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Abstract

This study investigates how green ambidexterity, comprising green exploitation and green exploration, influences
Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) disclosure among Indonesian listed firms and whether SDG disclosure
subsequently improves firms’ social reputation. Using a quantitative research design, this study examines non-financial
companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during 2020-2024. The initial sample consists of 4,770 firm-
year observations, which is reduced to 989 firm-year observations after excluding financial sector firms and observations
with missing data. Green exploitation, green exploration, and social reputation are measured using content analysis and
archival data from sustainability reports, while SDG disclosure is measured using an index-based approach. Panel data
regression is employed with controls for firm characteristics, corporate governance, and financial factors. The results
show that both green exploitation and green exploration have a positive and significant effect on SDG disclosure. Higher
SDG disclosure is also associated with stronger social reputation, indicating a sequential relationship in which green
strategies enhance sustainability transparency and subsequently strengthen stakeholder recognition. In addition, board
size and the presence of a sustainability committee contribute to higher disclosure quality. These findings highlight the
importance of combining green exploitation and exploration to improve sustainability transparency and corporate
reputation. This study contributes to the green ambidexterity literature by distinguishing the roles of green exploitation
and green exploration in SDG disclosure and by identifying social reputation as an outcome of sustainability transparency
in an emerging market in Indonesia.

1. Introduction

The concept of sustainable development has been the key issue in the global agenda for the last decade [1][2][3]. When
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) were announced by the United Nations (UN) in 2015, there was a significant
public expectation that company operations would be in line with the global objectives [4][5][6]. Many countries are
working to achieve sustainable development, and various parties, including governments, businesses, and stakeholders
are encouraged to pursue economic development in a way that is consistent with environmental conservation and social
welfare [5][6][7]. As sustainability issues have been growing rapidly within recent years including climate change, natural
resources exhaustion, and social inequalities among others, businesses are expected not only to report on the economic
performance of the firm but also on its contribution to sustainable development [8][9][10]. Thus, sustainability is now an
integral part of the strategy of any business and influences the business decision making process, relationships with
stakeholders, and competitive advantage in the long run [11][12]. In this case, the role of transparency becomes crucial
as the parties ask for additional information about the integration of SDGs in the business strategies [13][14].

While global commitment to sustainable development has increased substantially, achieving sustainable development
remains especially challenging and therefore highly relevant for emerging economies such as Indonesia [15][16]. Being
one of the biggest economies in Southeast Asia, Indonesia officially accepted the SDGs into the national strategy of
development and has made some regulations promoting the disclosure of sustainability reports by listed companies [4].
Non financial companies in particular come under much more public criticism due to the environmental and social
impact of their business activities [11][17]. However, despite the increasing popularity of sustainability reports, the depth
and variety of the disclosed information in relation to sustainable development in Indonesia still vary greatly among
different companies, with many of them disclosing little information on this topic [18][19]. It becomes evident that
despite the growing popularity of sustainability reporting, the transparency of the information related to SDGs has not
reached its desired level yet [20][21][22].

In light of these developments, the disclosure of information on Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) has become a

major avenue through which corporations can demonstrate their commitment towards sustainable development [10][17]

[23]. According to [24], SDG disclosure involves the sharing of information pertaining to corporate efforts, policies, and

performance aimed at achieving the Sustainable Development Goals. In addition to fulfilling the obligation of reporting,
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full SDG disclosure ensures that there is reduced information asymmetry between firms and stakeholders, besides
increasing corporate accountability and transparency [25][26][27]. Recent research further highlights that good SDG
disclosure is positively related to favorable firm performance, such as financial performance, firm value, and ESG
performance [14][28] [29].

As firms become more transparent about their sustainability efforts, stakeholders can better assess whether companies
are genuinely contributing to sustainable development [28][30][31]. This transparency is particularly important because
stakeholders' perceptions of a firm's social responsibility, ethical practices, and contribution to society can shape its
social reputation [3][32][33]. The concept of social reputation can be defined as the evaluation of the firm regarding its
social behavior, its ethicality, its responsibilities, and how it has contributed to society. In other words, social reputation is
how the firm is perceived by society due to its actions [34][35]. Unlike corporate reputation, which includes multiple
dimensions such as the financial situation of the company, its products, innovations, and even its ability to manage and
so on, social reputation is more focused on social and ethical aspects of a company's operations [36][37]. The issue is
about whether the firm is perceived to be responsible, honest, ethical, and willing to make positive contributions to
society beyond the economic goals [32][38]. Social reputation is not something a firm declares but rather something that
is formed by stakeholders' perceptions of the firm's activities and contributions to society [39][40].

A feature of the social reputation of an organization is that it not only depends on corporate behavior but also on
corporate communication [41]. The stakeholder cannot always have access to or understand all the activities carried out
internally by a company [2]. A strong social reputation is valuable because it can enhance stakeholder trust, strengthen
the firm's legitimacy, and support positive relationships with external stakeholders [2][22][42]. In other words, firms that
disclose more SDG information and in a better manner are bound to be appreciated by external stakeholders, which
includes the government, industrial organizations, and society, and hence, their social reputation will be improved [8][33]
[43]. In addition, such reporting could allow the stakeholders to understand what kinds of sustainability activities the firm
is involved in [44]. For instance, reporting on how the activities of a firm affect the goals of decent work, gender equality,
responsible consumption, climate action, or reduced inequalities would allow the stakeholders to evaluate the firm's
societal contribution [8][45]. Of course, such transparency does not occur just because firms adhere to regulations, but
they must have the appropriate strategic capabilities to create and communicate sustainability efforts [46][47][48].

However, the realization of SDG disclosure is not limited only to regulatory compliance [18][49]. Firms need to have
certain strategic competencies internally, which would help them incorporate sustainability into their operations and
respond to changes in the environment continuously [17][50][51]. This competency includes green ambidexterity, which is
described as a firm's capacity to exploit the available environmental knowledge while exploring new green opportunities
[40][50][52]. The idea of green ambidexterity is built on the concept of organizational ambidexterity and includes two
different, yet complementary, aspects: green exploitation and green exploration [53][54][55]. While the former refers to
the development and enhancement of available environmental technologies and processes in order to improve efficiency,
the latter means gaining new environmental knowledge and searching for new ways of dealing with emerging
environmental issues [56][57]. These two aspects can be seen as not competing strategies but rather two parts of a
whole, which will help firms ensure their efficiency and innovativeness at the same time [1][58][59]. The increased
significance of green exploitation and green exploration has been due to the mounting pressure on organizations to be
sustainable in their conduct of business [60]. It is important for organizations not only to make their processes
sustainable through greater environmental efficiencies, but also to come up with innovative approaches which will enable
the firm to tackle issues of sustainability [61][62][63].

