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Abstract
The study examines the perspectives of small and medium-scale enterprises (SMEs) on sustainability performance reporting in Ghana and also determine the impact of the barriers and motivations on SMEs’ decisions to engage in sustainability performance reporting. The study is based on cross-sectional data from 183 SMEs using a structured questionnaire as the research instrument. The study reveals that the extent of sustainability performance reporting of SMEs in Ghana is 38.3%. The results also show that financial constraints, lack of knowledge and awareness, lack of expertise, absence of legal/regulatory requirements and lack of motivation are some of the main barriers perceived as impeding SMEs from engaging in sustainability performance reporting. The study validates the propositions of the resource-based view theory. The findings of the study have important implications for considerations by the key stakeholders in trying to encourage SMEs to adopt or improve sustainability performance reporting behaviour in Ghana.
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[bookmark: _Toc78332688][bookmark: _Toc79716657]1.0 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk149397263][bookmark: _Hlk149397274]Sustainable development (SD) remains an important agenda in the last decade and will continue to be viewed as a critical issue in the foreseeable future (Holden et al., 2014; Cristian et al., 2015). Given the extent of the sustainable development agenda, the concept has become an increasingly relevant issue in business fields as well as in academia and is attracting more media and political attention, reflecting greater public awareness (Parnell, 2016; Goyal et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2005). Sustainable development generally addresses the issue of how the present generation satisfies their needs without jeopardizing the ability of future generations to meet their needs as well (WCED, 1987). 

[bookmark: _Hlk149397289][bookmark: _Hlk149397310]Sustainability reporting (SR) as an offshoot of the sustainable development agenda is perceived as a fundamental component of a firm’s strategy, aligning societies need for information with internal organization processes to minimize information asymmetries (Ortiz-Martínez et al., 2023; Rodríguez-Gutiérrez et al., 2021). Corporations, both large and small, are expected to embrace sustainable practices to meet regulatory requirements and to align with the changing expectations of shareholders and other stakeholders (Afolabi et al., 2023; Boakye et al., 2021). Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) individually have, by deﬁnition, very limited operations, resources, expertise and therefore might not have the technical capability to report sustainability, to the same degree, as compared to large firms (Parker et al.,  2009). SMEs engaging in reporting of non-financial activities give a signal to the public about the firms’ readiness to give information about how it deals with societal issues and this may enhance an enduring cordial relationship between the firm and its stakeholders leading to a continuing sustainable development (Khan et al., 2020; Said et al., 2009).

[bookmark: _Hlk149397329][bookmark: _Hlk149397340][bookmark: _Hlk149397364][bookmark: _Hlk94295223]SRis thus a channel through which firms communicate to their diverse stakeholders the measures taken to address their economic, environmental, and social concerns (Hahn & Kühnen, 2013). The social dimension aspect of sustainability evaluates a firm's impact on the social systems within which the firm operates. It has 48 indicators that are classified into four sub-categories namely, decent work and labor practices, society, human rights, and product responsibility (Ebiringa et al., 2013; Roca & Searcy, 2012; Khasharmeh, 2010; Sotorrío & Sánchez, 2010). The environmental dimension measures a firm’s impacts on natural and artificial systems covering inputs (e.g., water and energy) and outputs (e.g., waste, emissions and effluents), (Dragomir, 2012; Mazzi et al., 2012; Mikkilä & Toppinen, 2008; Veleva et al., 2003). This dimension covers 34 indicators that are grouped into twelve sub-categories while the economic dimension relates to firms’ ability to create value and improve financial performance (Orazalin & Mahmood, 2018; Amran et al., 2014; Lozano & Huisingh, 2011; Kent & Monem, 2008; Ho & Taylor, 2007) with nine indicators under four sub-categories. Elkington (1997) notes that the combination of all the three dimensions (social, environmental, and economic) is termed as the Triple Bottom Line approach. Hahn and Kuhnen, (2013) reiterate that only one or two-dimensional report(s) that cover(s) only a portion of sustainability concept cannot be regarded as SR but simply sustainability-related report e.g., environmental reports, social reports, CSR reports, sustainability reports and corporate citizenship reports. Therefore, SR  should cover all the three pillars of social, environmental, and economic dimensions (Dienes et al., 2016). Some SMEs are proactively striving to set themselves apart from their competitors and recognizes SR as a highly influential and essential marketing tool (Carmo & Miguéis, 2022; Crossley et al., 2021). However, several documented research findings show a strong focus on large and multinational firms and a dearth of research on SMEs. Moreover, little is known about the SME preparers’  barriers and motivations for engaging in SR and one of the possible ways to overcome this gap will be by soliciting their views, philosophies and perceptions (Amran & Haniffa, 2011). Although few of the studies are based on the Africa continent; for example, Egypt (Rizk et al., 2008), Ghana (Rahaman, 2000), South Africa (Mitchell & Hill, 2009; Villiers, 2003) and Uganda (Tauringana, 2021), most of the documented evidence predominantly focus on developed countries while little attention is paid to developing countries context. Therefore, the objectives of this study are to investigate the extent of SR among SMEs in Ghana and determine the impact of the barriers and motivations on managers' decision to engage in SR. The study makes significant contributions by providing new evidence to the existing literature based on SMEs that will help policymakers to develop applicable policies suitable for this unique group other than generalizing evidence and findings of larger and multinational firms to them.
 
