underpinning
The examination of technical competence as a factor of sustainability reporting readiness is theoretically grounded in human capital theory, which holds that skills, knowledge, and capabilities possess by individuals constitute productive assets that directly influence the quality of professional outputs (Becker, 1964, as cited in Pyatt, 1966). From this perspective, accountants with higher levels of sustainability-relevant technical competence represent a form of specialised human capital that enable organisations to meet the increasingly demanding requirements of contemporary ESG disclosure. Where this human capital is deficient reporting quality suffers regardless of the regulatory intent or organisational commitment. Human capital theory thus provides a robust theoretical basis for expecting positive relationship between technical competence and sustainability reporting readiness, for understanding why investment in skills development through education, training, and professional accreditation translates into improved reporting outcomes.

2.4.3 Empirical Evidence
The empirical literature consistently recognizes technical competence as one of the most significant barriers to effective sustainability reporting between accounting professionals, though studies diverge considerably in their characterisation of where most critical gaps lie and what drive them. Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) found that Polish accountants reported substantial deficiencies in their practical ability to apply sustainability reporting frameworks, even where basic awareness of frameworks existed. This finding is important because it challenges the assumption that awareness and competence develop in parallel as the two are empirically separable, and competence gap appear deeper and more resistant to closure than awareness gap alone. In contrast, Fota et al. (2024) found that the accountants who had receive formal education or certification in sustainability reporting demonstrated significantly higher technical competence and greater confidence executing disclosure tasks, suggesting that structured learning intervention can effectively bridge the gap that Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) identify. The tension between these two positions raises a critical question: whether the competence deficit is primarily a function of insufficient educational provision, or whether it reflects the inherent complexity of sustainability reporting task that outpaces even well-designed training programmes.
Wenzig et al. (2023) offer a useful contribution to this debate by demonstrating that sustainability reporting involves technical demands which differ fundamentally from those of conventional financial reporting, including the quantification of non-financial impacts, the application of sector-specific disclosure metrics, the integration of forward-looking climate-related risk assessments. Their argument implies that competence gap is structural rather incidental, rooted in the fact that accounting education was designed for fundamentally different reporting paradigm. This structural critique is more pessimistic than the position advanced by Fota et al. (2024), who imply that targeted certification can address the deficit relatively efficiently. Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020) occupy an intermediate position, attributing competence gaps primarily to absence of sustainability-specific content in mainstream accounting programmes rather than inherent ceiling on what practitioner can learn. Taken together, these studies suggest that the nature, severity of the competence gap depend substantially on the educational and institutional context in which accountants practise, and that no single explanation is universally applicable.
The introduction of double materiality as core principle under the CSRD and ESRS has further complicated assessments of technical competence. Baumüller and Sopp (2021) argue that double materiality require accountants to simultaneously assess the financial materiality of sustainability risks to the organisation and impact materiality of the organisation's activities on society and the environment a dual analytical demand that extend well beyond conventional accounting methodology. Wagenhofer (2024) makes a related but distinct argument, focusing on the convergence of financial and sustainability reportings under IFRS S1 and S2, which he contends demand a fundamental reconfiguration of accountants' technical skill set, particularly in climate-related financial disclosure and value chain emissions accounting. Where Baumüller and Sopp (2021) emphasise the methodological novelty of  task itself as the primary source of competence strain, Wagenhofer locates the challenge in the integration of demands placed on professionals who must master two converging but historically separate reporting system simultaneously. Both perspectives are credible, and their co-existence in literature reflects genuine ambiguity about whether primary obstacle is conceptual complexity or system integration a distinction with significant implication for how technical training programmes should be designed. Critically, both positions converge on the same practical conclusion: existing technical skill sets within the accounting profession is insufficient for the current reporting environment, and gap is widening as regulatory demands step up.
What the literature does agree on are that technical competence cannot be assumed to follow automatically from years of professional experience or general accounting qualification. Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) and Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020) both find that even experienced accountant reports low confidence in sustainability-specific technical tasks, indicating that professional longevity does not substitute targeted competence development. This is a particularly significant finding for organisations that may believe their established finance teams are inherently prepared for sustainability reporting responsibilities without additional investment on skills.

2.5 Perceived Confidence (Self-Efficacy) – the independent variable

2.5.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
Perceived confidence, conceptualised through the lens of self-efficacy theory, refers to individual's belief in their own capacity to effectively execute specific task within a defined domain. In the context of sustainability reporting, self-efficacy capture the degree to which accounting professionals believe themselves capable for performing the full range of disclosure-related tasks from data collection with materiality assessment to framework application and assurance preparation, with competence and reliability. Self-efficacy is not equivalent to actual ability; rather, it is a subjective judgement about one's capability that operate independently and carries distinct behavioural consequences (Bandura, 1986). Professionals with high self-efficacy are more likely to engage proactively with challenging reporting tasks, persist in face of complexity, and invest on expanding their skills, whereas those with low self-efficacy may avoid or underperform in sustainability reporting roles even where objective competence exists.

2.5.2 Theoretical Underpinning
The theoretical foundation for this section draws from Bandura's (1986) social cognitive theory, in which self-efficacy is identified as a central basis of human motivation, behaviour, and performance. Bandura posits that self-efficacy beliefs are shaped by four principal sources: mastery experiences, vicarious learning, social persuasion, and physiological states. In a professional accounting context, mastery experience such as successfully completing sustainability disclosure or passing a relevant certification, are the most influential source of efficacy development. Vicarious learning occur when professionals observe peers navigating sustainability reporting task successfully, while social persuasion encompass encouragement or validation received from supervisors, professional bodies, or organisational cultures that affirm sustainability reporting as achievable professional responsibility. This theoretical framework is particularly well suited to the study of sustainability reporting readiness because explains not only why confidence varies among practitioners but also classifies the mechanisms through which confidence can be deliberately cultivated within organisations and professional development programmes. Importantly, social cognitive theory situates self-efficacy as a, both an outcome of experience and an antecedent of future behaviour, making it a dynamic rather than a fixed professional characteristic.

2.5.3 Empirical Evidence
Empirical studies examining perceived confidence in sustainability reporting contexts consistently identify it as meaningful predictor of professional readiness, though they differ highly  in how they characterise its relationship with competence, training, and organisational context. Garefalakis et al. (2026) provide directly relevant evidence in their study of Greek chartered accountants, finding that younger professional who reported higher familiarity with ESG frameworks and greater confidence applying them demonstrated significantly stronger implementation of sustainability indicators across environmental, social, and governance dimensions. Critically, this confidence advantage converted into measurable differenc in actual reporting behaviour rather than a merely attitudinal differences, suggesting that perceived confidence functions as a functional bridge between knowledge and practices. This finding carries important theoretical weight it implies that self-efficacy is not simply a by-product of competence but an active mechanism through which professional knowledge is converted in reporting action.
However, Garefalakis et al. (2026) simultaneously introduce a critical qualification that complicates this interpretation. The confidence advantage observed among younger accountants was inseparable from their prior exposure to ESG content, through more recent educational curricula and digital reporting tool, raising the question of whether perceived confidence is genuinely an independent predictor of the readiness or largely a proxy for training quality. This distinction sit in direct tension with studies such as Fota et al. (2024), who treat self-efficacy as a primary independent variable with explanatory power over and above formal qualification level. If Garefalakis et al. (2026) are correct that confidence is a primarily a derivative of training exposure, then interventions targeting confidence directly without addressing the underlying educational deficit may return limited improvements in actual reporting quality. The two positions are not easily reconciled and likely reflect contextual differences: Fota et al. (2024) draw on a broader cross-national sample in which training quality varies considerably, while Garefalakis et al. (2026) examine a specific national context where generational differences in curriculum exposure are particularly pronounced.
The relationship between training and confidence is further illuminated by Garefalakis et al. (2026), who demonstrate that formally trained accountant not only applied broader range of ESG criteria but also reported more calibrated and critically aware professional self-assessments showing heightened recognition of systemic implementation challenge including regulatory ambiguity, climate change complexity and the absence of standardised evaluation mechanisms. This finding is significant because it suggests effective training does not simply raise confidence indiscriminately but produces a more nuanced and well-grounded form of self-assessment. This stands in contrast to the risk identified by Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020), who found that accountants who overestimated their readiness for non-financial reporting tasks was less likely to seek additional guidance or flag uncertainty in their disclosures, producing systematically weaker resukts than those with more calibrated self-assessments. The implication across both studies is that quality of confidence matters as much as its level well-calibrated confidence grounded in structured experience is beneficial, whereas overstated confidence uncoupled from genuine competence is counterproductive and may actively undermine disclosure quality.
A further critical point concerns the relationship between the professional experience and confidence. Garefalakis et al. (2026) find that older professionals, despite holding greater overall experience, consistently reported weaker confidence in ESG-specific task and low recognition of ESG's strategic value. Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) echo this finding, demonstrating that even experienced accountants reported significant deficiencies in practical ability to apply sustainability frameworks, suggesting that experience built under earlier reporting paradigms does not transfer to specific demands of ESG disclosure. Taken together, these studies present a consistent challenge to experience-based models of professional readiness: in the sustainability reporting domain, confidence and competence must be actively and specifically developed rather than assumed to collect through general professional tenure. This has direct implications for how organisations assess the ESG readiness of their finance teams and underscores the insufficiency of relying on senior professional without providing targeted upskilling.

2.6 Organisational Support for Sustainability – the moderator

2.6.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
Organisational support for sustainability refer to the extent to which organisations provide structural, cultural, and resource-based conditions that enable their accounting professionals to engage meaningfully with sustainability reporting responsibilities. This encompasses managerial commitment to ESG integration, the availability of dedicated sustainability functions, the allocation of financial human resources toward sustainability initiatives, the presence of internal sustainability reporting systems, and the degree to which sustainability are embedded in organisational strategy and decision-making processes. In the present study, organisational support is conceptualised as moderating variable rather than a direct predictor of sustainability reporting readiness. Its role is to amplify or attenuate the effects of individual-level variables specifically regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence, on overall reporting readiness. This framing recognises that individual professional capabilities do not work in a vacuum but are exercised within organisational contexts that either enable or constrain their translation to effective reporting behaviour (Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi, 2021).

2.6.2 Theoretical Underpinning
The theoretical basis for treating organisational support as a moderator in the present study draws primarily from social exchange theory, which posits that social and organisational relationships governed by norms of reciprocity when one party invests in another, the recipient feels a social obligation to reciprocate through increased commitment effort and performance (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Applied to the sustainability reporting context, social exchange theory predicts that when organisations demonstrably invests in sustainability through dedicated reporting infrastructure, managerial advocacy, resource allocation, and structural integration of ESG into governance process, accountants perceive this as organisational commitment to sustainability and reciprocate through deeper personal engagement with reporting responsibilities. Critically, this reciprocal dynamic operates as a moderating mechanism rather than direct effect: it does not simply add to reporting readiness independently rather amplifies the effects of existing individual capabilities. An accountant with strong regulatory awareness will exercise that awareness more fully and proactively in an organisation that signal genuine sustainability commitment, because the social exchange relationship generates a felt obligation to invest individual capability in service of organisational goals (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Conversely, where organisational support is absent, the same level of individual capability may remain underutilised, as accountant perceive no reciprocal organisational investment to motivate sustained engagement with sustainability reporting tasks.

