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The Relationship between Government-Linked Companies Board Characteristics and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) Reporting
Abstract: This paper examines the relationship between Government-linked companies (GLCs) Board Characteristics and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) reporting. For a sample of listed Malaysian GLCs on the main board and a five-year reporting period, this study employs a two-pronged approach to investigate SDG practices in companies’ annual reports and their relationship with board characteristics. First, the study utilized content analysis to assess trends in the SDGs and subsequently tested the relationship between SDG indicators and board characteristics. The analysis reveals that SDG 8 – Decent work and economic growth and SDG 9 – Industry, innovation, technology, and infrastructure have a positive relationship with the board of directors' sustainability experience and knowledge. Regarding the Sustainability Oversight Committee, the variable shows a positive relationship with SDG 5 - Gender Equality. Finally, the result shows there is a positive relationship between SDG 12 - Responsible consumption and production and the presence of a Female Board of Directors. The findings suggest that, at the internal level, board characteristics drive the trend in SDG practices among listed Malaysian GLCs, whereas the government agenda influences the trend in SDG reporting. 
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Introduction 
Sustainability reporting by Malaysian government-linked companies is significant in the current business landscape. The increasing concern about sustainability practices and disclosure by organizations has sparked numerous research studies and practical implications for improvements. The question of accountability and governance regarding the reliability of the information often arises when reporting sustainability practices. The nature of the information disclosed can sometimes be superficial in terms of value creation and positive impacts (Rizzato et al., 2024). However, corporate reporting users with a limited understanding of the information may perceive it as sufficient in their capacity (Beretta et al., 2024). Previous research, such as Buniamin et al. (2022), Pizzi et al. (2022), and Hamad et al. (2024) has argued that sustainability practices and disclosure are limited to the companies, their providers, and other key stakeholders. 

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development was adopted on September 23, 2015. It was universally adopted, with all 193 United Nations member states agreeing to adopt it. The 2030 agenda is built based on the groundwork of two previous processes that laid on a strong foundation, which are the Rio Earth Summit, which laid out very much focus and priority on the planet, and the Millenium Development Goals, which focused on the eight areas including poverty and hunger, disease, literacy, reduce child mortality, maternal wealth, environmental degradation, discrimination against women and global partnership development.

In 2012, world leaders agreed to integrate the two processes to create a more comprehensive framework applicable to all countries, regardless of their level of development, and to adopt it. Therefore, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development is referred to as a comprehensive action plan for people, the planet, prosperity, partnership and peace. 

Organizations’ sustainability development goal (SDG) practices and disclosures are often argued to lack assurance and to have a limited scope. Researchers and practitioners have highlighted that SDG practices and communication to stakeholders have raised questions about the existing dominant market structures and pleaded for more radical transformations, as the traditional reporting does not reflect the value of essential components such as poverty and hunger, good health and wellbeing, clean air and water, responsible consumption and production, and gender equality. 

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development is a comprehensive action plan for people, planet, prosperity, partnership, and peace, which relates directly to the social, environmental, and economic pillars. The agenda comprises 17 goals, 169 targets and over 230 indicators for measuring progress. It is a comprehensive framework, which has led to the most significant criticism, as the agenda is so far-reaching and complex to prioritize and determine what is most important (Tsalis et al., 2020). The 17 goals cover everything from ending poverty, achieving general gender equality, protecting the planet, both our land and water, combating climate change, creating sustainable economies, limiting society consumption and even good governance and peace. 

Understanding SDG reporting practices in Malaysia is crucial for various participants in the capital market. The aim is to ensure stakeholders gain insights about companies’ actual commitments and practices reported in their corporate reports. Since the SDGs comprise comprehensive indicators for measurement, companies should justify the continuation of their current commitments and practices and present them as prudent information to interested stakeholders. Previous studies, such as Diaz-Sarachaga (2021), Emma and Jennifer (2021), and Erin et al. (2022), have argued that substantial gaps exist in SDG disclosure, with reporting non-existent, poorly established, or unbalanced and disconnected from business objectives. Nevertheless, Botchway and Bradley (2023) evidence that SDG reporting trends are growing, although relatively small. The comprehensiveness of the SDG framework leads to wide variations in its reporting and challenges companies in preparing the information (Tsalis et al., 2020). Therefore, there is a need for more consistent sustainability reporting, which calls for more research into corporate reporting on the SDGs (Vasist & Krishnan, 2023).