1.1 Sustainability Reporting in Developing Countries
Sustainability disclosure concepts and related theories have been predominantly developed based on firms in mature market environments in developed countries. These markets are efficient, formalized with strong systems, legislation, and enforcement mechanisms. These characteristics are in sharp contrast with the infant market environment found in developing countries, which are characterized by weak systems, loose regulation, and poor institutional governance structures coupled with corruption, poverty, and weak stakeholder power. Moreover, developing economies lack institutional mechanisms that regulate the reporting dimensions of SMEs; therefore, such published information is hardly produced by SMEs in the context especially where there is limited regulatory enforcement and a more concentrated ownership structure. Again,  few studies done in developing countries have been criticized for applying theories, for example, legitimacy and stakeholder that is developed on the basis of evidence from firms in developed economies and are not always valid in the specific context (Dissanayake et al., 2016). Country contexts with varied environmental, economic, social and institutional dynamics may probably affect firm SR practices (Ramos et al., 2013). 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) in developed countries is significantly different from its distinctive manifestation in developing countries (Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2011). The study by Visser (2003) on CSR in African countries revealed that CSR is mostly connected with charity or philanthropy through firms’ social investment in health, development, education, sports, community services and the environment. Again, the practice and spirit of CSR in developing countries are often intensely resonant with religious concepts and traditional communitarian values (e.g., African Renaissance, Ubuntu and Omoluwabi), (Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2011). Different countries or societies will respond differently to the concept of CSR and the extent of a country’s development may be a key indicator of CSR orientations (Burton et al., 2000). Carroll’s (1991) Pyramid of CSR is one of the cited models in the literature. The model views CSR concept to be outlined in such a manner that the full range of firms’ responsibilities are embraced and also CSR comprises of four social responsibilities: philanthropic, ethical, legal and economic, in order of increasing importance (Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2011). Visser (2006) asserts that the relative significance ascribed to the responsibility features of Carroll’s pyramid differs in Africa since philanthropy responsibilities precede legal and ethical responsibilities at the base of the pyramid. Philanthropy responsibility in Africa often is viewed as discretionary acts of successful firms and socio-economic needs account for high prominence of philanthropic responsibilities. Economic priority in African settings is consequential to the prevalence of higher rate of unemployment and widespread poverty. Inadequate legal systems ensuing from the lack of pressure for good conduct, limited resources and administrative inefficiencies account for lower priority for legal responsibilities. Ethical responsibility, despite its importance, appears to have the least effect on the SR agenda in Africa and continues to remain the exception rather than the rule. In the context of Ghana, Ofori (2007) assert that corporate managers perceive their societal role as one that involves offering support to the public through social performance that extends beyond traditional corporate philanthropy. They strategically engage in actions that support the expectations of diverse stakeholders within the environment in which the firm operates. 

[bookmark: _Toc38937990]CEOs actively embrace and demonstrate a proactive commitment to the SR concept, and this is driven by societal and individual ethical norms and values. In Ghana, top executives undertake sustainability activities purposely to enhance their corporate image, gain legitimacy and competitive advantage to remain relevant (Ofori, 2007). The author further affirms that SR strategies in Ghana (e.g., societal idiosyncrasies and cultural complexities) appear to influence sustainability practices which cast significant doubt about the applicability of foreign sustainability disclosure strategies. This is a clear manifestation of the difficulty encountered by foreign businesses operating in Ghana to implement SR policies formulated by their parent companies. In Ghana, the driving force of SR is the firms’ proactive involvement in areas where the government faces challenges, alongside their commitment to charitable and philanthropic endeavors. In contrast to advanced countries where SR is shaped by ethical considerations, formal regulations, and active stakeholder involvement, in developing countries, ethical concerns and brand image seem to have less prominence (Dartey-Baah & Amponsah-Tawiah, 2011). Due to the differences in the contexts of developed and developing countries in culture, political, socio-economic, corporate governance, market access, internationalization and stakeholder activism, there are reasons to confirm whether strategies and theories developed based on practices of advanced economies may be relevant to SMEs in the context of a developing country.

2.0 Literature review
Sustainability reporting (SR) has become a trending issue in the contemporary business environment (Galli et al., 2023) with SMEs increasingly recognizing its significance. Small and medium enterprises often initiate SR in response to stakeholder pressures (Carmo & Miguéis, 2022; Zarzycka & Krasodomska, 2022). Hasan (2016) provides insights into how managers of SMEs in Bangladesh perceive the concept of sustainability reporting, by examining the extent to which manufacturing SMEs sustainability issues are incorporated into their normal business activities. Using a survey approach by interviewing 13 managers, the results of the study reveal that, manufacturing SMEs in Bangladesh implement SR to a certain extent, however, managers address only those issues that suit their personal motives while many other critical issues such as environmental issues are totally neglected. Also, a study by Dias et al. (2018) examines CSR disclosure practices of 13 Portuguese SMEs and 44 Portuguese large, listed firms. Drawing on the stakeholder theory, the study analyzes the firm’s annual reports for 2011 based on content analysis techniques. The findings of the study indicate that firms give priority to sustainability issues that are directly associated with sustaining business and achieving economic results (Amoako et al, 2021; Pobbi et al, 2020; Arthur et al. 2017). Although large firms report more information on society and the environment, sustainability disclosure practices do not differ significantly between SMEs and large firms. Steinhöfel et al. (2019) investigate how SMEs from German manufacturing firms deal with sustainability issues through SR implementations. The authors analyzed 14 sustainability reports to determine the extent of applying the framework issued by GRI as well as the disparities between firms that apply the GRI guidelines and firms that do not apply. Content analysis of each of the 14 reports is analyzed in line with the compliance to GRI G4 indicators. The empirical results of the study indicate that the extent of SR among German SMEs amounts to 30% while the various sustainability dimensions; Economic, Environmental and Social have reporting rates of 28%, 40% and 24% respectively. Bunclark and Barcellos-Paula (2021) employ a case study method to examine SR for the Competitive Business program in Peru by analyzing data of a sample of 72 SMEs from over 20 industrial sectors. The empirical results of the study indicate that social issues are highly reported with 52%, followed by environmental issues with 27% and economic issues with 21%. The findings also show that 78% of SMEs in Peru partially or fully meet sustainability disclosure requirements. Mondal et al. (2021) present a study to determine to what extent SR guidelines for both national and international are complied with by the SMEs in India. The study uses the content analysis technique to analyze the annual reports for the period 2018 to 2019 of the sample of 25 listed SMEs across five industrial sectors on the Bursa Stock Exchange. The study’s result reveals that the overall extent of sustainability disclosure level is moderate among Indian SMEs.  Most of the research gleaned from the literature above shows that the research focuses on developed countries with no particular focus on SMEs. In the specific context of Ghana the literature on SR has focused on mining or the extractive sector even though SMEs across various industries abound (see Amoako et al, 2021; Pobbi et al, 2020; Arthur et al. 2017). These studies mostly apply the content analysis method to analyze the sustainability reports of firms (Arthur et al. 2017).