Under this view, green exploitation and green exploration are anticipated to motivate firms to share information on their
sustainability activities more extensively via SDG disclosure [64][65]. Green exploitation creates gradual environmental
enhancements that could be reported transparently to various stakeholders, while green exploration helps to create new
sustainability efforts that showcase firm’s long-term commitment to sustainable development [54][66]. Both of these
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competencies allow firms to produce credible sustainability information, thus ensuring improved quality and extent of
SDG disclosure [48][60][67]. Most of existing literature suggests that firms with high levels of green competencies tend to
be more environmentally transparent and sustainable in their reporting [40][68][69]. However, little empirical research is
available regarding how the two dimensions of green ambidexterity affect SDG disclosure individually, especially for
emerging economies [44][70][71].

Despite the considerable number of studies that have analyzed the relationship between green innovation, environmental
performance, and sustainability reporting, there are some research gaps that should be noted. The first gap relates to the
fact that very few scholars have paid sufficient attention to the different roles played by green exploitation and green
exploration in the process of disclosing SDG. In other words, green ambidexterity has mostly been perceived as a one
dimensional construct. The second gap is associated with the role of social reputation; although this variable has been
extensively studied as an antecedent or a moderator, very few researchers have focused on its role as a result of
sustainability disclosure through SDGs. The last gap is associated with the lack of empirical evidence coming from
emerging economies, such as Indonesia, that has become increasingly devoted to sustainable development and
sustainability reporting.

This study attempts to fill the identified research voids by exploring the linkages between green exploitation, green
exploration, SDG disclosures, and social reputation with the help of firm-year data of 989 observations from non-financial
firms listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) for the period 2020-2024. Based on panel data regression, it was
found out that green exploitation and green exploration positively impact SDG disclosure, implying that firms with better
environmental competencies have greater chances of disclosing their efforts towards SDG. In addition, the study also
finds that SDG disclosures have a positive effect on the social reputation of firms, suggesting that firms that provide
more extensive SDG information are more likely to gain positive stakeholder perceptions and build a stronger social
reputation.

The contribution of this research to the literature includes presenting a new view of how green exploitation and green
exploration, as two components of green ambidexterity, influence firms' decisions to improve the SDG disclosure level
and how sustainability disclosure increases corporate social reputation. In particular, firms with high levels of green
exploitation and green exploration tend to be more engaged in the process of disclosing their contributions to SDG, and
higher SDG disclosure may help corporations increase their social reputation through the improvement of the
perceptions of the stakeholders concerning the firm's engagement in sustainable development processes. This research
provides new insights into stakeholder theory as well since SDG disclosure may become an important way for firms to
convey their sustainability commitments to the external stakeholders and form positive relations with them.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature and develops the research
hypotheses. Section 3 describes the research methodology, including the sample selection, variable measurement, and
empirical model. Section 4 presents and discusses the empirical findings. Finally, Section 5 concludes the study by
highlighting the main findings, discussing their theoretical and practical implications, acknowledging the study's
limitations, and suggesting directions for future research.

2. Literature review and hypothesis development
2.1 Stakeholder Theory

Stakeholder theory emphasizes that companies are not only responsible to shareholders, but also to various other
parties who have an interest in the company's activities [72]. Stakeholder theory explains that in the decision-making
process, businesses must consider and balance the interests of all stakeholders, including suppliers, employees,
customers, and the general public [73]. As environmental and social issues receive increasing public attention,
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stakeholders expect companies to operate responsibly and provide transparent information regarding their sustainability
initiatives [2][14][16].

2.2 Green Exploitation

Green exploitation is described as the capability of an organization to refine its environmental expertise, technologies,
and practices already in place to ensure that they produce better environmental outcomes [74]. Green exploitation does
not deal with radical innovation but rather with improvement of current products, production process, and environmental
management system for efficiency, less waste production, emission reduction, and more efficient use of resources [75]
[76].

Another aspect of green exploitation is the company’s efforts to keep on improving the already developed sustainability
processes instead of creating a new environmental technology [50][77]. The improvement of existing environmental
competences would allow them to integrate sustainable processes in the work process and show the real environmental
performance of the company [78][79]. According to earlier studies, the companies that have higher level of green
exploitation usually have higher environmental management and communication readiness [66)].

2.3 Green Exploration

Green exploration involves the capacity of a firm to create environmental knowledge, technology, product, and process
innovation related to sustainability [80]. Green exploration is different from green exploitation in that while green
exploitation deals with improvements in practices, green exploration revolves around experimenting, innovating, and
exploring new environmental solutions to emerging problems of sustainability [81][82].

Those firms that are actively engaged in green exploration will invest in research and development, adopt environmental
technologies, and create innovative products and processes that minimize the environmental impact of their activities
[83]. Such innovation not only contributes to environmental performance but also enhances the competitive advantage of
firms [59][84]. In light of the importance of environmental innovation, green exploration has emerged as one of the core
capabilities of firms in sustainability management [85][86].

2.4 SDG Disclosure

The SDG disclosure is described as the process through which information about the strategies adopted by companies
to help achieve the goals of the Sustainable Development Goals set out by the United Nations is communicated [13][67]
[87]. Through SDG disclosure, companies are able to communicate to stakeholders on the way they are contributing
towards economic, environmental, and social sustainability through their businesses [70][88].

In recent times, SDG disclosure has become one of the major elements of corporate sustainability reporting since there
is increasing demand for transparency on the contribution of companies towards sustainable development from
stakeholders [89]. Through SDG disclosure, information asymmetry between firms and stakeholders is reduced,
corporate accountability is improved, and stakeholders trust on firm sustainability efforts is increased [18][25]. There is
also evidence in existing literature suggesting that companies disclosing more SDG achieve greater sustainability
performance, stakeholder support, and reputation since stakeholders see such firms as being committed to sustainable
development [43][90].