Studies indicate that organizational factors affect how companies approach reporting on SDGs. These factors include compliance with the GRI principles (Ordonez-Ponce & Khare, 2021) and the external validity of sustainability reports (van der Waal & Thijssens, 2020). Others found organizational characteristics such as organizational size (Rosati & Faria, 2019), ownership structure (Aust et al., 2020) and corporate governance elements (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2022). Despite a burgeoning literature on SDG reporting (Arena et al., 2022; Bose & Khan, 2022; Heras-Saizarbitoria et al., 2022), the determinants of SDG disclosure remain largely unexplored and warrant further investigation. 

The study examines the relationship between the level of SDG reporting and companies’ attributes, including ownership type and board mechanisms (sustainability oversight committee, gender composition of the board of directors, and board of directors with sustainability experience). For this study, a series of hypothesized relationships is tested between SDG disclosures and their determinants. Institutional and upper-echelon theories are applied to examine the factors driving SDG disclosure. The study seeks to answer the following research questions.

RQ1: Does the sustainability oversight committee influence the level of SDG disclosure in Malaysian GLCs' annual reports?

RQ2: Does the gender of the board of directors influence the level of SDG disclosure in Malaysian GLCs' annual reports?

RQ3: Does the board of directors with professional and experiential diversity influence the level of SDG disclosure in Malaysian GLCs' annual reports? 

Institutional Context – Board Diversity and SDG Disclosure by Malaysian Government-Linked Companies (GLCs)
Support of the firms on sustainable development through more transparent reporting is argued to have increased since the United Nations adopted the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). In Malaysia, Government-Linked Companies (GLCs) are expected to align their corporate practices with SDG objectives because of their substantial economic role and governmental influence. Board diversity has become one of the most important internal governance mechanisms affecting SDG disclosure. The impact of board diversity, in terms of gender, independence, experience, age, and tenure, on SDG disclosure among Malaysian GLCs is critically examined in this review of the literature from both Malaysian and international contexts.

Government-linked companies (GLCs) are crucial to Malaysia's national economic framework, representing a significant share of Bursa Malaysia's market capitalization and playing strategic roles in sectors such as energy, finance, telecommunications, and infrastructure. GLCs are expected to balance two missions: achieving commercial competitiveness and fulfilling socio-economic development goals, as entities in which the government holds significant equity interests, often through funds such as Khazanah Nasional Berhad or institutional investors such as Permodalan Nasional Berhad. This dual function exposes GLCs to greater scrutiny from authorities, stakeholders, and the public across governance, responsibility, and sustainability (Zaini et al., 2024).

Consistent with current global situations, Malaysia has also responded to the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by incorporating them into national development strategies, including the Twelfth Malaysia Plan (2021–2025) and the Shared Prosperity Vision 2030 (Zaini et al., 2024). These policy frameworks clearly show how the private sector, and by extension, GLCs, help serve the SDG agenda. As a result, GLCs are expected to serve not only as economic engines but also as catalysts for national sustainable development. Despite this critical development, relatively few academic papers concentrating specifically on the SDG disclosure practices of Malaysian GLCs exist to understand the current level of practices, its challenges, as well as its effectiveness. Thus, more empirical research is required to evaluate the depth and credibility of such disclosures across various GLCs and sectors (Buniamin et al., 2022; Zaini et al., 2024).

Many factors contribute to the incorporation of the sustainability agenda into GLCs. Among these, governance reforms have further institutionalized the sustainability agenda within GLCs. In particular, the Malaysian Code on Corporate Governance (MCCG) in its 2021 update strengthens the expectation that boards should exercise active oversight of sustainability issues. The MCCG now advises listed issuers to establish dedicated board committees for sustainability and to ensure that sustainability issues are integrated into reporting practices, risk management, and business strategies (Securities Commission Malaysia, 2021). These criteria are particularly relevant to GLCs, many of which are expected to set best-practice examples in corporate governance (Zaini et al., 2024).

State-led projects have also accelerated board diversification, particularly in increasing female representation. Several policies, including goals established by the Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development and supported by organisations such as the Securities Commission Malaysia, have urged a minimum of 30% representation of women on the boards of public-listed companies as part of Malaysia's national agenda on gender equality (Securities Commission Malaysia, 2021). In this respect, GLCs have frequently led beyond national standards. Gender-diverse boards composed of professionals with multidisciplinary expertise increase the board's collective capacity to deliberate on and disclose sustainability-related concerns, including alignment with the SDGs (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2021; Zampone et al., 2023).