Wilmshurst and Frost (2000) analyze the connection between the actual reporting practices and the perceived importance of specific factors leading to the decision to report environmental information in Australia. The authors use a mail survey of financial officers to establish specific factors that influence their decision to engage in environmental reporting contained in the annual report and also analyze the extent of environmental disclosures in the sampled firms’ annual reports. Belal and Owen (2007) also seek to investigate the views of senior corporate managers’ perceptions on the emerging phenomenon of CSR reporting by interviewing twenty-three (23) Bangladeshi nationals who are corporate managers during the period of December 2001 to March 2002. Employing qualitative research method, the key findings of the study reveal that, the main motivation contributing to current disclosure practice emanates from a desire on the part of senior corporate managers to manage powerful stakeholder groups, whilst forces such as demand for foreign buyers and parent companies’ instructions are perceived as pressure from external forces that drive the process forward. Belal and Cooper (2011) focus on the lack of CSR disclosure on three pillars of eco-justice issues: equal opportunities, poverty alleviation and child labor to investigate why this is the case and thereby discussing the causal motives behind corporate management reluctance to address these issues. In the light of this, the authors conduct twenty-three (23) semi-structured interviews with top corporate managers in Bangladesh. The results suggest that the key reasons for CSR non-disclosure include fear of bad publicity, lack of resources, low-profit levels, absence of legal requirements, poor corporate performance, and low awareness/knowledge of CSR reporting issues. Hossain et al. (2015) provide empirical evidence by examining senior managers’ perception and motivations of CSR disclosure in the context of a developing country, Bangladesh. Employing legitimacy and accountability theoretical framework as a lens for CSR disclosure, to achieve the objective of the study, a qualitative research method is adopted by conducting interviews with twenty-five (25) managers from the top 100 listed firms on the Dhaka Stock Exchange. The authors document that senior managers perceive CSR disclosure as a social obligation. It is further revealed that lack of a regulatory framework along with religious factors and socio-cultural are accounting for the low level of CSR disclosures.

Zhao and Patten (2016) aim to examine the perceptions of top managers in China regarding the purpose of, and pressures for, CSR reporting in the Chinese context. The study draws on the neo-institutional theory perspective to assess the perceptions of the managers. Conducting an interview for 14 top managers from 9 different state-owned enterprises, the authors document similar findings as in the case of most of the western economies, managers perceive that diversity of normative, coercive, and mimetic pressures that interplay connects to impact CSR reporting in the Chinese context. They further note that managers almost equally see the aim of CSR reporting as a tool to enhance corporate reputation, particularly in the face of the public. Nwobu et al. (2018) examines managerial perceptions of the factors influencing SR among banking, consumer goods, industrial goods, oil and gas firms in Nigeria.  Using a sample of 81 firms, a questionnaire is employed as the main data collection tool. The findings of the study show that a mix of perceived factors including mimetic, normative and coercive are factors that appear to influence the SR of firms.  

[bookmark: _Toc44465094][bookmark: _Toc44671106][bookmark: _Toc48419429][bookmark: _Toc78332739][bookmark: _Toc79716705]Matta et al. (2019) investigate the environmental management practices and determine the perception of top corporate managers on environmental reporting using a structured questionnaire survey to identify the factors influencing firms in the decision to disclose environmental information. Responses indicate that the ultimate perceived reasons for environmental disclosures are long-term survival, improved efficiency, reduction in waste and acknowledging social responsibility. However, no legal requirement to disclose, avoidance of issuing of confidential and sensitive information to avoid potential damage to firm’s image are major perceived reasons for not reporting corporate environmental information. Ismaeel and Zakaria (2020) examine the preparers’ perceptions of corporate SR as a separate voluntary reporting practice among firms in the Middle East Countries. The authors interview seven (7) business executives to ascertain their perception of corporate sustainability reporting. Drawing on the institutional theory, the authors document that sustainability is not perceived and understood in the same way among reporting firms in the Middle East and the difference in business executives’ perception is connected to the scope of firms’ operations, whether it is local or global. 