2.6.3 Empirical Evidence
[bookmark: _Hlk237179262]Empirical studies consistently identify the organisational context as a critical boundary condition shaping accountants' engagements with sustainability reporting, though they differ in how they conceptualise and measure the moderating mechanisms involved. Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi (2021), in their structured literature review of management accountants' role in sustainability accounting and reporting, finds that the involvement of management accountants in sustainability practices is consistently lower than that of non-accountants such as sustainability managers, engineers, and general managers. Critically, they attribute this marginalisation not to individual capability deficits but to organisational failures in many organisations, sustainability accounting system have developed independently of mainstream management accounting infrastructure, creating parallel information that structurally exclude accountants from core sustainability processes. This finding carries important implications for the moderating role of organisational support: it demonstrates that even technically competent and confident accountants will make limited contribution to sustainability reporting where the organisation has not deliberately integrated sustainability into accounting functions and governance structures. Individual capability therefore is a necessary but insufficient condition for reporting readiness, organisational support determines whether that capability is activated and directed toward disclosure outcome.
Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi (2021) further reveal that where management accountants are involved in sustainability reporting, they frequently occupy a gatekeeping or brokerage role, selecting and translating sustainability information produced by other functional manager for presentation to senior decision-makers rather than actively leading disclosure processes. The authors argue that more substantive involvement depend not only on individual competence development but on deliberate organisational decision to reposition accountants as central rather than peripheral actor in sustainability governance. This represents a precisely moderating dynamic consistent with social exchange theory: the same level of individual competence produces qualitatively different reporting contributions depeending on the degree of organisational support and structural inclusion available (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Where support is strong and accountants are positioned as sustainability gatekeepers with genuine decision-making authority, competent accountants drive and shape sustainability disclosures; where support is weak, equally competent accountants are confined to marginal administrative roles with limited influence over reporting quality.
Al Frijat et al. (2025) provide complementary empirical evidence from Jordan, finding through structural equation modelling of 279 accountants that professional development has significant positive impact on sustainability reporting quality, but that the relationship is partially mediated by the quality of organisational sustainability reporting systems. Their findings suggest that professional development alone does not translate directly in improved reporting outcomes organisational infrastructure plays an essential bridging function between individual capability and actual disclosure performance. This is directly consistent with a moderating interpretation grounded in social exchange theory: the strength of the relationshipship between individual professional development and reporting quality varies as a function of the organisational systems and commitment within which accountants operate (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Al Frijat et al. (2025) further identify that emerging market organisations face distinctive challenges in providing adequate sustainability support, including weaker institutional frameworks, limited professional training infrastructure, and inconsistent regulatory motivations all of which reduce organisational capacity to enable effective reporting even where individual capability exists, and thereby weaken the social exchange dynamic that would otherwise motivate sustained professional engagement.
The contrast between these two studies reveals an important distinction in how organisational support operates as a moderator. Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi (2021) emphasise structural and cultural dimensions, the degree to which sustainability is embedded in organisational strategy, governance, and information system while Al Frijat et al. (2025) focus on sustainability reporting quality as a measurable organisational output. These are complementary rather contradictory perspectives: the former highlights the antecedents of effective organisational support while the latter traces its performance consequences. Taken together they suggest that organisational support functions as boundary condition operating at multiple levels shaping both the opportunities available for accountants and the quality of outputs they can produce reinforcing the case for treating it as meaningful moderator of the individual capability-to-readiness relationship. A critical qualification must however be acknowledged. Wenzig et al. (2023), cited in Al Frijat et al. (2025), demonstrate that path dependence in accountants' professional identity, shaped by the organisations  which they work, is a key reason why accountants remain under-involved in corporate sustainability. Organisations built around conventional financial reporting paradigms tend to reproduce those priorities in their internal governance and resource allocation, effectively conquering the sustainability reporting contributions of even well-equipped professionals. This implies that the moderating effect of organisational support may be asymmetric: weak organisational support may be considerably more damaging to reporting readiness than strong support is beneficial, since the absence of structural enablers and reciprocal organisational investment can neutralise individual capability almost entirely within the social exchange framework (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005).

2.7 Sustainability-Specific Training – the moderator

2.7.1 Conceptualisation and Definition
Sustainability-specific training refers to structured, targeted educational and professional development activities designed to equip accounting professionals with knowledge, skills, and competencies required to engage effectively with sustainability reporting responsibilities. It is distinguished from general continuing professional development (CPD) by its focus on sustainability-relevant content including ESG frameworks, materiality assessment, carbon accounting, assurance standards, and regulatory developments than broader professional skills. In the present study, sustainability-specific training is conceptualised as a second moderating variable that conditions the relationship between individual-level predictors and the overall sustainability reporting readiness. The rationale for treating training as a moderator rather than a direct predictor is that training enhances the effectiveness of existing regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence by providing the domain-specific knowledge and practical tools through which those capabilities can be applied to sustainability disclosure jobs (Al Frijat et al., 2025).

2.7.2 Theoretical Underpinning
The theoretical basis for examining sustainability-specific training as moderator draws from human capital theory, which holds that investment in education and skills development of individuals produces productive capabilities that enhance professional performance (Becker, 1964, as cited in Al Frijat et al., 2025). Applied to the sustainability reporting context, this theory predicts that accountant who receive targeted sustainability training develop a stock of domain-specific human capital that amplifies the effect of existing individual characteristics on reporting outcomes. Regulatory awareness becomes more actionable when training has equipped professionals with the practical tools to apply the knowledge; technical competence deepens when training provides hands-on exposure to sustainability frameworks and assurance procedures; and perceived confidence becomes better calibrated when training provides the structured experience needed to ground self-efficacy in genuine capability. Human capital theory therefore supports a moderating rather merely additive role for sustainability-specific training, it does not simply produce readiness directly but multiplies the readiness-generating potential of other individual-level variables as well as.
Complementing this, Friedman (2023) situates CPD within a broader understanding of lifelong learning and professional identity, arguing structured professional development operate not only as a knowledge transfer mechanism but as system that regularises, records, and institutionalises professionals' ongoing learning commitments. This sociological perspective adds an important dimension to human capital view: sustainability-specific training not only an investment in individual capability but signal of professional obligation and organisational seriousness about sustainability that shapes how accountants engage with disclosure responsibilities. Where training formally structured, monitored, and tied to professional body requirements, its moderating effect on reporting readiness is likely to be stronger than where it is informal and discretionary.

2.7.3 Empirical Evidence
Empirical studies consistently identify sustainability-specific training as one of the most powerful determinants of accountants' engagement with and readiness for sustainability reporting, though they differ how they characterise the mechanisms through which training exerts its effects. Garefalakis et al. (2026) provide directly relevant evidence, finding that formally trained chartered accountants demonstrated significantly higher implementation of ESG criteria across all sustainability dimensions compared to untrained counterparts, with statistically significant differences across virtually all measured indicator. Critically, trained accountants not only applied sustainability criteria more comprehensively but also show more strategically sophisticated understanding of ESG's value rating it as more effective for credibility, investor attraction, and competitive advantage. This finding is consistent with a moderating interpretation: training does not simply produce generic uplift in readiness but enhances the quality and depth of engagement that existing individual capabilities generate.
The relationship between training and reporting quality is further examined by Al Frijat et al. (2025), who find through structural equation modelling that accountants' professional development has strong and significant positive effect on sustainability reporting quality, with a path coefficient of 0.772, one of strongest relationships in their model. Their findings demonstrate that investment in professional development including courses, seminars, on-the-job training, and technical committee participation translates directly in higher quality sustainability disclosures. Importantly, they frame this relationship through human capital theory, arguing that professional development enhances accountants' cognitive capabilities and domain knowledge in ways that advance credibility, timeliness, comparability, and reliability of sustainability reports. This is precisely the moderating dynamic of interest in present study: training strengthens the pathway from individual capability to reporting outcomes.
A critical tension in the literature, however, concerns whether training effects are uniform across different professional contexts or whether they are moderated by other factor. Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi (2021) demonstrate that even where accountants express interest in sustainability, the absence of targeted sustainability content with mainstream accounting education and CPD programmes means that many practitioners lack the specific competencies needed to engage with disclosure tasks, regardless of their general professional development stages. This finding implies that generic CPD is an insufficient substitute for sustainability-specific training, and the moderating effect of training on reporting readiness is contingent on relevance and specificity of training content to sustainability disclosure demands. A practitioner who has completed extensive general accounting CPD but receive no sustainability-specific training may demonstrate lower readiness than one with less overall CPD but targeted sustainability education distinction that Friedman (2023) reinforces by noting that CPD encompasses a wide range of activities, not all of which are equally effective in developing competencies in specific new domains such as sustainability reporting.
Friedman (2023) additionally highlights that compulsory CPD requirements across professional bodies have created structured frameworks to tracking and regularising professional learning, but that the content prescribed varies considerably, with sustainability receiving limited coverage in many existing CPD programmes. This is a particularly significant finding for present study: it suggests that even where CPD participation is high, sustainability-specific training gaps may persist unless professional bodies and organisations deliberately mandate sustainability content as part of development frameworks. The implication for Pakistan is direct, where professional bodies such as ICAP and ICMAP have not yet systematically integrated sustainability into their CPD requirements, sustainability-specific training is likely to be both scarce and unevenly distributed, making it a particularly consequential moderating variable in determining which accountants are able to translate their individual capabilities into effective reporting behaviour.