2.5 Green Exploitation and SDG Disclosure

Green exploitation involves the capacity of firms to enhance and optimize the current level of environmental knowledge,
technology, and processes to perform better environmentally [45][60][91]. Organizations possessing high green
exploitation capabilities can enhance their efficiency with regards to production, resource management, and
environmental management through better utilization of the available environmental knowledge and practices [38][92].
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This is because green exploitation capabilities give organizations the ability to build more structured and consistent
environmental practices, hence allowing them to engage in more sustainability activities [56]. Therefore, firms with better
green exploitation will have more sustainability activities and information to disclose via SDG disclosure [93].

Green exploitation and SDG disclosures are interlinked because firms that possess greater skills to enhance their current
environmental practices will be capable of disclosing more information related to their efforts in achieving sustainability
[76]. Through green exploitation, the firms will always be improving their environmental process and outcomes and hence
making it possible for them to report on their contributions to sustainable development [52][81]. In simple terms, firms
that work to enhance their current environmental practices have more to disclose regarding their sustainability efforts [4].

Under the lens of stakeholder theory, the expectation is that companies should disclose information about their
environmental performance since there is an increasing need among stakeholders for the same [18][94][95]. The reason
is that firms having better green exploitation have well established environmental practices [56]. In such a case, it is
easier to disclose information about their sustainability performance including the contribution towards SDG [96]. The full
disclosure of SDG is a sign of firm commitment to sustainable development, reduces information asymmetry, and builds
trust among stakeholders [54][97].

Previous research has also shown that firms having higher levels of green exploitation and practices are likely to be more
transparent regarding their sustainability initiatives [98]. It means that firms with higher levels of environmental
capabilities have a better base from which they can communicate their sustainability information [80]. But previous
studies have not paid much attention to the role of green exploitation in SDG disclosure. Green exploitation is concerned
with making improvements in and leveraging existing environmental practices and capabilities, which can directly help
the firm generate and communicate sustainability information [53][99]. Hence, it can be said that firms with higher levels
of exploitation will have more to disclose in terms of SDG [100]. In light of these results and arguments, we hypothesize
the following:

H1. Green exploitation positively affects SDG disclosure.

2.6 Green Exploration and SDG Disclosure

Green exploration is the capacity of the company to innovate with respect to environment, to create new knowledge
about environment and to use new technologies for addressing the sustainability challenges [61][75][101]. While green
exploitation is concerned with enhancing current environmental efforts, green exploration stresses discovering new
information, technologies, and solutions for the environment. Companies that have high green exploration capabilities
become more engaged in environmental innovation, R&D, and sustainable practices development [40][77]. Such efforts
can bring new initiatives and successes regarding sustainability that will allow companies to disclose more information
to their stakeholders in SDG disclosure [42].

The link between green exploration and SDG disclosure could be justified on the basis of the capacity of the
environmental innovation to generate new sustainability practices that could be disclosed to the stakeholders [1]. The
firms that persistently seek new environmental ideas and knowledge will find themselves involved in the process of
undertaking innovative sustainability practices [102]. Such innovative sustainability practices would provide the firm with
the sustainability information and proof of their contribution to the SDG [90]. Consequently, the firms with high capacity
for green exploration have better chances and more compelling reasons for disclosing their sustainability information
and efforts through SDG disclosure [66].

In accordance with the stakeholder theory, firms need to respond to the expectations of the stakeholders and make an
effort to improve environmental performance [25]. Green exploration helps firms to come up with new environmental
initiatives that show stronger commitment towards sustainable development [82]. Since stakeholders appreciate more
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environmental innovations and transparency, companies undertaking green exploration are more likely to provide SDG
information [2][103].

From previous literature, it is found that companies with green exploration practices are more prone to initiate
sustainability programs and inform them to stakeholders about their sustainability programs [56][66]. However, there is
scant literature which has examined the effect of green exploration on SDG disclosure. Green exploration can play a
significant role in the disclosure of SDGs since the quest for new environmental information, new technology, and
innovative solutions leads to new sustainability programs which need to be communicated to the stakeholders [52][84].
As such, organizations with higher green exploration activities are expected to disclose more information about their
SDG practices. In light of these results and arguments, we hypothesize the following:

H2. Green exploration positively affects SDG disclosure.

2.7 SDG Disclosure and Social Reputation

Social reputation is the collective perception of external stakeholders regarding a company’s social and environmental
performance [104][105]. One concrete manifestation of this can be observed through formal recognition in the form of
awards received by the company from external institutions whether government agencies or independent organizations
in various categories such as the environment, energy, human resources, products, safety innovation, community
development, and emissions [37]. Fombrun & Shanley (1990) in their early study on the formation of corporate reputation,
explained that reputation is essentially formed through the accumulation of signals received by the market regarding a
company'’s past behavior. Thus, companies that consistently demonstrate behavior aligned with social norms tend to
receive more positive evaluations from their external environment [34][94]. This reputation is intangible assets that have
been formed over time due to interaction between the firm and the social environment [33][107]. Therefore, it cannot be
bought overnight but it is an outcome of the firm’s commitment towards sustainability [14][35].

SDG disclosure may be a method through which firms can create and improve their social reputation [108]. Through SDG
disclosure, firms can indicate that they have not been engaging in business activities only for profit maximization, but
they have also taken into account the social, economic, and environmental considerations [7][17]. The information about
the firm's programs, policies, and contribution in meeting the sustainability can portray the firm as having the willingness
to ensure sustainable development and social responsibility [70]. Disclosure of the information can also help create
public confidence as the firm openly discloses the efforts they have taken [63]. If the firm shows interest and makes
some contributions to the social and environmental issues that are important to the public, then a good image of the firm
can emerge [50]. This image would be important in improving the firm’s social reputation [34]. Therefore, the more
informative an SDG disclosure is, the better the reputation of the firm [37].