2.1. The Resource-Based View (RBV)
[bookmark: _Hlk149397431][bookmark: _Hlk149397450]The resource-based view, as propounded by Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney (1991) stresses that firms’ resources are divergently distributed and enduring over time. Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney (1991) note that resources are both tangible and intangible assets of the business which include machinery, brand name, trade contacts, customized technology, production efficiency, hire of skilled labor, organizational processes, capabilities, information, firm attributes, knowledge, information etc. and are stable over time or tied semi-permanently to the business. Darcy et al. (2013) adopt RBV as a theoretical lens to espouse the connection between internal capabilities and human resources as a possible source of SMEs' competitive advantage and the long-term sustainability of the firm. The authors debate that the unique attributes of SMEs signify that sustainability disclosure is more likely to be extensive in firms that pay considerable attention to the employee behaviors and talent pool. The authors develop a composite model from the perspective of SMEs, the human resource of the firms’ sustainability and its relevance to the SMEs’ context. The RBV of the firm and the concept of sustained competitive advantage need to become the philosophy of SMEs who are usually identified in the desperate attempt for business survival and growth (Darcy et al., 2013). Thus, the firm that possesses an environmental reputation is thought to be capable of retaining its shareholders and customers in the long run (Sulaiman et al., 2014) and this has the potency to improve its sustainability performance and stability over time. Firms that are extensively visible to media and highly subjected to governmental scrutiny appear to respond to powerful stakeholder demands and adopt sustainability management tools (Uhlaner et al., 2011). Lack of financial and human resources can impede the adoption of sustainability management tools in SMEs (Hillary, 2004) and are therefore most important in the acquisition of relevant knowledge. Since knowledge influences the application of sustainability management tools, considerable attention is needed to increase awareness in SMEs. Managers of SMEs need to be better informed on issues about the relevance of sustainability management tools; so that they can find pathways and opportunities to collect information about these tools (Hörisch et al., 2014; Talbot et al., 2021). Small and medium enterprises do not have adequate internal resources to survive hostility that emanates from external forces and are less likely to have access to media visibility. Aragon-Correa et al. (2008) explain that SMEs’ potential to implement proactive environmental practices is related to specific firms’ capabilities based on the unique strategic attributes of SMEs. These characteristics include shorter communication channels and closer interaction within the firm, better personal connections, flexibility in external associations, the presence of owner’s vision, a more focused culture and stronger identity and entrepreneurial orientation. Firms’ competitive advantage from these attributes lies in the managers’ vision and their ability to extend these views to the entire employees. As the theory of RBV posits that societal expectations and demands are part of the external forces that drive a firm to develop unique resources (tangible and intangible) to remain relevant to achieve its objective. Small and medium enterprises individually have, by deﬁnition, very limited operations, limited resources, limited expertise and therefore would not have the technical capability to report sustainability, to the same degree, as compared to very large firms (Parker et al., 2009; Aragon-Correa et al., 2008; Hussain & Merigo, 2023). Therefore, the extent of SR among other factors is determined by the firms’ resource capacity. Hence, RBV is a suitable theory to draw upon to espouse SR practices among SMEs.

3.0 Data and methods
[bookmark: _Hlk102707160]The data for this study was collected through a cross-sectional survey with the administration of a fully standardized and structured questionnaire. This approach was adopted as it allows the collection of data from multiple SMEs at a single point in time, providing a notion on their views on sustainability reporting. The study focused on the primary data collection method to ensure the relevance and specificity of the findings to the SMEs context. The total population of the study consists of 592 firms belonging to the manufacturing and service industries. For the purpose of fair representation of the target population and minimization of sampling error or sampling bias, firms are sampled based on industrial affiliation using a simple random sampling technique (Ezeah and Roberts 2012). Yamane’s (1973) formula is employed to establish an adequate sample size. The formula is n=N/1+N(e)2 where: n = the sample size, N = the population, and e = the degree of error estimated at 5% for this study. The final sample consists of 239 firms belonging to manufacturing (98) and service (141). A face-to-face approach was chosen to establish a personal connection with the respondents and ensure clarity of questions. Out of the 239 questionnaires administered, only 188 were received. Five (5) were partially answered and thus deemed unusable. The final data set consisted of 183 fully answered questionnaires, representing a response rate of approximately 76%. This sample of SMEs is considered statistically significant, as it provides a representative subset of the target population. The response rate of approximately 76% of 239 SMEs is strong, indicating a high level of interest and engagement from the SMEs and this improves the reliability of the data collected. 

The statistical software STATA was used to analyze the data into descriptive statistics, percentages, and frequencies and to generate relevant output tables. Measurement items within the questionnaire were designed with binary ‘Yes’ and ‘No’ responses, facilitating a clear understanding of SMEs’ SR practices. The extent of SR was evaluated through the computation of percentages. Motivations and barriers to SR were subjected through descriptive statistics, specifically, the minimum, maximum, mean and standard deviation. A t-test was applied to examine the mean significance. This allowed for the assessment of potential variations in motivations and barriers. The sample for the study was categorized according to the predominant business activities conducted by the Ghanaian SMEs. The peculiarity of the service and manufacturing sectors to national development agenda has been extolled in recent times in the context of Ghana. Table 3.1 provides an overview of the sample composition based on business type. 
[bookmark: _Toc83279937]Table 3.1 Industrial affiliation of sampled firms.
	Industry affiliation
	Business type
	Sampled firms
	Percentage (%) of the sampled firms

	
	Hotels
	35
	19.13%

	
	Guesthouse
	20
	10.92%

	Service
	Fuel and gas filling stations
	15
	8.20%

	
	Restaurant
	10
	5.46%

	
	Printing and publication 
	25
	13.66%

	
	Transportation
	4
	2.19%

	
	Mineral water
	15
	8.20%

	
	Alcoholic and Soft drinks 
	10
	5.46%

	
	Food products processing
	15
	8.20%

	Manufacturing
	Pharmaceutical products
	4
	2.19%

	
	Herbal products
	12
	6.56%

	
	Cleaning & detergents 
	6
	3.27%

	
	Building materials
	12
	6.56%

	Total
	
	183
	100


Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

4.0 Analysis of Results
This subsection dwells on the economic dimension of SR. Overall, the respondents are asked if their firms reported their economic impacts, of which 66.7% indicate they do, while 33.3% indicate they do not. This is an indication that SMEs largely report on the economic issues of their firms. This is reflected in the response to the other measurement items of the study. Most of the respondents agree that their firms report their revenues, operating costs, employee wages and benefits, and payments to the government. For community investments and financial assistance received from the government, however, only 48.6% and 47.5% (respectively) of the SMEs report on these. The extent of reporting on economic dimensions based on individual economic indicators is 65% which is very high. 