2.8 Context of Developing Economies and Pakistan
The developing economy context, and Pakistan in particular, is central to understanding how regulatory awareness, technical competence, perceived confidence, organisational support, and sustainability-specific training shape accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting. Regulatory awareness carries particular significance in such setting, where reporting frameworks are still emerging and accountants have limited exposure to internationally recognised standards. In Pakistan, the Securities and Exchange Commission of Pakistan (SECP) has issued voluntary ESG guidelines and progressively aligning domestic expectations with international frameworks, including the SDGs and ISSB standards, yet Tauringana (2020) notes that professional perceptions of regulatory requirements often diverge from formal obligations in such environments, producing considerable variation in disclosure quality. Hossain et al. (2015) identify Islamic religious beliefs as a further constraint on CSR disclosure, arguing that individual accountability to God discourages public disclosure of good deeds, a dynamic particularly relevant in Pakistan. Nwobu et al. (2018), surveying 54 Nigerian managers, similarly found that sustainability reporting in developing economies is driven primarily by executive leadership, investor concern, and governance codes rather than accountants' own initiative, reinforcing that voluntary awareness alone cannot substitute stronger enforcement.
This regulatory gap is compounded by structural limitations in professional education. Accountants in developing countries frequently lack access to specialised training, certifications, and updated resource needed to build sustainability reporting skills (Tauringana, 2020). In Pakistan, the profession is regulated primarily through the Institute of Chartered Accountants of Pakistan (ICAP) and the Institute of Cost and Management Accountants of Pakistan (ICMAP), both slow to formally integrate sustainability competencies into qualification frameworks. Farisyi et al. (2022) argue this institutional gap is consequential because, absent enforcement, voluntary competence development becomes primary driver of reporting quality. The same void undermines perceived confidence: low confidence is common among accountants in developing countries and acts as a obstruction to disclosure independent of formal knowledge (Tauringana, 2020), while Farisyi et al. (2022) identify confidence as a mediator between awareness and reporting behaviour, such that awareness alone is insufficient. In Pakistan, confidence may be decisive in whether accountant engage meaningfully with sustainability responsibilities or treat them outside their purview. Generational dynamics identified by Garefalakis et al. (2026) in Greece are likely to be replicated, and amplified, in Pakistan given more pronounced structural barriers to ESG education.
Organisational and training support further moderate these relationships. Al Frijat et al. (2025), contextualising findings within Jordan as emerging market, note that limited training opportunities, evolving governance regulations, and weaker institutional frameworks constrain organisations' ability to support accountants engaging in sustainability disclosure; the same barriers apply to Pakistan, where organisational commitment varies considerably and many firms lack dedicated sustainability functions or managerial advocacy. Farisyi et al. (2022) add that sustainability reporting in developing-economy organisations is often treated as peripheral compliance rather than core strategic function. Within a social exchange framework, this leaves accountants with little reciprocal motivation to invest their awareness, competence, or confidence beyond the minimum required (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Al Frijat et al. (2025) similarly identify scarce specialised training as a primary barrier to improving reporting quality in emerging markets. Collectively, these dynamics make Pakistan a particularly relevant and under-examined setting which these variables interact to shape accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting.

2.9 Literature Gap
The preceding literature review reveals a growing body of scholarship on accountants' engagement with sustainability reporting, yet critical examination of existing studies exposes several significant gaps both theoretical and empirical that provide direct validation for the present study.
The most explicit indication of where further research is needed comes from the studies themselves. Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi (2021), in their structured literature review of management accountants' role in sustainability accounting and reporting, directly call for more empirical research on the competencies, skills, and roles that accountant should develop to support sustainability reporting adoption, specifically identify the need for quantitative investigations that examine how organisational conditions shape accountants' involvement. Garefalakis et al. (2026) similarly conclude that future research should extend their findings on generational differences and training effects to other national context, particularly those where ESG adoption is still developing and where professional infrastructure differs substantially from the Greek context examined in study. Al Frijat et al. (2025) explicitly acknowledge that their findings are limited to Jordan as a single emerging market and call for comparative studies across developing economies to strengthen external validity of the relationship between professional development, sustainability reporting quality, and organisational outcome. These are not peripheral suggestions but direct scholarly mandate that the present study is designed to answer.
Beyond these explicit calls, the literature contains several substantive gaps that remain unaddressed. The most fundamental is absence of integrative quantitative models that simultaneously examine multiple determinants of sustainability reporting readiness. Existing studies tend to explore variables in isolation regulatory awareness in one study, training effects in another without capturing how these variables operate jointly or interact with one another. Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020) examine regulatory awareness but do not model how confidence or organisational support conditions its translation to reporting behaviour. Fota et al. (2024) acknowledge the role of perceived confidence in readiness without formally grounding it self-efficacy theory or examining its independent contribution alongside other predictors. This fragmentation limits explanatory power considerably understanding why some accountants demonstrate high readiness while others with apparently similar profiles do not requires examining regulatory, technical, psychological, and organisational variables simultaneously within a unified framework, which no existing study has yet attempted.
A related gap concerns theoretical treatment of organisational support and sustainability-specific training as moderating rather than direct variables. Both Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi (2021) and Al Frijat et al. (2025) demonstrate that these factors shape sustainability reporting engagement but stop short of formally testing if they condition the strength of relationships between individual capabilities and readiness outcomes. Positioning these moderators grounded in social exchange theory (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005) and human capital theory offers a theoretically more precise and empirically more testable account of the boundary conditions governing the capability-to-readiness pathway, one that the literature has theorised but not yet tested.
The geographic gap in the literature is perhaps the most consequential and most explicitly acknowledged. Garefalakis et al. (2026) note that their Greek-context results may not generalise to other regulatory environments particularly those with less institutional development. Tauringana (2020) and Farisyi et al. (2022) both highlight developing economies critically underexplored contexts for sustainability reporting research, and Farisyi et al. (2022) specifically note that the determinants of reporting engagement in voluntary, weakly enforced environments differ substantially from those where mandated contexts and warrant dedicated investigation. Pakistan represents precisely this type of environment a large emerging economy with voluntary sustainability reporting framework, nascent professional ESG norms, weak institutional enforcement, and considerable variation in organisational sustainability commitment yet no quantitative study yet has examined the determinants of sustainability reporting readiness among Pakistani accountants. This is not merely a replication gap but a substantive theoretical one, as the boundary conditions present in Pakistan are expected to shape irregular relationships in ways that developed-economy findings cannot predict.
Finally, Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) and Matac et al. (2024) both call attention to the need for individual-level rather than organisational-level analyses of sustainability reporting preparedness, noting that most existing work measures disclosure quality or volume at the firm level without capturing the professional readiness of the accountants responsible for producing those disclosures. The present study directly answers this call by treating accountants' individual-level readiness as the primary dependent variable.
Taken together, the explicit call for future research from Ascani, Ciccola and Chiucchi (2021), Garefalakis et al. (2026), Al Frijat et al. (2025), Farisyi et al. (2022), Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025), and Matac et al. (2024), combined with the identified theoretical and geographic gaps, provide strong and well-grounded justification for the present study's contribution.

[bookmark: _Hlk238920138]2.10 An Integrated Theoretical Framework and Hypothesis Development
All theories mentioned above build on one another to tell a single, connected story about how readiness develops, starting from outside pressure and ending with individual behaviour. The starting point is external: accountants operate under rising pressure from regulators, standard-setters, and professional bodies to engage in sustainability reporting, and institutional theory explains why staying aware of these pressures (regulatory awareness) is the first step to readiness a pressure that is arguably felt differently in Pakistan, where enforcement is weaker and the reporting environment is still largely voluntary. But being aware of what is expected is not enough on own. Human capital theory adds the next piece: technical competence is treated as a form of capital that accountants build up through education, training, and experience, and it is this accumulated skill that allows awareness of external demands to turn into real capability. Whether that capability is actually used, though, depends on how confident accountants feel in it. This is where Bandura's social cognitive theory comes in: perceived confidence, or self-efficacy, is essentially how accountants estimate whether their knowledge and skills are good enough for the job, and Garefalakis et al. (2026) show that this kind of confidence, when it is genuinely grounded in competence and training, is what really pushes awareness and knowledge into action. Finally, even accountants who are aware, competent, and confident will not necessarily perform at their best unless their organisation support them. Social exchange theory explains this last step: when accountants feel that their organisation genuinely supports sustainability, they respond by putting in more effort, because support is met with effort in return (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Sustainability-specific training works in a similar way, functioning as an organisational investment in accountants' human capital, as Friedman (2023) argues, only pays off when the organisation gives employees chance to apply it. Put simply, institutional theory explains why readiness is needed, human capital theory and social cognitive theory explains how individuals build the ability and confidence to respond, and social exchange theory explains the organisational conditions that decide whether that ability is fully used conditions that are especially important to test in a developing-economy setting like Pakistan, where such organisational support cannot simply be assumed. Together, these ideas lead to the following five hypotheses:

H1: Regulatory awareness is positively associated with accountants' overall readiness for sustainability reporting.
H2: Technical competence is positively associated with accountants' overall readiness for sustainability reporting.
H3: Perceived confidence (self-efficacy) is positively associated with accountants' overall readiness for sustainability reporting.
H4: Organisational support for sustainability positively moderates the relationship between individual-level predictors (regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence) and accountants' overall readiness for sustainability reporting, such that the positive effects are stronger when organisational support is higher.
H5: Sustainability-specific training positively moderates the relationship between individual-level predictors (regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence) and accountants' overall readiness for sustainability reporting, such that the positive effects are stronger when sustainability-specific training is higher.

2.11 Chapter Summary
This chapter has presented a comprehensive review of the theoretical and empirical literature underpinning the present study's investigation of accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting in Pakistan. The chapter began with an overview of sustainability reporting as the dependent variable, establishing the growing regulatory and institutional pressure driving the transition from voluntary into mandatory ESG disclosure globally and situating Pakistan within this evolving landscape.
The review then examined five key variables drawn from literature. The literature gap section demonstrated that existing studies have examined these variables largely in isolation, have rarely applied formal moderating frameworks, and have almost entirely overlooked the Pakistani and broader South Asian accounting context. These gaps reinforced by explicit calls for future research from many authors reviewed in this chapter, provide intense justification for the present study's contribution. The chapter constructed five hypotheses forming an integrated conceptual model that guides the empirical investigation presented in Chapter Three.
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 Introduction
This chapter explains how present study was carried out in practice. Chapter One introduced the research problem, that although accountants are increasingly expected to take sustainability reporting duties, it is not clear whether accountants in Pakistan are actually ready for this responsibility, and Chapter Two reviewed the literature and developed five hypotheses (H1 to H5) around five variables. The purpose of this chapter is to show, how these variables were turned into something that could actually be evaluated, and how the data needed to test the hypotheses were collected and analysed.
The chapter begins by giving an operational definition for each variable used in the study, meaning a plain description of what was actually measured and how. It then presents the research model that connects the variables together. Following this, the chapter works through the research design, research philosophy, and research approach that directed the study, before explaining exactly how respondents were reached, how many usable responses were obtained, and what unit of analysis this study focuses on. The chapter then explains the research methodology used, including the questionnaire structure and statistical tests that was run in SPSS, and closes with the ethical considerations that were followed throughout, and a short chapter summary.

3.2 Operational Definitions of Each Variable
An operational definition explains, in concrete and measurable terms, what a variable means for the purposes of a specific study, rather than leaving it as an abstract theoretical idea. Six variables were operationalised for this research, matching the questionnaire sections used to collect the data.

3.2.1 Regulatory Awareness (Independent Variable)
This refers to how familiar an accountant is with the main sustainability reporting frameworks and initiatives presently shaping the profession. It was operationalised through five questionnaire items asking respondents rate, on a five-point scale from 'Not knowledgeable at all' to 'Extremely knowledgeable', their familiarity with the World Economic Forum–Big Four sustainability framework initiative, the IFRS Foundation's International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB), the Task Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), the International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) framework, and the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB) framework (Bakarich et al., 2023).