Previous research has shown that sustainability disclosure plays an important role in shaping positive perceptions of a
company’s social reputation. [9] found that companies with higher levels of SDG disclosure tend to have higher enterprise
value, suggesting that SDG-related disclosures can send a positive signal regarding a company’s quality and commitment
to sustainability. In accordance with the stakeholder theory, A company’s sustainability depends not only on the interests
of its shareholders, but also on its ability to meet the interests and expectations of various stakeholders [31]. In this
context, SDG disclosure can serve as a means for companies to communicate to stakeholders their commitments and
actions in support of sustainable development [30]. When a company transparently discloses SDG information and
demonstrates alignment between its activities and stakeholder expectations, it can earn a more positive assessment
from stakeholders [46]. This positive assessment can ultimately strengthen the company’s social reputation [18][67]. In
light of these results and arguments, we hypothesize the following:

H3. SDG disclosure positively affects Social Reputation.
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3. Research design

This study employs a quantitative research approach using secondary data collected from the annual reports and
sustainability reports of companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) over the 2020-2024 period. The initial
dataset consisted of 4,770 firm-year observations. Financial sector companies were excluded because they operate
under industry-specific regulations, have distinct financial reporting requirements, and follow a different business model
from non-financial firms, which may affect the comparability of sustainability disclosure and financial characteristics [21]
[28][109]. In addition, observations with incomplete data for the variables used in this study were removed. After applying
these sample selection criteria, the final sample comprised 989 firm-year observations. The detailed sample selection
procedure is presented in Tables 1.

Table 1
Sample selection criteria

Criteria Total

Indonesian publicly listed companies on the IDX published  4.770

Financial sector (525)
Missing Data (3.256)
Number of samples used as research objects 291
Total final sample 989

Source : Created by author

3.1 Dependent variable

The dependent variable in this study is Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) disclosure, Following the approach
developed by [110] is measured using the Global Reporting Initiative’s (GRI) 77 item framework, with the complete list of
items presented in Appendix Table A1. Measurements were conducted using content analysis of each sample company’s
sustainability report, where each item was assigned a score of 1 if the information was disclosed and a score of 0 if it
was not disclosed. Next, the SDG disclosure score for each company was calculated by summing the scores of all
disclosed items and dividing that total by the total of 77 items, resulting in an index ranging from 0 to 1. The higher the
index value, the more extensive the SDG disclosures made by the company in question.

3.2 Independent variable

This study uses two independent variables that represent the concept of green ambidexterity namely, green exploitation
and green exploration, both of which are measured using a word-count-based approach developed by [66]. Green
exploitation is measured by counting the frequency of words that reflect a green exploitation orientation in sustainability
reports, including the words choic, efficienc, execut, exploit, implement, production, refine, and select, along with their
variations. Meanwhile, green exploration is measured by the frequency of words representing a green exploration
orientation, namely search, variation, risk, experiment, play, flexib, discover, and innovat along with their variations.
However, it is important to note that this approach to measuring the word count is only relevant in as far as it measures
the narrative importance that is given to green exploitation and green exploration, and not the implementation of these
activities by firms. Firms might choose to focus on certain terms that are related to greening because of various reasons,
including communication, legitimacy, and impression management purposes. This means that the measure might be
prone to greenwashing bias, whereby the word counts do not relate to the actual implementation of environmental
actions by the firm. These two variables were obtained through content analysis of the entire text of the sample
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companies’ sustainability reports, resulting in ratio data that illustrates the intensity of the green exploitation and
exploration orientations for each company.

3.3 Outcome Variable

In addition to the dependent and independent variables, this study also includes an outcome variable social reputation,
which is used to examine the further implications of SDG disclosure on external perceptions of the company, based on
the measurement method used by [37]. This variable is measured by assigning a score of 1 for each award received by a
company in specific categories namely: environment, energy, human resources, products, safety innovation, community
development and emissions, with a maximum possible score of 6. Data on these awards were collected from the
sustainability reports of each company in the sample. Thus, the more award categories a company receives, the higher
its social reputation score. Although awards provide an observable indicator of social reputation, this measure has
limitations. Award information is often voluntarily disclosed, which may create self-selection bias, as firms with stronger
reputational incentives may be more likely to report awards. Moreover, awards may not fully reflect the perceptions of all
stakeholders. Therefore, awards are interpreted as an indicator of formal external recognition rather than a
comprehensive measure of stakeholder-perceived social reputation. Firm characteristics and industry effects are
controlled for to reduce potential confounding effects.

3.4 Control variables
3.4.1 Board Size

Board size is measured by summing the total number of members of the board of directors and the board of
commissioners in a company [111]. This variable is included as a control because corporate governance structure
particularly the number of board members is closely related to the capacity to oversee management performance [31].
Larger boards tend to have greater diversity in background, experience, and networks, enabling them to provide stricter
oversight of strategic decisions, including those related to sustainability practices and reporting transparency [73].

In addition to its oversight function, a larger board can also increase pressure on management to meet the expectations
of various stakeholders, as the greater the number of board members involved, the more diverse the interests that must
be accommodated [16]. Therefore, board size must be controlled so that its influence on the level of SDG disclosure is
not confounded with the influence of the main variables that are the focus of this study.

3.4.2 CEO Age

CEO Age is included as a control variable because the age of the chief executive officer may influence managerial
decisions regarding sustainability and corporate disclosure [112]. Older CEOs generally possess more managerial
experience and may adopt a more long-term perspective when responding to stakeholder expectations, whereas younger
CEOs may be more willing to adopt innovative sustainability practices [113]. Because these differences in orientation
could potentially influence companies’ decisions regarding the disclosure of sustainability information, the CEQ’s age
was included as a control variable to ensure that such effects would not obscure the relationship being tested [66].

3.4.3 Sustainability Committee

The existence of this committee reflects the company’s structural commitment to managing environmental and social
issues in a more focused manner, as the committee is typically tasked with formulating policies, monitoring the
implementation of sustainability programs, and ensuring more comprehensive reporting to stakeholders [7]. Companies
with sustainability committees generally have more robust governance mechanisms for addressing non-financial
aspects, so their level of sustainability disclosure is potentially higher than that of companies without such committees
[114]. Consequently, this variable is controlled to ensure that differences in disclosure levels caused by the presence of a
committee are not confused with the effects of the green ambidexterity.
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3.4.4 Leverage

Leverage indicates the capital structure of a company that can affect the sustainability reporting strategy of the company
[115]. Highly leveraged companies will be under greater scrutiny by their creditors and shareholders [116]. Therefore, they
will be encouraged to report more on sustainability to overcome the issue of information asymmetry. However, highly
leveraged companies will not have enough financial means to engage in sustainability efforts [1].