[bookmark: _Toc78262922][bookmark: _Toc79645867]Table 4.1 Economic Dimension
	[bookmark: _Hlk66210637]Economic Indicators
	Yes (%)
	No (%)

	Revenues 
	142 (77.6%)
	41 (22.4%)

	Operating costs	
	141 (77.0%)
	42 (23.0%)

	Employee wages and benefits
	129 (70.5%)
	54 (29.5%)

	Payments to Government
	123 (67.2%)
	60 (32.8%)

	Community Investments
	89 (48.6%)
	94 (51.4%)

	Financial Assistance received from government
	87 (47.5%)
	96 (52.5%)

	Does your firm currently report its economic impacts?
	122 (66.7%)
	61 (33.3%)

	Extent of economic reporting
	833 (65.0%)
	448 (35.0%)


[bookmark: _Toc78332789][bookmark: _Toc79716756]Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

For this subsection, the environmental dimension of sustainability is reported. From the results as presented in Table 5.2, it is clear that the majority of the SMEs do not report environmental issues. The respondents are specifically asked if they report on environmental impacts of their operations, and only 29.5% of the SMEs indicate they report their environmental impacts whiles a significant majority of 70.5% do not report. On the specific dimensions, 37.2% indicate they report on the details of fuel, electricity, heating, cooling, and steam consumptions. There are 29% of the SMEs which report on environmental protection expenditures, 27.3% report on waste and method of disposal, 24.6% report on renewable and non-renewable materials used, 19.7% report on electricity, heating, cooling, and steam sold, while 18.6% also report on reduction in energy consumption due to conservation. The extent of environmental reporting based on the individual environmental indicators is 26.5% which is relatively low.

[bookmark: _Toc78262923][bookmark: _Toc79645868]Table 4.2 Environmental Dimension
	Environmental Indicators
	Yes (%)
	No (%)

	Fuel/electricity/heating/cooling/steam consumption
	68 (37.2%)
	115 (62.8%)

	Environmental protection expenditures
	53 (29.0%)
	130 (71.0%)

	Waste and method of disposal 
	50 (27.3%)
	133 (72.7%)

	Renewable and non-renewable materials used 
	45 (24.6%)
	138 (75.4%)

	Electricity/heating/cooling/steam sold
	36 (19.7%)
	147 (80.3%)

	Reduction in energy consumption due to conservation 
	34 (18.6%)
	149 (81.4%)

	Does your firm currently report its environmental impacts?
	54 (29.5%)
	129 (70.5%)

	Extent of environmental reporting
	340(26.5%)
	941 (73.5%)


[bookmark: _Toc78332790][bookmark: _Toc79716757]Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

[bookmark: _Toc78262924][bookmark: _Toc79645869]The last dimension of SR is the social dimension. Overall, the results presented in Table 5.3 indicate that only 26.2% of the SMEs report on the social impacts of their operations whiles a significant majority of 73.8% indicate that they do not report their social impact. Individually, it is established that 27.3% of the SMEs report on the benefits to full-time employees, 25.7% report on the health and safety employee training, 23.5% report on the equal remuneration of men and women, 22.4% report on the local community development programmes, 20.2% report on the stakeholder engagement plans, while only 18% report on the injury, injury rate, and occupational diseases rate within the firm. The extent of social reporting based on individual social indicators is 23.3% indicating a low level of social reporting.


Table 4.3 Social Dimension
	Social Indicators
	Yes (%)
	No (%)

	Benefits to full-time employees 
	50 (27.3%)
	133 (72.7%)

	Health and Safety employee training 
	47 (25.7%)
	136 (74.3%)

	Equal remuneration of men and women 
	43 (23.5%)
	140 (76.5%)

	Local community development programmes 
	41 (22.4%)
	142 (77.6%)

	Stakeholder engagement plans 
	37 (20.2%)
	146 (79.8%)

	Injury/injury rate/occupational diseases rate 
	33 (18.0%)
	150 (82.0%)

	Does your firm currently report its social impacts?
	48 (26.2%)
	135 (73.8%)

	Extent of social reporting
	299 (23.3%)
	982 (76.7%)


Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

Based on the specific relevant SR indicators on all the three dimensions, the overall results presented in Table 5.4 indicate that the extent of economic reporting among SMEs in Ghana is 65.0%, environmental reporting is 26.5% and social reporting is 23.3%. Furthermore, the overall extent of SR (economic, environmental and social) is 38.3%. 
[bookmark: _Toc78262925][bookmark: _Toc79645870]Table 4.4 Extent of Sustainability Reporting
	Dimension
	Yes (%)
	No (%)

	Economic
	833 (65.0%)
	448 (35.0%)

	Environmental
	340 (26.5%)
	941 (73.5%)

	Social
	299 (23.3%)
	982 (76.7%)

	Overall extent of SR
	1,472 (38.3%)
	2,371 (61.7%)


Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

From the results as present in Table 5.5, the overall mean score for managers knowledge on SR is 2.41, which is less than 3. This means that overall, the managers of the SMEs have poor knowledge of sustainability reporting. This implies that all six measurement items under this section are less favorably responded to. Results indicate that the owners/managers of the SMEs are not familiar with SR (economic dimension), not familiar with the term sustainability reporting, their firms have no sustainability policy, not familiar with SR (environmental dimension), education and training on sustainability concept are not regularly offered by the regulators, and they are not also familiar with SR (social dimension).
The t-test for the overall mean score of owner/manager knowledge and awareness on SR is significantly negative. This implies that, on the whole, manager’s knowledge of SR is very poor. Four out of the six measurement items under this section also have a negative significant t-test score, implying they are poorly rated. Although the other two measurement items also have a negative t-test score, this is not shown to be significant. 
[bookmark: _Toc78262926][bookmark: _Toc79645871]Table 4.5 Managers Knowledge and awareness
	[bookmark: _Hlk66187984] Managers Knowledge and awareness
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	t-test (test value=3)