3.2.2 Technical Competence (Independent Variable) 
This refers to an accountant's self-assessed real ability to work with sustainability-related information, rather than simply knowing that such frameworks exist. It was operationalised through five items rated on a five point agreement scale (Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree), covering the ability to maintain professional scepticism, use analytical thinking to spot inconsistencies or possible greenwashing, critically assess the credibility of sources, communicate effectively with non-finance colleagues, apply soft skills such as adaptability when engaging with non-financial data (Fota et al., 2024)

3.2.3 Perceived Confidence / Self-Efficacy (Independent Variable) 
Following Bandura's (1986) idea of self-efficacy as a person's belief in their own ability to carry out a task, this variable was operationalised through four items, asking respondents to rate, on a five-point agreement scale, whether they feel confident, feel comfortable, believe in their own ability, and feel assured when it comes to understanding non-financial and the sustainability-related financial data.

3.2.4 Overall Readiness (Dependent Variable) 
This is the central outcome variable of the study, capturing an accountant's overall preparedness, in knowledge, skill, and judgement, to take on sustainability reporting duties. It was operationalised through five items rated on a five-point agreement scale, covering the ability to apply sustainability reporting standards such as ISSB, GRI, and ESRS in practice; the technical skill to collect, analyse, and interpret sustainability-related data; the capability to integrate sustainability information to existing financial reporting processes; competence in sustainability reports to formal requirements; and the exercise of professional judgement when measuring and reporting this information (Fota et al., 2024).

3.2.5 Organisational Support for Sustainability (Moderating Variable) 
Grounded in the reciprocity logic of social exchange theory (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005), this variable captures how much structural and cultural support an accountant perceives from their organisation for sustainability-related work. It was operationalised through six items rated on  five-point agreement scale, covering whether management understands the benefits of sustainability initiatives, whether a named contact or support unit exists for sustainability-related issues, if the accountant's supervisor is supportive and encouraging, and whether employees are kept informed about relevant tools and developments (Alsyouf and Ku Ishak, 2018).

3.2.6 Sustainability-Specific Training (Moderating Variable) 
Drawing on human capital theory (Becker, 1964, as cited in Al Frijat et al., 2025), this variable captures whether an accountant has received structured, targeted training in sustainability reporting in the last five years. Unlike other variables, it was operationalised through a single categorical item asking respondents to select the most relevant source of such training from a list: their own organisation, the accounting body belong to, other professional accounting bodies, a recognised sustainability-focused organisation, other online platforms, or none of the above.
In addition to these six variables, four demographic items were collected, gender, age band, years employed in accounting, and highest qualification, which are used as grouping variables in the descriptive and comparative analysis presented in the Chapter Four.

3.3 Research Model
The research model tested in this study follows directly from the hypotheses developed in Chapter Two. Overall readiness for sustainability reporting is positioned as dependent variable. It is predicted by three independent variables, regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence (H1, H2, and H3), each expected to have a positive relationship with overall readiness. This relationship is then expected to be strengthened or weakened by two moderating variables, organisational support for sustainability and sustainability-specific training (H4 and H5).

Figure 3.1: Research Model
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3.4 Research Design
The research design connects with to the overall plan that connects the research questions to the methods used to collect and analyse data, and ultimately to the conclusions drawn (Badr and Abdelhakim, 2021). This study adopted a quantitative, cross-sectional survey design. A quantitative design were chosen as the research aim to find out the strength and direction of relationships between the variables that are are already well defined in the existing literature, regulatory awareness, technical competence, confidence, organisational support, training, and readiness, rather than to explore these ideas from scratch through open-ended discussion.
This mirrors the approach taken in the closely related study by Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025), who used a structured questionnaire distributed to Polish accountants and tested pre-formed hypotheses using statistical methods rather qualitative interviews. The present study follows same broad logic, but applies it to a different national context, Pakistan, and to a slightly different, more granular, set of variables.
The design is cross-sectional, meaning data were collected from respondents at a single point in time rather than by following the same accountants over a longer period. A cross-sectional design was considered appropriate here because the aim of the study is to capture a snapshot of current readiness levels and their associations, not to track how readiness changes over time, which will require a longitudinal design and considerably more time and resources than that were available for this dissertation.

3.5 Research Philosophy
Research philosophy refers to the set of beliefs a researcher holds about the nature of knowledge and reality, and it shapes every later decision in the research process (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). Three broad research philosophies are commonly discussed in business and social science research: positivism, interpretivism, and pragmatism. Positivism treats the subject of study as an objective reality that can be measured independently of the researcher's own beliefs, while interpretivism treats reality as something that is constructed through the researcher's interaction with participants, and pragmatism sits between two, arguing that neither extreme is sufficient on its own (Sahay, 2016).
This study adopts a positivist research philosophy. The variables under investigation, regulatory awareness, technical competence, confidence, organisational support, training, and readiness, are treated as measurable characteristics of individual accountants that exist independently of the researcher's personal opinions, and are captured through structured, closed-ended questions rather the open conversation. This choice also fits with the study's reliance on numerical Likert-scale data and statistical hypothesis testing, since positivism is typically associated with the deductive testing of pre-existing theory through quantitative measurement (Knight, Chidlow and Minbaeva, 2022).
Two further components sit underneath research philosophy: ontology and epistemology. Ontology concerns assumptions about nature of reality itself, while epistemology concerns assumptions about what counts as acceptable knowledge (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2019). Within ontology, a realist position holds that social entities and phenomena exist independently of the people surveying them, while a nominalist position holds that social phenomena are shaped by the perceptions and language of those are involved. Within epistemology, an objectivist position holds that the social world can be studied and measured in the same external, detached way as natural world, while a subjectivist position holds that knowledge is inseparable from the perspectives of those being studied (De Bianchi and Giovannetti, 2023).
This study adopts a realist ontology and an objectivist epistemology. The constructs being measured, for example an accountant's level of regulatory awareness or their confidence in handling sustainability data are treated as the real characteristics of the individual that exist whether or not the researcher is present to observe them, and the questionnaire is designed to measure these characteristics as accurately consistently as possible, without the researcher's own views influencing what respondents report. This combination of a positivist philosophy, realist ontology, and objectivist epistemology is consistent with the approach taken by Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) in their similarly structured survey of Polish accountants.

3.6 Research Approach
Research approach concerns the relationship between theory and research, and is usually described along a continuum between deductive and inductive reasoning. A deductive approach starts from existing theory, develops specific hypotheses from that theory, and then collects data to test if those hypotheses hold, whereas inductive approach starts from data collection and works towards building new theory from patterns observed in that data (Mohammed, 2024).
This study follows a deductive approach. Chapter Two drew on established theories, institutional theory (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) to explain regulatory awareness, human capital theory (Becker, 1964, as cited in Pyatt, 1966) to explain technical competence and training, social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) to explain perceived confidence, and used these build five specific, testable hypotheses (H1 to H5). The purpose of the present study is to test whether these existing theoretical relationships, largely developed and evidenced in other countries, also hold among accountants working in Pakistan, which is a context that has not previously been examined in this literature. A deductive approach is considered the natural fit when the research philosophy is positivist and the constructs being studied are already reasonably well established in prior research, since this allows the research to build on existing, validated measures rather than developing entirely new ones from open-ended exploration (Knight, Chidlow and Minbaeva, 2022).

3.7 Sampling Technique, Sample Size, and Unit of Analysis
The unit of analysis for this study is the individual accountant, meaning that each completed questionnaire response represent views and self-assessment of one professional or trainee accountant, rather than an organisation or a team. The target population is professional and trainee accountants based in Pakistan, aged 22 years or above, matching the eligibility criteria stated in that participant information sheet that accompanied the questionnaire.
A non-probability convenience sampling technique was used, drawing on the researcher's own professional network within the Pakistani accounting profession. As the researcher is herself an accountant from Pakistan, the questionnaire was shared directly with professional contacts, who were then asked to circulate it further within their own networks, adding a small snowballing element to basic convenience approach. This method was chosen deliberately rather than distributing the survey publicly online, in order to keep some control over who was responding and also to help ensure that respondents genuinely met the eligibility criteria of being practising or trainee accountants.
The researcher initially targeted a sample of 80 respondents. Despite repeated follow-up requests sent through the same professional contacts, only 54 valid responses were ultimately obtained. This lower-than-planned response rate were not entirely unexpected in light of the closely related study by Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025), who reported that their own response rate for a similar survey of Polish accountants was far lower than in their previous surveys distributed through the same channels, and who suggested that this reflects a general lack of interest among accountants in a topic, sustainability reporting, that many do not yet see it as directly relevant to their day-to-day work. A related pattern was observed during data collection for the present study: several accountants approached through the researcher's network appeared reluctant to participate, and informal conversations suggested that the word 'sustainability' itself made some respondents uneasy, as though the topic would involve technical knowledge that they assumed they did not have. This hesitancy is arguably an early, informal illustration of the very readiness gap that this study sets out to investigate.
A further limitation is that because the sample was gathered largely through researcher's own professional connections, a considerable proportion of respondents who were approached were based in Karachi rather than being evenly spread across Pakistan. This geographic concentration mean the sample cannot be assumed to be nationally representative in a strict statistical sense. However, since the variables under study, regulatory awareness, technical competence, confidence, organisational support, and training, are individual-level professional characteristics rather than characteristics tied to a specific city or region, and given that the Karachi is home to a large and diverse share of Pakistan's corporate and accounting sector, findings may still offer a reasonably indicative picture of readiness levels with accountants more broadly in Pakistan. This limitation, along with the modest sample size of 54, is acknowledged directly here and is revisited when discussing the limitations of the study in the concluding chapters.