3.4.5 Current Ratio

Current Ratio measures a company's ability to meet its short-term obligations using its current assets [21]. Companies
with higher liquidity generally have greater financial capacity to support operational activities, including investments in
sustainability initiatives and the preparation of sustainability reports [73]. Therefore, differences in liquidity may influence
the extent of SDG disclosure independently of green ambidexterity.

3.4.6 Firm Value

Firm value (TobinQ) indicates market’s evaluation of performance and potential of a firm, which is also indirectly
associated with the reaction of the market towards the firm's sustainability activities [115]. Market capitalization of a firm
implies increased attention on its part by the investor community and the public, adding another motive to keep up the
good name via increased information disclosures including SDGs disclosures [68].

To ensure the integrity and reliability of our findings, we employed rigorous statistical techniques. Initially, we applied the
winsorization method at the 1st and 99th percentiles to mitigate the influence of extreme values, thereby enhancing the
accuracy of our data. This comprehensive approach ensures a thorough examination of the underlying factors that
influence corporate behavior and performance. The variable definitions is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Variable definitions

Variable Name

Measurement

Independent Variable

SDGs Disclosure

(SDG)

Dependent Variable

Green
Exploitation

(GEXPLOIT)

Green
Exploration

(GEXPLORE)
Control Variable

Board Size
(BSIZE)

CEO Age (CAGE)

Sustainability
Committee

(SUSTCOM)
Leverage (LEV)

Current Ratio
(CR)

Firm Value (FV)

Outcome
Variable

Social
Reputation

77 Index Disclosure

Sum of the words choic*, efficienc*, execut*, exploit*, implement*,
production*, refine*, select*

Sum of the words search*, variation*, risk*, experiment*, play*, flexib*,
discover*, innovat*

Total board of directors + total board of commissioners
Number of years since the CEO’s birth

Dummy variable with 1 = the presence of a sustainability committee, 0 =
absence

Total debt / total asset

Current asset / current liability

TobinQ = market capitalization / total asset

1 score for each award received by the companies if it is included in the

categories, namely environmental, energy, human resources, product, safety

innovation, community development and emission. Maximum score is 6

Source : Created by author

Data Source

Sustainibility
Report

Sustainibility
Report

Annual Report

Annual Report

Annual Report

Annual Report

Annual Report

Annual Report

Sustainability
Report

3.5 Model specification

To examine the relationship between Green Ambidexterity, SDG Disclosure, and Social Reputation. We constructed an
empirical model, as shown in Eq. (1)-(3) below :

SDG, = B0+ B1GEXPLOIT , + B2BSIZE, + B3CAGE, + B4SUSTCOM, + B5LEV,
+B6CR, + BTFVy +YEARpE + SICFR: €4 cmeeeseoessemeenn(1)
SDG, = B0+ B1GEXPLORE , + 82BSIZE, + B3CAGE, + BASUSTCOM, + B5LEV,
+B6CR + BTFVy +YEARFg + SICFE ;€5 ooeeseerseeesrne(2)

SOCREPU , = B0+ 81SDG , + B2BSIZE, + B3CAGE, + B4SUSTCOM, + B5LEV,
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+B6CR; +BTFV; +YFEARpEg + SICFE L €t ovveveeeeeeverissreeeeeeisssnnseneeenennn(3)
Where:

e SDG ;; = SDG disclosure, measured by a 77-item GRI disclosure index.
e GEXPLOIT ; = green exploitation, measured by green exploitation-related word

frequency.

e GEXPLORE ; -=green exploration, measured by green exploration-related word

frequency.

« SOCREPU = social reputation, measured by the number of awards received.
e BSIZE = board size, total number of board members.

 CAGE = the age of the CEQ in years.

e SUSTCOM ;; =adummy variable indicating the existence of a sustainability

committee.

o LEV ; =theleverage.

e CR; =thecurrentratio.

o FV, =thefirm value, measured by TobinQ.

 YFEARpg = year fixed effects to control for year-specific factors.
o SICFg = fixed effects for industries as classified by SIC codes.

* e =errorterm.

4. Empirical results

4.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 3 shows that the average SDG disclosure score is 0.414, with a standard deviation of 0.210, a minimum value of
0.026, a median of 0.377, and a maximum value of 0.935. The green ambidexterity variable reveals an interesting pattern:
the average green exploitation score (218.320) is higher than the average green exploration score (146.897), suggesting
that the sample companies generally rely more on narratives related to the efficiency and optimization of existing
processes than on narratives related to new green experimentation and innovation.
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Table 3
Descriptive statistics

SDG Mean Median  Minimum  Maximum
0.414 0.377 0.026 0.935
GEXPLOIT  218.320 189.000 0.000 976.000
GEXPLORE 146.897 121.000 0.000 738.000
BSIZE 9.268 9.000 4.000 30.000
CAGE 55.638 55.000 31.000 85.000
LEV 0.483 0.445 0.000 3.600
CR 3.277 1.603 0.025 308.790
FV 1.927 0.660 0.000 197.220
Frequency O 1
SUSTCOM  77.65% 22.35%

Source : Created by author with stata application

4.2 Pearson correlation

Table 4 presents the pearson correlation matrix among the variables used in this study. Overall, most correlation
coefficients are low to moderate, indicating that multicollinearity is unlikely to be a serious issue. SDG disclosure (SDG) is
positively and significantly correlated with green exploitation (0.230), green exploration (0.234), board size (0.346), CEO
age (0.083), and sustainability committee (0.204). These results suggest that firms with higher green innovation
activities, larger boards, older CEOs, and sustainability committees tend to disclose more SDG-related information. In
contrast, leverage, current ratio, and firm value are not significantly associated with SDG disclosure. Among the
independent variables, green exploitation and green exploration show a strong positive correlation (0.814), indicating that
firms with higher green exploitation activities are also likely to engage in green exploration.
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Table 4
Pearson correlation

SDG SDG GEXPLOIT GEXPLORE BSIZE CAGE SUSTCOM LEV CR FV

1.000

GEXPLOIT (30" 1.000

(0.000)
GEXPLORE 0.234*** 0_814*** 1.000

(0.000)  (0.000)