	[bookmark: _Hlk66733002]I am familiar with SR (Economic dimension)
	183
	1.00
	5.00
	2.91
	1.62
	-0.78

	I am familiar with the term sustainable development
	183
	1.00
	5.00
	2.86
	1.26
	-1.53

	My organization has a sustainability policy.
	183
	1.00
	5.00
	2.29
	1.36
	-7.06***

	I am familiar with SR (Environmental dimension) 
	183
	1.00
	5.00
	2.24
	1.51
	-6.773***

	Education and training on Sustainability concept are regularly offered by the Regulator
	183
	1.00
	5.00
	2.10
	1.12
	-10.85***

	I am familiar with SR (Social dimension) 
	183
	1.00
	5.00
	2.07
	1.33
	-9.44***

	Overall
	183
	1.00
	5.00
	2.41
	1.15
	-6.94***


[bookmark: _Toc78332795][bookmark: _Toc79716762]***Sig. at 1%; **Sig. at 5%
Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

Table 5.6 indicates that there are significant or major barriers hindering SR among SMEs in Ghana. Five out of the eight measurement items under this section also show positive and significant t-test scores, two measurement items have a positive but statistically insignificant t-test score while one item has a negative t-test but statistically insignificant.

[bookmark: _Toc78262927][bookmark: _Toc79645872]Table 4.6 Barriers of Sustainability Reporting
	[bookmark: _Hlk66269893] Barriers 
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	t-test (test value=3)

	Resources constraints (finance and time)
	183
	1
	5
	4.09
	1.36
	10.82***

	Lack of awareness and understanding
	183
	1
	5
	3.77
	1.38
	7.56***

	Lack of expertise 
	183
	1
	5
	3.69
	1.41
	6.65***

	Absence of legal requirements
	182
	1
	5
	3.54
	1.49
	4.89***

	Lack of formal SR education and training 
	183
	1
	5
	3.45
	1.57
	3.85***

	Negative ownership/managerial attitude
	183
	1
	5
	3.07
	1.48
	0.60

	Lack of SR strategy
	183
	1
	5
	3.04
	1.50
	0.39

	Lack of stakeholders’ pressure
	183
	1
	5
	2.90
	1.50
	-0.89

	Overall 
	183
	1
	5
	3.44
	1.11
	5.39***


[bookmark: _Toc78332797][bookmark: _Toc79716764]***Sig. at 1%; **Sig. at 5%
Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

The results as presented in Table 5.7, only one measurement item has a mean score of above 3. Respondents agree that their firms sometimes report on sustainability issues just to meet legal obligations. The respondents disagree with the other seven measurement items as motivational factors for SR. It is established that the overall mean score for SR motivation has a significant negative t-test score. Implying there is no motivation for SR among SMEs in Ghana. One measurement item (to meet legal obligations) has a positive t-test score but this is statistically insignificant. 

[bookmark: _Toc78262928][bookmark: _Toc79645873]Table 4.7 Motivations for Sustainability Reporting
	[bookmark: _Hlk66270902]Motivations  
	N
	Min.
	Max.
	Mean
	Std. Dev.
	t-test (test value=3)

	To meet legal obligations
	183
	1
	5
	3.16
	1.56
	1.37

	Desire to improve firms’ image and reputation
	182
	1
	5
	2.77
	1.31
	-2.38**

	To satisfy stakeholders expectations
	183
	1
	5
	2.57
	1.28
	-4.52***

	To survive and remain competitive
	183
	1
	5
	2.52
	1.28
	-5.07***

	To give back to the community
	183
	1
	5
	2.43
	1.17
	-6.61***

	To promote sustainability and good corporate citizenship
	183
	1
	5
	2.39
	1.17
	-7.03***

	Our competitors respond to social and environmental issues
	182
	1
	5
	2.37
	1.31
	-6.55***

	To promote employee loyalty and staff retention
	183
	1
	5
	2.33
	1.13
	-8.01***

	Overall 
	183
	1
	5
	2.57
	1.12
	-5.24***


***Sig. at 1%; **Sig. at 5%
[bookmark: _Toc78332798][bookmark: _Toc79716765]Source: Authors’ computations from field data, 2021

5.0 Discussions
The first objective seeks to examine the extent of SR among SMEs in Ghana using a survey. Using the extent of disclosure rating approach adopted by Arthur et al. (2017), the findings suggest that the economic dimension has the highest disclosure rate (65.0%), followed by the environmental dimension (26.5%) and social dimension (23.3%). The evidence also shows that it is only the economic reporting of the sampled firms that meet the critical threshold of 50%, the two other dimensions (environmental and social) are far below. The overall SR rating among SMEs in Ghana is 38.3% which is below the critical expected threshold. With the exception of the economic dimension, Arthur et al. (2017) find contrary evidence among large Ghanaian mining firms. The significant differences in findings may be a result of variation in the data.  These results are not surprising since evidence from the study suggests that there is actually no motivation for SMEs in Ghana to engage in SR and few firms that do report are also confronted with obstacles such as resources constraints, lack of awareness and understanding, lack of expertise, absence of legal requirements, and lack of formal SR education and training. This evidence contradicts the findings of Arthur et al. (2017) who reveal a significant high SR rating and therefore conclude that the environment in Ghana which supports and favors sustainability disclosure practices has seen a remarkable improvement in recent years. This dissimilarity in findings may be as a result of the differences in the sample as the authors focus on large commercial mining firms while the current study focuses on SMEs.