3.8 Research Methodology 
Data were collected using a structured, self-administered questionnaire distributed through Google Forms. The questionnaire began with full participant information sheet explaining the purpose of the study, followed by three consent questions confirming that respondents has read and understood the study, consented voluntarily, and understood how their data would be used and stored. Respondents were then asked to provide demographic information (gender, age band, years employed in accounting, and highest qualification), before moving through the five substantive sections of the questionnaire: regulatory awareness (five items), technical competence (five items), perceived confidence (four items), overall readiness (five items), organisational support (six items), and finally the single item on sustainability-specific training.
All Likert-scale items used either a five-point knowledge scale (for regulatory awareness) or a five-point agreement scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree (for technical competence, perceived confidence, overall readiness, and organisational support). A five-point scale was used, rather a longer scale, on the basis that shorter Likert scales are generally easier and quicker for respondents to complete accurately, which considered particularly important given that many potential respondents were already reluctant to take part in a survey on an unfamiliar topic (Taherdoost, 2019).
Once collected, responses were exported from Google Forms and checked for completeness, with incomplete responses excluding from the final dataset of 54 usable response. Likert-scale responses were numerically coded from 1 to 5, and demographic responses were assigned numerical codes, before the dataset was imported into IBM SPSS for analysis. Accordingly, the internal consistency of each multi-item scale, regulatory awareness, technical competence, perceived confidence, overall readiness, and organisational support, was checked using Cronbach's Alpha, with a value above 0.7 generally taken to indicate that tthehe items within a scale are measuring the same underlying construct reasonably consistently.
Descriptive statistics were used first to summarise the demographic profile of respondents and their overall pattern of responses. Because Likert-scale data of this kind is ordinal rather than truly numerical, measures such as the median, mode, and standard deviation were used to summarise responses, rather than relying on the mean alone, which is not always considered the most appropriate summary measure for this type of the data (Mishra et al., 2019).
Given the modest sample size of 54, Shapiro-Wilk test were applied to find out whether the given data follows a normal distribution, which then guided the choice of statistical tests used for hypothesis testing. To test the direct relationships proposed in H1, H2, and H3, between regulatory awareness, technical competence, and perceived confidence on the one hand, and overall readiness on the other, Spearman's rank correlation was used to check the strength and direction of each relationship, followed by multiple linear regression to see how much of the variation overall readiness could be explained by these three variables together.
To test the moderating effects proposed in H4 and H5, whether organisational support and sustainability-specific training strengthen or weaken the relationships tested in H1 to H3, hierarchical multiple regression were used. In simple terms, this means the three independent variables were entered into the regression model first, then the proposed moderating variable was added, and finally an interaction term (combining the independent variable and the moderator) was added in a last step. If adding this interaction term meaningfully improved how much of the variation in readiness the model could explain, this was taken as a evidence of a moderating effect. This step-by-step regression approach was chosen over more specialised moderation software because it is easier to follow and then explain for a first research project, while still directly answering the question the hypotheses are asking.
Finally, to explore whether readiness (or its component variables) differed across demographic groups, for example between male and female respondents, or across different age bands or years of experience, non-parametric group comparison tests were used: the Mann-Whitney U test for the comparisons between two groups, and the Kruskal-Wallis test for comparisons across three or more groups. These are the same tests used by Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) in their study of Polish accountants, and were considered appropriate here given the ordinal nature of the data and the relatively small sample size.

3.9 Ethical Considerations
This research was conducted in line with the ethical guidelines of York St John University, and ethical approval was obtained from the York St John Ethics Committee right before any data were collected. A number of ethical safeguards were built directly into the design of the questionnaire and that data collection process.
Before beginning the survey, respondents were shown a full explanation of the study's purpose, what would be asked of them, and how their information would be used, stored, and retained. They were then required to explicitly confirm, through three separate consent questions, that they had read and understood this information, that they were consenting voluntarily and understood they could withdraw at any time without giving a reason, and that they have understood how their data would be handled. Participation was entirely voluntary throughout, and respondents could choose not to answer or could leave the survey at any point before submitting their responses, without any negative consequence.
All responses were collected anonymously, with no names or other directly identifying information gathered as part of the actual dataset (the separate consent-confirmation name field was kept apart from the research data itself, purely for consent purposes). Access to data was restricted to the researcher and, where necessary, the academic supervisor, and no data were shared with any third party. Data were stored securely on a password-protected devices using university-approved software, in line with the requirements of the UK General Data Protection Regulation and the Data Protection Act 2018, with no paper records kept at any stage.
Given that the questionnaire dealt with professional, non-sensitive topic and did not involve any physical activity, deception or vulnerable groups, no specific risks to participants were identified. Eligibility was restricted to accountants aged 22 or above, consistent with the aim surveying professionally qualified or actively working individuals rather than students. Finally, participants were given contact details for both an independent chair of the research and the University's data protection office, should they wish to raise any concern about the way the research were being conducted.

3.10 Chapter Summary
This chapter has set out in practical terms, how the study of accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting in Pakistan was carried out. Each of the six 6 core variables, regulatory awareness, technical competence, perceived confidence, organisational support, sustainability-specific training, and overall readiness, was given a clear operational definition matching the questionnaire used to collect the data, and these variables were linked together in a research model reflecting the direct and moderating relationships set out in Hypotheses H1 to H5.
A quantitative, cross-sectional survey design  was adopted, underpinned by a positivist research philosophy, a realist ontology, and an objectivist epistemology, and following deductive research approach consistent with the theory-driven hypotheses developed in Chapter Two. A non-probability convenience sample of Pakistani accountants were recruited through the researcher's professional network, yielding 54 usable responses from an initial target of 80, a shortfall that was discussed openly alongside a comparable experience reported in the related study by Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025). The chapter also explained the structure of the questionnaire and the statistical techniques used in SPSS, including reliability testing, descriptive statistics, Spearman's correlation, multiple and hierarchical regression, and non-parametric group comparison tests, and confirmed that research was conducted in line with the ethical approval granted by the York St John Ethics Committee. The next chapter presents the findings of this analysis.

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
4.1 Introduction
This chapter shows the results of the statistical analysis carried out on the 54 usable questionnaire responses described in Chapter Three. The chapter follows the same series of tests set out in the research methodology. It begins with the reliability of each multi-item scale, before presenting the demographic profile of respondent and descriptive statistics for the six study variables. The results of the Shapiro-Wilk normality test are then reported, followed by Spearman's rank correlation and multiple regression analysis addressing Hypotheses One to Three (H1-H3), hierarchical regression analysis addressing the two moderation hypotheses (H4 and H5), and non-parametric group comparisons across demographic characteristics. The chapter closes with a summary table of all five hypotheses and a short chapter summary. Explanation of these results in relation to the wider literature is left to the Chapter Five, the purpose of this chapter is to represent what the data show.

4.2 Reliability of the Measurement Scales
Cronbach's Alpha was calculated for each of five multi-item scales to check that the items within each scale were measuring the same underlying construct consistently. As shown in Table 4.1, all five scales returned alpha values well above the 0.7 threshold set out in Chapter Three, ranging from 0.887 for Technical Competence to 0.947 for Overall Readiness. This indicates a high degree of internal consistency across all scales used in the study, and no items were needed to be removed from any scale.

Table 4.1: Reliability Statistics (Cronbach’s Alpha)
	Scale
	Number of items
	Cronbach’s Alpha

	Regulatory Awareness (RA)
	5
	0.933

	Technical Competence (TC)
	5
	0.887

	Perceived Confidence (PC)
	4
	0.935

	Overall Readiness (OR)
	5
	0.947

	Organisational Support (OS)
	6
	0.904




4.3 Demographic Profile of Respondents
Table 4.2 summarises the demographic characteristics of the 54 respondents. The sample was predominantly male (83.3%), with females comprising 14.8% and one respondent (1.9%) preferring not to disclose gender. Respondents were concentrated in the 30 to 44 age band (46.3%), followed by 45 to 60 (31.5%), 22 to 29 (14.8%), and over 60 (7.4%). In terms of professional experience, the largest group has between 5 and 10 years of employment in accounting (27.8%), while the remaining respondents were fairly evenly spread across the other experience bands. The large majority of respondents (75.9%) held a professional accounting qualification such as ACCA, ACA, CIMA, CPA or CFA, with smaller proportions holding a Master's degree (16.7%), a part-qualified professional status (5.6%), or an undergraduate degree only (1.9%).

Table 4.2: Demographic Profile of Respondents (n=54)
	Characteristic
	Category
	n
	%

	Gender
	Male
	45
	83.3

	
	Female
	8
	14.8

	
	Prefer not to say
	1
	1.9

	Age
	22 to 29
	8
	14.8

	
	30 to 44
	25
	46.3

	
	45 to 60
	17
	31.5

	
	Over 60
	4
	7.4

	Years employed
	Less than 5 years
	7
	13.0

	
	5 to 10 years
	15
	27.8

	
	11 to 15 years
	5
	9.3

	
	16 to 20 years
	7
	13.0

	
	21 to 25 years
	10
	18.5

	
	Over 25 years
	10
	18.5

	Highest qualification
	Professional accounting qualification
	41
	75.9

	
	Master’s degree
	9
	16.7

	
	Part-qualified professional accountant
	3
	5.6

	
	Undergraduate degree
	1
	1.9




Table 4.3 reports the source of sustainability-related training reported by respondents, which forms basis of the training variable tested under Hypothesis Five. Overall, 41 respondents (75.9%) reported having undertaken sustainability-related training from at least one source in the last five years, most commonly through their professional accounting body (40.7%), while 13 respondents (24.1%) reported no such training from any of the list of sources.

Table 4.3: Source of Sustainability-Related Training (n=54)
	Training source
	n
	%

	The accounting body of which I am a member
	22
	40.7

	My organisation
	8
	14.8

	Other professional accounting bodies
	3
	5.6

	A recognised sustainability-focused organisation or body
	3
	5.6

	Other online training platforms
	5
	9.3

	None of the above
	13
	24.1




4.4 Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables
Table 4.4 presents descriptive statistics for the five composite scale scores, each calculated as the mean of its constituent items and expressed on original 1 to 5 response scale. Consistent with the ordinal nature of Likert-scale data, the median, mode and standard deviation are reported alongside the mean. Perceived Confidence recorded the highest average score (M=3.92, Mdn=4.00), followed by Technical Competence (M=3.79, Mdn=3.80), suggesting that respondents generally felt more confident and competent at a personal level than they judged themselves informed at a regulatory level. Regulatory Awareness recorded the lowest average score by a clear margin (M=2.70, Mdn=2.60), indicating that familiarity with specific sustainability reporting frameworks such as the ISSB, TCFD, IIRC and SASB was, on average, only moderate to low among respondents. Overall Readiness, the central outcome variable, recorded a mean of 3.37 (Mdn=3.40, SD=0.99), sitting toward the middle of the scale, and Organisational Support recorded the broadly similar mean of 3.28 (Mdn=3.25, SD=0.95).

Table 4.4: Descriptive Statistics for Composite Scale Scores (1-5 scale, n=54)
	Variable
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Regulatory Awareness (RA)
	2.70
	2.60
	3.00
	1.00
	1.00
	5.00

	Technical Competence (TC)
	3.79
	3.80
	4.60
	0.81
	1.80
	5.00

	Perceived Confidence (PC)
	3.92
	4.00
	4.00
	0.81
	2.00
	5.00

	Overall Readiness (OR)
	3.37
	3.40
	2.80
	0.99
	1.00
	5.00

	Organisational Support (OS)
	3.28
	3.25
	4.00
	0.95
	1.00
	5.00




4.5 Test of Normality
Given the modest sample size of 54, the Shapiro-Wilk test was used to check the distribution of each composite scale score, as set out in Chapter Three. As shown in Table 4.5, Regulatory Awareness, Overall Readiness and Organisational Support did not deviate significantly from a normal distribution (p>0.05), whereas Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence showed a statistically significant departure from normality (p<0.05). Because at least two of the key study variables were not normally distributed, this confirms a appropriateness of the non-parametric and rank-based approaches specified in Chapter Three, namely Spearman's rank correlation and the Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests, in preference to methods that assume normality.