BSIZE 0.346™ 0120  0.197™ 1.000
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)

CAGE 0.082™ 0.048 0.033 0.116™  1.000
(0.010)  (0.132) (0.303) (0.000)

SUSTCOM  g.204™ 0157  0.132™ 0.159™ -0.038  1.000
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)  (0.228)

LEV 0.036 121"  0.085™ -0.004 075" 0.139™ 1.000
(0.263)  (0.000) (0.008) (0.888)  (0.018)  (0.000)

CR 0.013  0133™  0112™  0.134™ -0.020  _gog0™ 0.394™*  1.000
(0.683)  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)  (0.526) (0.011) (0.000)

FV 0.039  -0.045 0.005 0.005  -0.008 g qg77* -0.034  0.020  1.000
(0.226)  (0.167) (0.882) (0.884)  (0.798) (0.015) (0.279)  (0.536)

p-values in parentheses

*kk

*p<0.1,"p<0.05"p<0.01

Source : Created by author with stata application

4.3 Discussion

4.3.1 Examining the effect of green ambidexterity on the SDG
Disclosure in Indonesian manufacturing companies

Table 5 presents the regression results testing the effects of green exploitation and green exploration on SDG disclosure.
The results show that green exploitation has a positive and significant relationship with SDG at the 1% level, with a
consistent coefficient of 0.000 in specifications (1), (2), and (3) and corresponding t-values of 3.29, 5.28, and 2.89,
respectively. This indicates that companies that are more intensive in utilizing and optimizing their existing green
resources tend to disclose a broader range of SDG information. The consistency of these results across different
specifications indicates that the positive relationship between green exploitation and SDG disclosure is robust. Therefore,
H1 is supported.
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The link between the level of exploration and the degree of SDG disclosure can be justified through the stakeholder
theory framework, where companies are expected to react to stakeholder pressure regarding increased disclosure in
terms of their environmental and sustainability performance. Through the development and use of their existing
environmental capabilities, the companies are able to prove their commitment to sustainability and disclose more
environmental information in relation to SDG disclosure. The results obtained are aligned with those previously found by
researchers showing that environmental innovation based on exploitation contributes significantly to corporate
environmental performance and thus encourages companies to disclose information regarding sustainability [100].

Meanwhile, green exploration also showed a positive and significant relationship with the SDGs at the 1% level, with a
coefficient of 0.000 in specifications (4), (5), and (6), and t-values of 2.59, 5.56, and 2.90, respectively. These results
indicate that companies actively exploring new green innovations such as experimenting with and developing previously
nonexistent environmentally friendly technologies also tend to be more transparent in disclosing their SDG
achievements. The positive coefficients remain statistically significant after introducing all control variables and fixed
effects, indicating that the results are stable and robust. Therefore, H2 is supported.

From the point of view of the stakeholder perspective, the stakeholders would like the firms to not only enhance the
current environmental efforts but also create new innovations to solve the sustainability issues. Firms that are doing
green exploration tend to do new environmental efforts and sustainable innovations, which will give rise to many new
sustainability activities and information to be disclosed under SDG disclosure. This finding is consistent with previous
research indicating that green exploration innovation positively influences environmental performance, thereby
encouraging firms to communicate their sustainability practices more extensively [66].

In general, the findings of both hypotheses H1 and H2 suggest that green exploitation and green exploration positively
motivate organizations to make wider SDG disclosure through creating and sharing information regarding their current
and new environmental initiatives. SDG disclosure could impact how stakeholders perceive the organization by
showcasing the organization’s involvement in environmental and social sustainability [3][9]. Thus, higher SDG disclosure
would increase trust and confidence among stakeholders, which would lead to improved social reputation of the
organization [22][108]. Considering mentioned connection, further analysis explores if there is a positive link between
SDG disclosure and social reputation.

Table 6 shows the regression output testing the relationship between SDG disclosure and corporate social reputation.
The output indicates that SDG disclosure is positively and significantly related to social reputation at the 1% level across
all three specifications, with a coefficient value of 1.356 (t = 6.93) in specification (1), 1.459 (t = 7.79) in specification (2),
and 1.261 (t = 6.41) in specification (3). This finding suggests that companies providing more comprehensive SDG
disclosure are more likely to build stronger social reputation. Therefore, H3 is supported.

The results confirm stakeholder theory, which implies that SDG disclosure may enhance the social reputation of a firm by
offering stakeholders information regarding the environmental, social, and governance performance of the firm [117]
[118]. Through the provision of full SDG disclosure, firms may showcase their commitment to sustainability, minimize
information asymmetry, and improve stakeholder trust and confidence [107]. The resultant positive perception of the
stakeholder may motivate other parties to offer positive evaluation, recognition, and institutional support, which
eventually helps to improve the social reputation of the firm [34][104]. This finding is consistent with prior research
indicating a significant positive association between the quality of sustainability disclosure and firms' social reputation
[37].
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Table 5

The result of regression analysis — SDG Disclosure

GEXPLOIT

GEXPLORE

BSIZE

CAGE

SUSTCOM

LEV

CR

FV

_cons

Year FE
Industry FE
r2

r2_a

N

Q)]
SDG
0.000™
(3.28)

*kk

0.021
(11.84)
0.001

(1.52)

K*kk

0.067
(4.71)
-0.027
(-1.46)
0.002
(1.08)
-0.001

(-1.06)
0.028

(0.69)
Yes
No
0.239
0.231
989

t statistics in parentheses

2
SDG
0.000™
(5.27)

*kk

0.020
(11.02)

0.001™
(2.13)

*kk

0.059
(4.04)
-0.016
(-0.80)
0.003
(1.40)

-0.002™
(-2.03)

*kk

0.142
(3.49)
No
Yes
0.232
0.219
989

"p<0.1,"p<0.05""p<0.01

3
SDG
0.000™
(2.87)

*kk

0.022
(12.73)

0.001™
(2.15)

*kk

0.055
(3.99)
0.001
(0.05)
0.003
(1.34)

-0.002"
(-1.75)
0.043

(1.02)
Yes
Yes
0.295
0.280
989

(4)
SDG

0.000™
(2.58)