An unanswered question whether managers of SMEs who the implementers of sustainability development are and reporting actually have knowledge or awareness of the sustainability concept continue to baffle the mind of many people. Knowledge and awareness have been identified in the literature as one of the critical resources that hinder SMEs from engaging in sustainability activities (Tauringana, 2020; Belal & Cooper, 2011). The results relating to this objective that specifically seeks to determine managers knowledge of SR show that lack of knowledge is a critical challenge in SMEs’ SR. This evidence is in line with the assertion of Bevan & Yung (2014) that awareness and knowledge level are positively related to environmental reporting. Lack of education and training on the sustainability concept has created an overwhelming lack of awareness among managers of Ghanaian SMEs about the practices involved in the concept of sustainability. Knowledge and awareness are the antecedent to persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation (Bevan & Yung, 2014). Managers need to systematically acquire and develop knowledge, attitude and skills to be able to implement the concept of sustainability. It is noted that a significant factor that could positively impact on knowledge is education and training (Aragon et al., 2014), however, this study reveals that the majority of the managers do not receive both education and training which have the efficacy of enhancing their knowledge for sustainability activities. These findings are consistent with similar results which are documented about SMEs’ sustainability knowledge and attitude in developed economies (Jabbour and Puppim-de-Oliveira 2012; Battisti and Perry 2011). 

In this regard, it is expected that regulators in Ghana such as Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) would collaborate with trade associations and Metropolitan, Municipal and District Assemblies (MMDAs) to organize workshops and seminars on sustainability practices in order to improve managers’ SR knowledge. However, these regulators themselves are confronted with human resources challenges that hinder them to discharge their mandatory roles which include education and training, thus, contributing to the current situation. These findings may be viewed in the light of the doctrine of institutional theory, underlying institutional weakness appears to be a contributing factor for abysmal knowledge in SR practices among firms. Again, in line with the principle of RBV theory, which posits that SMEs individually have, by deﬁnition, very limited operations, limited resources and lack management resources to finance education and training programmes that could enhance their knowledge in the implementation of SR concept (Parker at al., 2009 and Aragon-Correa et al., 2008). Consistent with other empirical studies (Tauringana, 2020; Abor & Quartey, 2010) lack of education and training breed a lack of knowledge to adopt SR practices and improving SMEs’ knowledge in sustainability activities is potentially capable of contributing to how well SMEs embrace the SR concept in the future because knowledge significantly influences performance (Bryan, 2006; Yahya et al., 2012). 

Stakeholder pressure, as well as the demand for sustainability disclosure, is missing in the context of SMEs in Ghana. The absence of these external pressures coupled with the presence of limited resources; managers of SMEs is highly uninterested in sustainability practices as they assume that the perceived costs far outweigh the perceived benefits. These findings are inconsistent with empirical evidence which posits that corporate entities are now facing increasing pressure to engage in SR to legitimize their existence in a society, gain reputation and avoid negative impacts of future demands of diverse stakeholders (Arthur et al., 2017). 

The findings relating to barriers of SR reveal resources constraint acts as a significant barrier in SMEs’ sustainability uptake. Study respondents perceive limited resources, both finance and human as the main operational constraint impeding Ghanaian SMEs' sustainability initiatives. The general economic condition in Ghana coupled with high borrowing cost, high inflation, high fiscal deficit, government dependence on short-term finance from the local market are some of the critical factors which limit SMEs in accessing affordable finance. In other words, SMEs face the challenge of limited access to capital markets due to the perception of higher risk (Perez-Sanchez et al., 2003).  In view of this, most of the SMEs resort to very high-interest rate funds from family and friends, and other microfinance institutions (Oppong-boakye et al. 2012) for their business operations. Ghanaian SMEs operating under these conditions may prioritize firms’ survival and profitability ahead of SR. Lack of financial resources as a constraint that plagues SMEs for engaging in SR is found by Seidel et al. (2008). According to Biondi & Iraldo (2002), managers will generally not consider embarking on investments that do not generate a substantial short-term financial benefit. 
The results on the barriers to SR indicate that majority of respondents are unaware of the SR concept. Lack of awareness as a constraint that obstructs SMEs from engaging in SR is established by Tauringana (2020). For SMEs to successfully implement efficient SR initiatives, it is crucial for members of the firm to understand the policies and impacts of sustainability concept through participation in social and environmental awareness training aiming at producing enduring knowledge and commitment (Perron et al., 2006). These findings are consistent with the study by Johnson (2013). 
Another challenge that serves as a barrier for SMEs SR is lack of expertise according to respondents. SMEs are likely to encounter peculiar difficulties in attracting and retaining qualified or skilled employees as they are inclined to engage less qualified workers (Perez-Sanchez et al., 2002) due to financial resource constraints as already noted. This evidence is similar to the results by Tauringana (2020) who identify lack of expertise as one of the key barriers for firms adopting SR in Uganda. A similar conclusion is drawn by Barber et al. (1989) who observe consistent evidence of lack of managerial training, relatively low-level credentials and poor competence associated with SMEs SR. In the view of respondents, the absence of legal requirements is another significant barrier that obstructs SMEs from engaging in the SR. These findings are consistent with the evidence of Tauringana (2020) identifying lack of legal requirement as a key barrier for non-adopting of SR among Ugandan firms. Ghana is noted for the weak and poor legal structure that leads to a lower priority for legal responsibility. For instance, emitting pollution firms may not incur regulatory fines, sanctions and legal fees which may affect their performance and compel them to engage or improve their sustainability activities (Christmann 2000; Earnhart and Lizal 2010). 
To achieve the high commitment of SMEs to engage in best sustainability practices, regulators in Ghana such as MMDAs and EPA should prescribe acceptable standards and guidelines which are in line with internationally accepted best practices and also embark on extensive public awareness creation about the socio-economic benefits of firms’ sustainability activities through formal and informal education, training, workshops and seminars since lack of SR education and training prove to be a significant barrier to SMEs to fully comprehend sustainability practices. In this regard, SMEs will have to legitimize their existence and survival in accordance with legitimacy theory. However, the lack of stakeholders’ pressure is not considered as a barrier to SR. The explanation for this may be that, unlike the western world where there exists stronger stakeholders’ protection, developing countries like Ghana’s environment is characterized with weak stakeholders’ protection where the satisfaction of the majority of stakeholders become a secondary consideration by the firm. 
The results relating to motivation for SR indicates that meeting legal obligation is a factor that influences SMEs managers decision to engage in SR. Interestingly, this is a surprising revelation given that sustainability disclosures are not mandatory in Ghana. These unexpected results may be due to the fact that SMEs in the manufacturing sector are sometimes forced by the regulators (EPA and MMDAs) in accordance with the EPA Act (Act 490) to follow standards and guidelines to minimize the impact of their operations on the environment. For manufacturing SMEs failure to take measures against environmental pollution and degradation including the control of toxic substances and discharge of waste sometimes lead to the payment of penalties and fines as well as forced closure of business premises by these regulators. 
Findings suggest that owners/managers do not perceive other factors to influence their SR. It is interesting to note that in developing countries like Ghana, unlike the western world where markets environment is efficient, formalized with strong systems, legislation and enforcement mechanisms, there exist infant market environment of developing countries, which are characterized by weak systems, loose regulation, and poor institutional governance structures coupled with corruption, poverty, and weak stakeholder power. It is documented that country contexts with varied environmental, economic, social and institutional dimensions may probably affect firm SR practices (Ramos et al., 2013). Findings show that SMEs in Ghana have no motivation to engage in SR. It is noted that the activities of owners/managers of SMEs related to financial and other business issues are shielded in much secrecy and engaging in sustainability disclosures will expose them to public scrutiny. According to the doctrines of RBV, the decision to adopt SR depends on the resources capacity and SMEs’ potential to implement proactive sustainability practices is related to specific firms’ capabilities based on the unique strategic attributes of SMEs (Aragon-Correa et al., 2008). However, SMEs have very limited operations, limited resources, limited expertise and technically incapacitated and therefore would not have any motivation to adopt sustainability practices despite the seemly benefits associated with the disclosures (Parker at al., 2009 and Aragon-Correa et al., 2008.
6.0 Conclusion
This paper examines the impact of SME managers attributes on sustainability reporting (SR) among SMEs in Ghana. The results of the extent of SR among SMEs in Ghana suggest that the economic dimension has the highest disclosures, followed by the environmental dimension and social dimension. The evidence also shows that it is only the economic reporting of the sampled firms that meet the critical threshold of 50%, the two other dimensions (environmental and social) are far below. The overall SR rating among SMEs in Ghana is 38.3% which is below the critical expected threshold.