Table 4.5: Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality
	Variable
	Shapiro-Wilk W
	df
	p-value
	Distribution

	Regulatory Awareness (RA)
	0.975
	54
	0.308
	Normal

	Technical Competence (TC)
	0.949
	54
	0.022
	Non-normal

	Perceived Confidence (PC)
	0.897
	54
	<0.001
	Non-normal

	Overall Readiness (OR)
	0.967
	54
	0.147
	Normal

	Organisational Support (OS)
	0.974
	54
	0.297
	Normal




4.6 Correlation Analysis (Hypotheses H1 to H3)
Spearman's rank correlation was used to test direction and strength of the bivariate relationship between each independent variable and Overall Readiness, as proposed in Hypotheses One to Three. As shown in Table 4.6, all three relationships were positive and statistically significant. Regulatory Awareness showed a moderate-to-strong positive correlation with Overall Readiness (rho=0.575, p<0.001), Technical Competence showed a moderate-to-strong positive correlation (rho=0.527, p<0.001), and Perceived Confidence showed  moderate positive correlation (rho=0.415, p=0.002). On the basis of these bivariate results, H1, H2 and H3 are each supported.

Table 4.6: Spearman’s Rank Correlation with Overall Readiness
	Relationship
	Spearman’s rho
	p-value
	Result

	H1: Regulatory Awareness → Overall Readiness
	0.575
	<0.001
	Significant

	H2: Technical Competence → Overall Readiness
	0.527
	<0.001
	Significant

	H3: Perceived Confidence → Overall Readiness
	0.415
	0.002
	Significant



A supplementary Spearman's correlation was run between Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence. As shown in Table 4.6b, the two variables were strongly correlated.
Table 4.6b: Spearman's Correlation – Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence
	Relationship
	Spearman's rho
	p-value
	N

	Technical Competence ↔ Perceived Confidence
	0.729
	<0.001
	54




4.7 Multiple Regression Analysis (Hypotheses H1 to H3)
To assess how much of the variance in Overall Readiness could be explained by the three independent variables together, and toto identify which variables remained significant unique predictors once the others were controlled for, a multiple linear regression were run with Overall Readiness as the dependent variable and Regulatory Awareness, Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence entered simultaneously as predictors. The overall model was statistically significant and explained just over half of the variance in Overall Readiness, R2=0.517, Adjusted R2=0.488, F(3,50)=17.847, p<0.001.
As shown in Table 4.7, Regulatory Awareness (β=0.434, p<0.001) and Technical Competence (β=0.407, p=0.004) were both the significant unique predictors of Overall Readiness. Perceived Confidence, however, was not a significant unique predictor once Regulatory Awareness and Technical Competence were held constant (β=0.052, p=0.688), despite showing a significant bivariate correlation with Overall Readiness in the correlation analysis above. This pattern, and its most likely explanation, is discussed further in Chapter Five.

Table 4.7: Multiple Linear Regression – Overall Readiness Regressed on RA, TC and PC
	Predictor
	B
	SE
	β (Beta)
	t
	p

	(Constant)
	0.089
	0.527
	-
	0.169
	0.867

	Regulatory Awareness
	0.429
	0.103
	0.434
	4.142
	<0.001

	Technical Competence
	0.495
	0.162
	0.407
	3.053
	0.004

	Perceived Confidence
	0.064
	0.157
	0.052
	0.404
	0.688



Model summary: R2=0.517, Adjusted R2=0.488, F(3,50)=17.847, p<0.001

4.8 Moderation Analysis: Organisational Support (Hypothesis H4)
Hierarchical multiple regression was used to test if Organisational Support moderates the relationships between the three independent variables and Overall Readiness. All predictor variables were mean-centred before the interaction terms were calculated, in order to reduce multicollinearity between main-effect and interaction terms. Regulatory Awareness, Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence were entered in Step 1, Organisational Support was added in Step 2, and the three interaction terms (Regulatory Awareness x Organisational Support, Technical Competence x Organisational Support, and Perceived Confidence x Organisational Support) were added together in Step 3.
As shown in Table 4.8, adding Organisational Support in Step 2 produced a statistically significant increase in explained variance, ΔR2=0.125, F(1,49)=17.185, p<0.001, and Organisational Support itself emerged as a strong, statistically significant direct predictor of Overall Readiness (β=0.453, p<0.001). However, adding the three interaction terms in Step 3 did not produce any statistically significant increase in explained variance, ΔR2=0.014, F(3,46)=0.626, p=0.602, and none of the three individual interaction terms reached statistical significance. On this basis, Organisational Support does not act as a statistically significant moderator of the relationships tested in H1 to H3, and H4 is not supported in its moderating form, although Organisational Support is itself a significant direct predictor of the Overall Readiness.

Table 4.8: Hierarchical Regression Summary – Organisational Support as Moderator (H4)
	Step / Predictor
	R2
	ΔR2
	F change
	p (F change)

	Step 1: RA, TC, PC
	0.517
	-
	17.847
	<0.001

	Step 2: + Organisational Support
	0.642
	0.125
	17.185
	<0.001

	Step 3: + RAxOS, TCxOS, PCxOS
	0.657
	0.014
	0.626
	0.602




Table 4.9: Full Step 3 Regression Coefficients – Organisational Support Moderation Model
	Predictor (Step 3 model)
	B
	SE
	β (Beta)
	t
	p

	Regulatory Awareness (centred)
	0.303
	0.104
	0.307
	2.910
	0.006

	Technical Competence (centred)
	0.338
	0.190
	0.278
	1.775
	0.083

	Perceived Confidence (centred)
	-0.172
	0.205
	-0.141
	-0.837
	0.407

	Organisational Support (centred)
	0.540
	0.127
	0.523
	4.271
	<0.001

	RA x OS
	0.060
	0.111
	0.061
	0.534
	0.596

	TC x OS
	-0.051
	0.151
	-0.051
	-0.340
	0.736

	PC x OS
	-0.108
	0.142
	-0.109
	-0.761
	0.450




4.9 Moderation Analysis: Sustainability-Specific Training (Hypothesis H5)
Because sustainability-specific training was collected as categorical item, it was recoded into a binary variable for the purpose of hierarchical regression, distinguishing respondents who reported any structured sustainability-related training in last five years (n=41, coded 1) from those who reported none of the listed sources (n=13, coded 0). The same three-step hierarchical procedure used for H4 was repeated, entering Regulatory Awareness, Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence in Step 1, the centred training variable in Step 2, and the three interaction terms in Step 3.
As shown in Table 4.10, adding the training variable in Step 2 did not produce a statistically significant increase in explained variance, ΔR2=0.022, F(1,49)=2.305, p=0.135, indicating no significant direct relationship between having received sustainability-related training and Overall Readiness once Regulatory Awareness, Technical Competence and Perceived Confidence were controlled for. Adding the three interaction terms in Step 3 likewise did not produce a statistically significant increase in explained variance, ΔR2=0.033, F(3,46)=1.182, p=0.327, and none of the individual interaction terms reached statistical significance. H5 is therefore not supported.

Table 4.10: Hierarchical Regression Summary – Sustainability-Specific Training as Moderator (H5)
	Step / Predictor
	R2
	ΔR2
	F change
	p (F change)

	Step 1: RA, TC, PC
	0.517
	-
	17.847
	<0.001

	Step 2: + Training (received vs none)
	0.539
	0.022
	2.305
	0.135

	Step 3: + RAxTrain, TCxTrain, PCxTrain
	0.572
	0.033
	1.182
	0.327




4.10 Group Comparisons by Demographic Characteristics
To explore whether Overall Readiness and its component variables differed across demographic groups, the Mann-Whitney U test was used compare male and female respondents (the single respondent who preferred not to disclose gender was excluded from this specific comparison due to the group containing only one case), and the Kruskal-Wallis test was used to compare respondents across age band, years employed, and highest qualification. As summarised in Table 4.11, no statistically significant differences were found for Overall Readiness, or for any of the other four scale scores, across gender, age band, years employed, or highest qualification (all p>0.05). The comparison closest to significance was Regulatory Awareness across age bands (H=7.503, p=0.058), which fell just short of ththee conventional 0.05 threshold.

Table 4.11: Group Comparison Results Across Demographic Characteristics (p-values)
	Demographic factor
	Test
	RA
	TC
	PC
	OR
	OS

	Gender (Male vs Female)
	Mann-Whitney U
	p=0.980
	p=0.736
	p=1.000
	p=0.645
	p=0.823

	Age band
	Kruskal-Wallis H
	p=0.058
	p=0.538
	p=0.467
	p=0.545
	p=0.216

	Years employed
	Kruskal-Wallis H
	p=0.417
	p=0.917
	p=0.964
	p=0.503
	p=0.135

	Highest qualification
	Kruskal-Wallis H
	p=0.132
	p=0.410
	p=0.351
	p=0.911
	p=0.844



RA=Regulatory Awareness, TC=Technical Competence, PC=Perceived Confidence, OR=Overall Readiness, OS=Organisational Support.

4.11 Summary of Hypothesis Testing
Table 4.12 summarises the outcome of testing for each of the five hypotheses developed in Chapter Two, based on the results presented above.

Table 4.12: Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results
	Hypothesis
	Statement (abbreviated)
	Result

	H1
	Regulatory Awareness is positively associated with Overall Readiness
	Supported

	H2
	Technical Competence is positively associated with Overall Readiness
	Supported

	H3
	Perceived Confidence is positively associated with Overall Readiness
	Supported at bivariate level only; not a significant unique predictor when RA and TC are controlled for

	H4
	Organisational Support moderates the RA/TC/PC → Readiness relationships
	Not supported as a moderator; significant as a direct predictor of Readiness

	H5
	Sustainability-specific training moderates the RA/TC/PC → Readiness relationships
	Not supported




4.12 Chapter Summary
This chapter presented results from 54 usable responses collected from professional and trainee accountants in Pakistan. All five measurement scales showed strong internal consistency (Cronbach's Alpha 0.887–0.947). Respondents rated Perceived Confidence and Technical Competence relatively highly, Regulatory Awareness comparatively low, Overall Readiness near the scale mid-point. Correlation and regression analysis fully supported H1 and H2: Regulatory Awareness and Technical Competence each emerged as significant, independent predictors of Overall Readiness, jointly explaining approximately 52% of variance. H3 held at the bivariate level only, as Perceived Confidence lost significance once other two predictors were controlled for. Organisational Support proved a significant direct predictor but did not moderate the H1–H3, so H4 was not supported in its moderating form. Sustainability-specific training showed no significant direct or moderating effect, leaving H5 unsupported. No demographic variable gender, age, experience, or qualification produced significant differences in readiness. Chapter Five interprets these results against the literature and the research objectives.