*kk

0.021
(11.46)

0.001"
(1.65)

*kk

0.070
(4.91)
-0.024
(-1.29)
0.002
(0.98)
-0.001

(-1.34)
0.037

(0.88)
Yes
No
0.235
0.226
989

(5)
SDG

*kk

0.000
(5.57)

*kk

0.019
(10.21)

0.001™
(2.28)

*kk

0.059
(4.02)
-0.011
(-0.54)
0.003

(1.46)

*kk

-0.003
(-2.70)

*kk

0.150
(3.68)
No
Yes
0.234
0.221
989

(6)
SDG

0.000™
(2.90)

*kk

0.022
(12.23)

0.001™
(2.24)

*kk

0.055
(3.99)
0.004
(0.19)
0.003
(1.37)

-0.002™
(-2.10)
0.050

(1.18)
Yes
Yes
0.294
0.280
989

Source : Created by author with stata application

Page 16/33




Table 6
The result of regression analysis — Social Reputation

(1) (2) 3)
SOCREPU SOCREPU  SOCREPU
SDG 1.358™ 1455  1.255"
(6.90) (7.77) (6.38)
BSIZE 0.095"*  0.089™  0.096™
(7.65) (7.19) (7.75)
CAGE 0.011™  0.013™  0.013™
(3.17) (3.59) (3.62)
SUSTCOM  0.405™  0.360™  0.357"
(4.06) (3.61) (3.61)
LEV 0.005 -0.102 -0.076
(0.04) (-0.78) (-0.59)
CR -0.032™  -0.024™  -0.023™
(-4.69) (-3.29) (-3.32)
FV -0.015 -0.012 -0.012
(-1.63) (-1.37) (-1.34)
_cons -0.587" -0.051 -0.215
(-2.33) (-0.21) (-0.81)
Year FE Yes No Yes
Industry FE ~ No Yes Yes
r2 0.234 0.283 0.292
r2_a 0.226 0.271 0.277
N 989 989 989
t statistics in parentheses
*p<0.1,"p<0.05""p<0.01

Source : Created by author with stata application

4.4 Robustness Analysis

4.4.1 Generalized least squares (GLS)

The GLS Table 7 presents the results of the GLS test, controlling for year fixed effects and industry fixed effects. The
results show that green exploitation continues to have a positive and significant effect on SDG disclosure at the 1% level,
with a coefficient of 0.000 and a t-value of 8.71. Similarly, green exploration shows a positive and significant effect on

Page 17/33



SDG disclosure at the 1% level, with a coefficient of 0.000 and a t-value of 13.34. The consistency in the direction and
significance of these two independent variables with the main regression results in Table 5 reinforces the belief that the

relationship between green exploitation, green exploration, and SDG disclosure is robust and not affected by issues of
heteroscedasticity or autocorrelation in the data.
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Table 7
Generalized least squares

(1) (2)
SDG SDG
GEXPLOIT 0‘000***

(8.82)
GEXPLORE 0.000™
(14.17)
BSIZE 0.021™  0.021™

(31.38)  (31.78)

*kk

CAGE 0.001™  0.001
(4.02) (4.48)
SUSTCOM g o58**  0.058™

(15.01)  (16.66)
LEV -0.008  -0.005
-1.61)  (-1.24)

CR 0.002"*  0.002"
(7.77) (2.55)

*kk *kk

FV -0.003 -0.002

(-379)  (-3.81)

*kk *kk

-cons 0.093 0.098
(5.28) (5.65)

Year FE Yes Yes

Industry FE  Yes Yes

F

P

r2_p

r2_a

N 943 943

t statistics in parentheses

*kk

*p<0.1," p<0.05"" p<0.01

Source : Created by author with stata application

4.5 Additional Analysis
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4.5.1 Leverage and Green Ambidexterity: Impact on SDG Disclosure

The further analysis splits the sample into into firms with low leverage (specifications 1 and 3) and high leverage
(specifications 2 and 4) to examine whether leverage influences the relationship between green ambidexterity and SDG
disclosure. Table 9 shows that green exploitation has a positive and significant effect in specification 1 (coefficient =
0.000, p<0.01), but its effect becomes insignificant in specification 2. Likewise, green exploration has a positive and
significant effect in specification 3 (coefficient = 0.000, p < 0.01), whereas the relationship is insignificant in specification
4.

These results indicate that green ambidexterity is more effective in contributing to the success of SDG disclosure for
companies with lower levels of leverage [119]. Low levels of debt result in financial flexibility, which enables companies
to use more resources in sustainability and innovation endeavours. On the other hand, companies that have high levels of
leverage focus on their debts rather than on the success of SDG disclosure [120].
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Table 8
Additional analysis — Leverage

(1) @) (3) (4)
SDG SDG SDG SDG

GEXPLOIT 0.000™* 0.000

(2.697) (1.320)
GEXPLORE 0.000™* 0.000

(3.340)  (0.114)

*kk *kk K*kk

BSIZE 0.027""  0.016 0.026 0.017
(12.044) (5.860)  (11.481) (5.993)

CAGE 0.001 0'002** 0.001 0'002**
(1.132)  (2.426)  (1.154)  (2.448)

SUSTCOM g 034" 0.052"*  0.031 0.058"*

(1.714)  (2.693)  (1.558)  (2.974)
CR 0_004* 0.008 0_004* 0.008

(1.857)  (1.201)  (1.926)  (1.224)
FV 0.001 _0_006*** 0.000 _0_006***

(0.642)  (-3.359) (0.106)  (-3.562)

_cons -0.027  0.082 -0.015  0.088
(-0.484)  (1.391)  (-0.264)  (1.492)

Industry FE ~ Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
r2 0.368 0.277 0.374 0.274
r2_a 0.345 0.244 0.351 0.241
N 547 442 547 442

t statistics in parentheses

*kk

*p<0.1,"p<0.05""p<0.01

Source : Created by author with stata application
4.5.2 Current Ratio and Green Ambidexterity: Impact on SDG
Disclosure

The further analysis splits the sample into firms with low current ratio (specifications 1 and 3) and high current ratio
(specifications 2 and 4) in order to investigate how liquidity affects the impact of green ambidexterity on SDG disclosure.
As can be seen from Table 10, the variable green exploitation has a positive and significant impact on SDG disclosure
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(coefficient = 0.000, p < 0.05) in the case of specification 1, while this impact becomes insignificant in specification 2.
Moreover, green exploration has a positive and significant impact on SDG (coefficient = 0.000, p < 0.05) in the case of
specification 3, but this effect is insignificant in specification 4.