The findings relating to barriers of SR reveal that resources constraint acts as a significant barrier in SMEs’ sustainability uptake.  Limited resources, both finance and human are the main operational constraint impeding Ghanaian SMEs' sustainability initiatives and reportage. The general economic condition in Ghana coupled with high borrowing costs, high inflation, government fiscal deficit, government dependence on short-term finance from the local market are some of the critical factors which limit SMEs in accessing affordable funds which negatively affect their sustainability initiatives as they perceive that to be capital intensive. Lack of awareness and understanding, lack of expertise and absence of legal requirements are all viewed as significant barriers to SR. However, lack of stakeholders’ pressure is not found to be a major barrier. The study further reveals that SMEs in Ghana have no motivation to engage in SR. It is an open revelation that Ghanaian SMEs have very limited operations, limited resources, limited expertise and technically incapacitated and therefore would not have any motivation to adopt sustainability practices despite the seemly benefits associated with the disclosures.

With regards to SME managers' knowledge and awareness, lack of education and training on the sustainability concept has created an overwhelming lack of awareness among managers of Ghanaian SMEs about the practices involved in accounting for sustainability. Managements of SMEs have insufficient knowledge about the data collection processes and guidelines for SR. Managers' inability to systematically acquire and develop knowledge, attitudes and skills lead to a poor level of implementation of the sustainability concept. Evidence suggests that the majority of the managers do not have either education or training which has the efficacy of enhancing their knowledge for sustainability activities. Education and training improve knowledge and are consequently associated positively with firm performance. It is evidenced that, knowledge about incorporation and managing sustainability practices in the business of SMEs is poor with low seminars and workshops in Ghana.

This study is not free from some latent limitations despite its new contributions for policy and managerial directions. First, the study uses a closed-ended questionnaire to solicit responses from respondents for data analysis. Such a method acknowledges the presence of inherent problems of not permitting respondents to explicitly express their own views as they may want (Griffith et al., 1999). Another limitation is that the questionnaire is answered by a single individual (Yusuf & Saffu, 2005) either owner-manager or employee manager in each firm. Therefore, the information provided may reflect the knowledge and perception of such individuals (Tauringana, 2020) which may differ from reality and there is no alternative source such as financial and other stand-alone reports for verification and confirmation. However, it is argued that sustainability practices are discretionary strategic choices of the top management, hence, they are well placed to provide needed responses. Also, to increase the depth of information, future research should consider employing semi-structured questionnaires instead of a close-ended questionnaire to solicit views from respondents. Further, to deduce an alternative approach to verify and confirm the validity and reliability of the answers provided by a single individual of each firm, for example, an interview can be conducted to solicit experts’ opinions on the subject matter and results compared with responses obtained from the firms.

Second, the analysis is constrained to the context of firms in Ghana. It is acknowledged that, the small sample size, time and limited geographical (Haniffa & Cooke, 2005; Dey et al., 2018; Tauringana, 2020) place a challenge on the empirical generalizability of the results to SMEs in general. It is therefore recommended that future research should expand the scope to other countries to permit generalization of research findings.
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