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
5.1 Introduction
This chapter discusses the results presented in Chapter Four in relation to the literature reviewed in Chapter Two, and connects the findings back to study's research objectives and hypotheses. Rather than repeating the statistical output already reported, this chapter focuses on interpreting what each result mean, why it may have occurred, and how it compares with prior empirical and theoretical work on accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting. The chapter is organised around each hypothesis in turn (H1 to H5), followed by a discussion of the demographic findings and a section explicitly connecting results to the six research objectives set out in Chapter One.

5.2 Regulatory Awareness and Overall Readiness (H1)
The finding that Regulatory Awareness was significantly and positively associated with Overall Readiness, both as a bivariate correlation (rho=0.575, p<0.001) and as the strongest unique predictor in the= regression model (β=0.434, p<0.001), is consistent with the theoretical and empirical position developed in Chapter Two. It confirms that accountants who are more familiar with specific sustainability reporting frameworks, including the ISSB standards, TCFD, IIRC and SASB, are also more likely to consider themselves as ready to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities.
At the same time, the descriptive results reported in section 4.4 show that Regulatory Awareness was, on average, the lowest-scoring variable in study (M=2.70), sitting closer to “slightly knowledgeable” than “moderately knowledgeable” on the response scale. Read alongside its strong predictive relationship with readiness, this combination important: awareness is the variable most strongly associated with readiness, yet its also the variable respondents are weakest in. This mirrors the concerns raised by Lawless (2022) and the fragmentation of the reporting landscape discussed in Chapter Two, and is consistent with Tauringana (2020) and Farisyi et al. (2022), who argue that accountants in developing economies such as Pakistan face structural barriers to building regulatory awareness, including slower integration of sustainability content into professional body qualification frameworks such as those of ICAP and ICMAP. Taken together, these results suggest that regulatory awareness represents both the most consequential and the most underdeveloped predictor of readiness identified this study.

5.3 Technical Competence and Overall Readiness (H2)
Technical Competence was also significantly and positively associated with Overall Readiness, both at the bivariate level (rho=0.527, p<0.001) and as significant unique predictor in the regression model (β=0.407, p=0.004). This supports the human capital theory framing adopted in Chapter Two (Becker, 1964, as cited in Pyatt, 1966), which holds that the specific skills accountants possess for collecting, verifying and interpreting ESG-related information function as a productive asset that translates directly into stronger reporting outcome.
This finding is also consistent with the empirical literature reviewed in Chapter Two. Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) and Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020) both found that competence gap persist even among experienced accountants, while Wenzig et al. (2023) argue that the technical demands of sustainability reporting, such as double materiality assessment and non-financial impact quantification are structurally different from conventional financial reporting skills. The present results add to this picture by demonstrating, in a Pakistani sample, that technical competence is not only connected with readiness but is one of only two variables (alongside regulatory awareness) that retain unique explanatory power once all three individual-level predictors are considered together. This suggests that, at least in this sample, technical competence is not simply a proxy for confidence or awareness, but a distinct and substantively important contributor to accountants' sense of readiness, consistent with the view of Baumüller and Sopp (2021) and Wagenhofer (2024) that technical component of sustainability reporting requires its own dedicated skill set rather than emerging automatically from general accounting training.

5.4 Perceived Confidence and Overall Readiness (H3)
The results for Perceived Confidence require closer discussion, as they were only partially consistent with the expectations. At the bivariate level, Perceived Confidence was significantly and positively correlated with Overall Readiness (rho=0.415, p=0.002), providing initial support for H3 and for Bandura's (1986) self-efficacy framing adopted in the Chapter Two, which holds that professionals' belief in their own capability shapes their engagement with challenging tasks. However, once Regulatory Awareness and Technical Competence were entered into same regression model, Perceived Confidence no longer made a statistically significant unique contribution to Overall Readiness (β=0.052, p=0.688).
A likely explanation lies in the strong correlation reported in Table 4.6b (rho=0.729), which indicates that the two constructs, although conceptually distinct, were measured by respondent in a highly overlapping way: accountants who rated themselves as technically competent also, almost without exception, rated themselves as confident. Once Technical Competence is included in the model, therefore, Perceived Confidence has comparatively little independent variance left to explain. This finding speaks directly to tension already identified in Chapter Two. Garefalakis et al. (2026) raise the possibility that perceived confidence may function less as an independent predictor of readiness and more as a proxy for underlying competence or   training exposure, a position that sits in contrast to Fota et al. (2024), who treat self-efficacy as having explanatory power in its own right. The present results lend some support to the Garefalakis et al. (2026) position: in this sample, confidence's explanatory power was effectively absorbed by technical competence. This is also consistent with caution raised by Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020), who found that confidence uncoupled from genuine competence can be counterproductive; the present findings suggest that, more positively, the confidence reported by this sample was well-calibrated to, rather independent of, respondents' technical competence.

5.5 Organisational Support: A Direct Predictor Rather Than a Moderator (H4)
Hypothesis Four proposed that organisational support would moderate the relationships between the three individual-level predictors and Overall Readiness, drawing social exchange theory (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005) as set out in Chapter Two. The hierarchical regression results reported in section 4.8 do not support this moderating role: the interaction terms added in Step 3 did not significantly improve the model (ΔR2=0.014, p=0.602). However, Organisational Support emerged as a strong, statistically significant, direct predictor of Overall Readiness when added in Step 2 (ΔR2=0.125, β=0.453, p<0.001), stronger effect than either Regulatory Awareness or Technical Competence produced individually.
This pattern is better explained by organisational support theory (Eisenberger et al., 1986, cited in Kurtessis et al., 2017) than bye the moderating, social-exchange-based framing that Chapter Two proposed. Kurtessis et al. (2017), in a meta-analytic evaluation of 558 studies, found that perceived organisational support consistently predicts employee performance and work-related outcomes directly, operating through employees' sense that the organisation values their input and is willing to invest in their wellbeing, than solely through a moderating, reciprocity-based mechanism that depends on the level of an employee's existing individual capability. Applied to the present findings, this suggests that when a Pakistani accountant's organisation is perceived to understand the benefits of sustainability reporting, provide a named point of a contact or support unit, and keep staff informed of relevant tools and developments, that accountant tends to feel more ready for sustainability reporting responsibilities regardless of their personal level of regulatory awareness, technical competence, or confidence, rather than the effect of those individual capabilities being specifically amplified by organisational support. This is a theoretically meaningful finding on its own right: it implies that, in the Pakistani context of this study, organisational investment in sustainability infrastructure may be a precondition for readiness in a general sense, rather than a multiplier of individual capability. However, with N=54 and several interaction terms, moderation tests are likely to have relatively limited statistical power. This distinction has practical implications, discussed further in Chapter Six.

5.6 Sustainability-Specific Training: An Unsupported Moderator (H5)
Hypothesis Five proposed that sustainability-specific training would moderate the relationships between the three individual-level predictors and Overall Readiness, drawing on human capital theory (Becker, 1964, as cited in Al Frijat et al., 2025) as it is set out in Chapter Two. Neither the direct effect of training (ΔR2=0.022, p=0.135) nor the interaction terms (ΔR2=0.033, p=0.327) reached statistical significance, meaning H5 was not supported.
This result stands in contrast to a substantial body of literature reviewed in Chapter Two. Al Frijat et al. (2025) reported a strong positive path coefficient of 0.772 between professional development and sustainability reporting quality, and Garefalakis et al. (2026) found that formally trained chartered accountants applied significantly broader range of ESG criteria than untrained accountants. Several factors may account for the contrast between these prior findings and present results. First, and most importantly, training was measured in this study as a single categorical item, later recoded into the binary variable (trained versus not trained) for the purposes of the regression analysis, whereas Al Frijat et al. (2025) and Garefalakis et al. (2026) both use richer, multi-item measures of training intensity or quality. A binary measure cannot distinguish between a single introductory webinar and a sustained professional certification, and this loss of nuance may have suppressed a true relationship between training and readiness. Second, Friedman (2023) argues that the moderating effect of professional development depends on how formally structured, monitored, and institutionally recognised that training is; if a meaningful proportion of the training reported by respondents in this study was informal or self-directed (for example, through the “other online training platforms” category recorded in Table 4.3), its effect on readiness may plausibly be weaker then the effect of the more formally accredited training examined in the Greek and cross-national samples used by Garefalakis et al. (2026) and Al Frijat et al. (2025). Third, the relatively modest sample size of 54, and the resulting imbalance between trained (n=41) and untrained (n=13) respondents, reduced the statistical power available to detect a moderating interaction even if a smaller true effect existed. This is discussed further as a limitation in Chapter Six.

5.7 Demographic Characteristics and Readiness
No statistically significant differences in Overall Readiness, or in any of its four component variables, were found across gender, age band, years of professional experience, or highest qualification (Table 4.11). This is the notable finding in its own right. It suggests that, within this sample, sustainability reporting readiness is not simply a function of who an accountant is in demographic terms, but of what they know, what they can do, how confident they feel, and, most strongly, the support their organisation provides. This is broadly consistent with Hońko, Strojek-Filus and Świetla (2025) and Krasodomska, Michalak and Świetla (2020), both of whom found that professional longevity did not substitute for targeted competence development, implying that experience alone does not resolve sustainability reporting readiness gaps. The absence of a significant age effect is a partial departure from Garefalakis et al. (2026), who found a pronounced generational divide betwwen Greek accountants, with younger professionals reporting stronger ESG engagement. A plausible explanation is contextual: the generational gap observed by Garefalakis et al. (2026) was closely tied to recent exposure to ESG content in Greek university curricula, a channel that may be considerably less developed within Pakistani accounting education and professional body curricula at present, meaning younger Pakistani accountants may not yet hold the same curriculum-driven advantage as there Greek counterparts.

5.8 Connecting the Findings to the Research Objectives
The findings of this study directly address the six research objectives set out in Chapter One. RO1, to assess accountants' regulatory awareness, is addressed by descriptive results in section 4.4, which found regulatory awareness to be the lowest-scoring variable in the study (M=2.70), indicating only moderate-to-low familiarity with specific sustainability reporting frameworks among Pakistani accountants. RO2, to evaluate accountants' technical competence, is addressed by comparatively higher average score (M=3.79) and by technical competence's significant, independent contribution to readiness. RO3, to examine accountants' perceived confidence, is addressed by the highest average score recorded in the study (M=3.92), alongsidefinding that this confidence did not act as an independent driver of readiness once technical competence was accounted for. RO4, to determine accountants' overall readiness, is addressed by an average readiness score of 3.37, positioned toward the mid-point of the scale, indicating that Pakistani accountants in this sample are moderately, but not fully, prepared for sustainability reporting responsibilities.
RO5 and RO6, concerning the moderating roles of organisational support and sustainability-specific training respectively, were both formally not supported in their moderating form. However, the findings relating to RO5 carry an important qualification: while organisational support did not moderate the relationships tested in H1 to H3, it emerged as strongest direct predictor of readiness identified anywhere in the analysis, indicating that organisational support remains highly relevant to accountants' readiness, albeit through a different statistical pathway than originally hypothesised. RO6 was not supported in either its direct or moderating form, suggesting that, as measured in this study, sustainability-specific training was not that significant driver of readiness among this sample of Pakistani accountants.