According to these results, the contribution of green ambidexterity to the performance of SDG in firms is much more
effective in the case of low current ratio [121]. Apparently, the proper use of green knowledge and innovations plays a
more important role in the support of sustainable development goals in firms with lower liquidity. In the case of high
current ratio, the positive influence of green exploitation and green exploration becomes less evident [122].

In summary, from the results obtained, it is evident that liquidity affects the impact of green ambidexterity in the
attainment of SDG disclosure. It is important to note that the impact of green ambidexterity on sustainability
performance is seen where companies make full use of their available assets [120].

Page 22/33



Table 9
Additional analysis — Current Ratio

(M @) (3) (4)
SDG SDG SDG SDG

GEXPLOIT 0.000™ 0.000

(2.118) (0.796)
GEXPLORE 0.000™ 0.000

(2.362)  (0.534)

*kk *kk *kk

BSIZE 0.019™  0.032 0.018 0.032
(9.508)  (8.302)  (9.124)  (8.221)

CAGE 0.001** 0.001 0.001** 0.001

(2.067) (1.332)  (2.110)  (1.391)

*kk

SUSTCOM  0.041™  0.077"  0.041 0.077™
(2.698)  (2.249) (2.635)  (2.234)

LEV -0.026  -0.066  -0.023  -0.063
(-1.201)  (-1.082) (-1.112)  (-1.034)

FV -0.003" -0.001 -0.003* -0.001

(-1.910)  (-0.402) (-2.140) (-0.502)

_cons 0.101™ -0.086 0.108™ -0.082

(2.131)  (-1.070) (2.252)  (-1.009)

Industry FE ~ Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
r2 0.294 0.385 0.295 0.383
r2_a 0.275 0.336 0.276 0.335
N 726 263 726 263

t statistics in parentheses

*kk

*p<0.1,"p<0.05""p<0.01

Source : Created by author with stata application
4.5.3 Firm Value and Green Ambidexterity: Impact on SDG
Disclosure

Further analysis splits the sample into firms with low firm value (specifications 1 and 3) and high firm value
(specifications 2 and 4) in order to find out whether firm value plays a role in the interaction of green ambidexterity and
SDG disclosure. According to Table 11, green exploitation has a significant positive impact on SDG disclosure in
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specification 1 (coefficient = 0.000, p < 0.01), while in specification 2 the relation is insignificant. The same goes for green
exploration, which has an insignificant impact in specification 4 while significant in specification 3.

These results show that green ambidexterity makes more effective contributions to SDG disclosure achievements within
low valued companies [123]. Within companies that have a smaller market evaluation, the efficient use of green
knowledge and innovations seems to be more essential for increasing the sustainability performance of the company. On
the other hand, high valued firms do not need to use their green ambidexterity in order to reach their SDG disclosure
achievements. Hence, firm value is an influential factor in the effectiveness of ambidexterity [124].

Table 10
Additional analysis — break BSIZE samples
1M (2) ©) 4)
SDG SDG SDG SDG

GEXPLOIT 0_000*** -0.000

(3.437)  (-0.705)
GEXPLORE 0.000*** -0.000

(3.617)  (-1.322)

*kk *kk *kk

BSIZE 0.022"™*  0.024 0.021 0.024
(11.059) (4.957) (10.313) (5.124)
CAGE 0.001 0.007 0.001 0.007

(1.442)  (1.165)  (1.505)  (1.121)

SUSTCOM 045" 0100 0.044™  0.098"
(2.974)  (2.454) (2.898)  (2.426)
LEV 0.018 -0.082" 0.020 -0.082"

(0.814)  (-1.951) (0.902)  (-1.937)
CR 0.003 -0.002  0.003 -0.002

(1.342)  (-0.399) (1.353)  (-0.380)
_cons 0.058 0.009  0.070 0.009

(1.238)  (0.099) (1.479)  (0.100)

Industry FE  Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
r2 0.278 0.464 0.279 0.465
r2_a 0.260 0.410 0.261 0.412
N 780 209 780 209

t statistics in parentheses

*kk

*p<0.1,"p<0.05""p<0.01
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Source : Created by author with stata application

5. Conclusion, Policy implication and scope for further studies

5.1 Conclusion

In this research, the empirical evidence provided suggests that green ambidexterity, made up of green exploitation and
green exploration, has a positive effect on the SDG disclosure of the listed non-financial firms on the IDX. Based on the
empirical analysis carried out on 989 observations of firm-year from 2020 to 2024, it has been shown that there is a
significant positive relationship between green exploitation, green exploration, and SDG disclosure. This positive
relationship can be attributed to the fact that green exploitation allows firms to refine and improve their existing
environmental activities, resulting in tangible sustainability gains that can be highlighted through SDG disclosure, while
green exploration encourages firms to develop new sustainability innovations. These findings are supported by the
results from both OLS and GLS estimation methods. In addition, it is evident that SDG disclosure positively and
significantly affects social reputation, which indicates the sequence of the path followed from green innovation to
sustainability disclosure and stakeholder recognition.

5.2 Policy implication

There are some important implications drawn from the findings of this study for the business management profession.
The firms should should integrate green exploration and green exploitation into a coherent sustainability strategy. Firms
should align these activities with their financial conditions by balancing investment in green innovation with
improvements in existing green practices. In emerging Southeast Asian markets, credible green actions supported by
transparent SDG disclosure can strengthen stakeholder legitimacy, corporate social reputation, and long-term
competitiveness.

5.3 Scope for further studies

There is a need for future research to investigate the impact that green ambidexterity has on the disclosures of SDGs and
on the social reputation of firms. The extension of this study beyond the Indonesian context, by conducting comparative
research in other emerging markets, may give us a more complete picture of this relationship. Another possibility is for
future studies to consider the effect that the characteristics of CEOs have on the relationship, employ more reliable and
externally valid measurements of green ambidexterity and social reputation, and employ mixed methods.
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