5.9 Chapter Summary
This chapter interpreted the Chapter Four findings against the literature reviewed in Chapter Two. The predictive strength of Regulatory Awareness and Technical Competence aligns with human capital theory and prior evidence for competence gaps in sustainability reporting. Perceived Confidence's loss of significance once Technical Competence was controlled for reflects an unresolved debate over if self-efficacy predicts readiness independently or merely proxies underlying competence. Organisational Support's role as a direct predictor rather than a moderator is better explained by organisational support theory than by the social exchange framing originally proposed, suggesting employees respond to support as a resource rather than reciprocating it conditionally. Training's null result contrasts with prior literature and was attributed to its coarse, single-item measurement rather than a genuine absence of effect. The absence of demographic differences suggests readiness is shaped more bye professional and organisational factors than by individual background. Collectively, the chapter linked these interpretations back to the study's six research objectives, setting up the conclusions, contributions, and limitations addressed in Chapter Six.
CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION
6.1 Conclusion
This study set out to examine the readiness of accountants in Pakistan to undertake sustainability reporting responsibilities, and to explore whether this readiness could be explained by the five individual and organisational factors: regulatory awareness, technical competence, perceived confidence, organisational support, and sustainability-specific training. This topic was chosen because sustainability reporting is becoming an increasingly important part of the accounting profession, yet, as discussed in Chapter One, there appeared to be relatively little research looking specifically at how ready accountants in a developing economy such as Pakistan actually feel to take on this responsibility. A quantitative, cross-sectional survey was used to collect 54 usable responses from professional and trainee accountants, and the resulting data was analysed using the tests set out in Chapter Three.
The findings shows a mixed but coherent picture. Regulatory Awareness and Technical Competence were both confirmed as significant, independent predictors of Overall Readiness, and together with Perceived Confidence explained just over half of the variance in readiness scores. Perceived Confidence was positively related to readiness in its own, but did not remain significant once Technical Competence was accounted for, most likely because the two were very closely related in how respondents answered. Organisational Support did not moderate the relationships tested, but turned out to be a single strongest direct predictor of readiness in the whole study, which was not what was originally expected but is, in its own way, an interesting and useful finding. Sustainability-specific training showed no significant relationship with readiness at all, whether as a direct effect or as the moderator.
Taken together, these results suggest that Pakistani accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting is shaped mainly by what they personally know and can do, and by the level of support their organisation provide, rather than by demographic characteristics such as age, gender, experience, or qualification, none of which showed a significant relationship with readiness in this sample. This broadly answers the research questions set out in Chapter One: accountants in this sample were found to have only moderate regulatory awareness, reasonably strong technical competence and confidence, and an overall readiness level that sit around the middle of the scale, meaning there is meaningful room for improvement rather than either a crisis or a fully solved problem.
It is also worth reflecting briefly on what it means for a hypothesis to be “not supported” in a study of this kind. When this dissertation began, five clear hypotheses were proposed, largely because the literature reviewed in Chapter Two gave good reason to expect all five relationships to hold. Only two of those five hypotheses (H1 and H2) were supported in full. Rather than viewing this as a weakness of the research, it is better stating clearly that a result is not made less valid simply because it was not the one expected at the outset; the purpose of empirical research is to find out what the data actually show, not to confirm what was assumed in advance. Where a hypothesis was not supported, or supported only partially, this conclusion returns to that result and considers, as honestly as possible, both what it might mean about the population being studied and what it might mean about the limits of this particular study, before treating it as a settled fact about Pakistani accountants in general.

6.2 Contribution to the Literature and Practical Implications
This study contributes to the existing literature in a small but genuine way. Most of the studies reviewed in Chapter Two were carried out in Europe or other more developed reporting environments, so this study adds evidence from Pakistan, a context where sustainability reporting is still comparatively new and where very little prior survey-based research of this kind appears to exist. In this sense, the study responds to calls made by authors such as Tauringana (2020) and Farisyi et al. (2022) for more empirical evidence from developing economies.
The study also contributes a more specific finding to the literature on organisational support. Rather than confirming organisational support as a moderator, as social exchange theory would suggest, the results were more consistent with organisational support theory (Kurtessis et al., 2017), where organisational support acts as direct driver of readiness rather than an amplifier of individual ability. This is a modest but reasonably interesting addition to debate, and it is offered here as a genuine empirical finding from this particular sample, not as a claim that this is how the relationship works everywhere.
There is also a smaller theoretical contribution worth noting in relation to Perceived Confidence. Chapter Two drew on Bandura's (1986) self-efficacy theory to justify including confidence as distinct predictor of readiness, and much of the literature reviewed treated confidence as if it were clearly separable from competence. The finding that Perceived Confidence lost its explanatory power once Technical Competence was included on the same model does not disprove self-efficacy theory, but it does suggest, at least in this sample, that confidence and competence may be difficult to meaningfully separate using self-report Likert items alone, since accountants who felt competent also, almost without exception, felt confident. This is a small but a genuine observation that future studies measuring both constructs together may wish to take into account.
In practical terms, the findings point toward a few sensible, low-cost recommendations rather than sweeping changes. First, because Organisational Support were the strongest single predictor of readiness, employers of accountants may benefit more from practical, everyday forms of support, such as having a clearly named contact person for sustainability queries, or keeping staff regularly informed about relevant developments, then from one-off training sessions alone. Second, because Regulatory Awareness was both the most important predictor and the weakest-scoring variable in the study, professional accounting bodies in Pakistan (such as ICAP and ICMAP) may wish to consider whether their continuing professional development content adequately covers specific frameworks such as the\ ISSB standards, TCFD, IIRC and SASB, rather than sustainability reporting in only general terms. Third, given that Perceived Confidence did not add much once Technical Competence was accounted for, interventions aimed at building genuine technical skill are likely to be more valuable than interventions aimed only at building confidence, which may follow from competence rather than needing to be built separately. Finally, because sustainability-specific training showed no significant relationship with readiness in this study, organisations should probably not assume that simply requiring staff to complete a training course, of whatever kind, will automatically translate into greater readiness; how that training is structured and reinforced afterwards may matter more than the whether it happened at all.

6.3 Limitations and Delimitations
As with any dissertation of this scale, and particularly one carried out by a first-time researcher, this study has a number of limitations that should be kept in mind when interpreting its findings.
The most significant limitation is sample size and sampling method. With only 54 usable responses, collected through a non-probability convenience sample drawn from the researcher's own professional network, the results cannot be assumed to represent all accountants in Pakistan, and the statistical power available to detect smaller effects, particularly the moderation effects tested in H4 and H5, were limited. The final sample of 54 respondents was modest, particularly for regression models involving several predictors and multiple interaction terms. A larger, more randomly picked sample would likely produce more precise and more generalisable results.
A second limitation concerns the questionnaire itself. As noted in Chapter Three, reliability testing (Cronbach's Alpha) was conducted on the full sample rather than through a separate pilot study prior to data collection. As the questionnaire items were adapted from prior studies, this is a minor limitation rather thansignificant concern, and the high alpha values obtained (0.887 to 0.947) confirm that the scales performed reliably. Relatedly, sustainability-specific training was measured through a single categorical item rather than the multi-item scale, which meant it had to be recoded into a simple trained/not-trained variable for the regression analysis in section 4.9. This is a much less detailed measure than the training scales used in some of the studies discussed in Chapter Five, and it may partly explain why H5 was not supported here, even through the equivalent relationship has been found to be significant elsewhere.
A third limitation relates to the cross-sectional, self-report nature of the study. All variables, including technical competence and confidence were based on how respondents rated themselves, rather than on any independent or objective assessment. It is possible that some respondents over- or under-estimated their own knowledge, competence or confidence, and because the data were collected at a single point in time, no conclusions can be drawn about how these relationships might change over the time.
Finally, and speaking honestly as a first-time researcher, it is worth acknowledging that some of the hypotheses not being supported, or being supported only partially or differently than expected, particularly H3, H4 and H5, may not only reflect genuine features of the population being studied, but could also, at least in a part, reflect gaps in my own experience with survey design, statistical modelling, and the interpretation of moderation analysis specifically. For example, the decision to mean-centre variables and to recode training into a binary variable was reasonable choices given the data available, but a more experienced researcher may have approached the measurement of these variables differently from the outset, which could have produced different results as current measure do not capture training duration, quality, recency, intensity or content. This is offered not as a way of dismissing the findings, which were calculated correctly and are reported honestly, but as an honest acknowledgement that methodological choices made by a novice researcher are a part of the context within which these results should be read.
A further limitation concerns generalisability beyond Pakistan. Because the sample was drawn entirely from one country and recruited through one researcher's professional network, the findings should not be assumed to apply to the accountants in other developing economies, even where those economies share broadly similar regulatory or educational characteristics. The findings are best understood as evidence about this particular sample, at this particular point in time, rather than as a definitive statement about Pakistani accountants as a whole.

In terms of delimitations, the study was deliberately scoped to focus on individual and organisational-level predictors of readiness among practising and trainee accountants in Pakistan, and do not attempt to cover other potentially relevant factors, such as firm size, industry sector, or regulatory enforcement intensity, which were considered outside the scope of this dissertation and may be worth exploring in future research. Similarly, the study was delimited to accountants' own perceptions of their readiness, rather than any of external or independent assessment of their actual reporting performance; this was a deliberate choice given the practical constraints of a Master's dissertation, but it does mean that perceived readiness and actual reporting capability, while likely related, are not the same thing, and future research with access to actual performance data could usefully build on the findings presented here.

6.4 Chapter Summary
This final chapter has drawn together the conclusions of the study, its contribution to the literature, its practical implications, and its limitations. Overall, the study found that Pakistani accountants' readiness for sustainability reporting are most strongly explained by their regulatory awareness, technical competence, and the support their organisation provides, while confidence, training, and demographic characteristics played a smaller or non-significant role. The study contributes context-specific evidence from Pakistan to a literature that has so far focused mainly on more developed reporting environments and offers a small number of practical suggestions for employers and professional bodies. At the same time, the study's small convenience sample, its reliance on self-reported data, and the researcher's own limited prior experience with statistical analysis are all acknowledged as genuine limitations that should be taken into account when interpreting all these findings, and that point toward useful directions for future research on this topic.
Future research building on this study could usefully draw on a larger, randomly selected sample across multiple organisations, employ multi-item measures for sustainability-specific training, and, where possible, pair self-reported readiness with some form of the independent assessment of accountants' actual sustainability reporting performance. Despite its limitations, this dissertation has provided an initial, evidence-based picture of where Pakistani accountants currently stand in relation to sustainability reporting readiness, and it is hoped that this picture will be of some use to future researchers, professional bodies, and employers seeking to strengthen the profession's capacity in this developing area.
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