Still, although policy instruments and governance systems are in place, empirical studies directly linking GLC ownership structures, board characteristics, and SDG disclosures remain lacking.  Future research should examine whether GLCs’ SDG reporting is primarily symbolic or reflects substantive integration into corporate strategy. Understanding whether state influence improves or merely formalizes sustainability practices, and how internal governance mechanisms, such as board diversity, mediate this interaction, is essential for evaluating the authenticity and effectiveness of SDG reporting in the public corporate interface (Martínez-Ferrero & García-Meca, 2020; Pizzi et al., 2021).
Frameworks and Trends for SDG Disclosure

Businesses usually disclose SDGs as part of sustainability or integrated reporting. The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the SDG Compass are two standard tools for connecting business operations to the SDGs. The national alignment of Malaysia with the SDGs, articulated through the Eleventh and Twelfth Malaysia Plans and Shared Prosperity Vision 2030, provides an institutional framework for GLCs to demonstrate their SDG commitments (Zaini et al., 2024). However, it is argued that the depth and coverage of reporting are inconsistent because SDG reporting was previously voluntary. According to a 2018 KPMG report, fewer than half of the 250 largest companies globally disclosed data that aligned with the SDGs. Additionally, according to reports, in 2019, only one-third of Malaysian listed companies explicitly mentioned the SDGs in their sustainability statements (Buniamin et al., 2022). However, recent regulatory changes are causing a shift in the reporting environment. Bursa Malaysia, which quietly encourages SDG disclosures, has mandated sustainability statements for listed companies. As these frameworks evolve, academics are beginning to assess not only the existence of SDG reporting but also its quality and integration into corporate strategy (Pizzi et al., 2021).
Factors Contributing to SDG Disclosure

It is argued that both internal and external factors influence the quantity and the quality of information about the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) disclosed by the companies (Adams et al., 2020; Rosati & Faria, 2019). Board-level characteristics such as independence, tenure, professional experience, age, and gender diversity have attracted increasing attention within internal corporate governance mechanisms (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2021; Martínez-Ferrero & García-Meca, 2020). These characteristics can affect the transparency and relevance of sustainability issues reported, as well as the extent to which SDG practices are critically examined at the strategic level (Forbes & Milliken, 1999). One important factor identified as influencing corporate sustainability practices is board diversity. Board diversity is commonly divided into two categories in academic literature: (i)functional or cognitive diversity, which includes variations in professional background, industry experience, education, and board tenure, and (ii) demographic diversity, which includes characteristics like gender, age, ethnicity, and nationality (Milliken & Martins, 1996; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). Both types of diversity are argued to improve board effectiveness, as these characteristics provide a variety of viewpoints, values, and approaches to problem-solving, thereby enhancing strategic decision-making (Erhardt et al., 2003; van Knippenberg et al., 2004).

From the two categories of board diversity, this study focuses on (i) gender diversity and (ii) professional and experiential diversity.  First, it is argued that gender diversity fosters stakeholder-oriented decision-making and ethical governance since it has garnered significant scholarly and regulatory attention (Wasiuzzaman & Wan Mohammad, 2020; Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2021). One of the main challenges in SDGs reporting is the board's ability to oversee and promote sustainability initiatives and translate complex non-financial data in their reporting. Thus, it is argued that this effective oversight quality is directly influenced by the professional and experiential diversity represented in members' backgrounds, abilities, and knowledge (Pizzi et al., 2021; Al Lawati & Alshabibi, 2023). Thus, these two aspects are prioritised in this study because of their solid theoretical foundations, growing policy significance in Malaysia, and empirical links to sustainability disclosure outcomes, particularly for GLCs (Zaini et al., 2024; Buniamin et al., 2022).

Oversight Committee

The oversight committee serves as a mechanism to ensure that governments are accountable for the company’s SDG-related actions and expenditures. Oversight committees help strengthen governance structures and promote transparency and accountability, both of which are essential for SDG implementation. Some previous literature identified the oversight board as the CSR or Sustainability Committee. Either name represents a crucial role in bringing the company's overall performance in meeting the SDGs’ objectives. Their responsibilities often involve improving the company's CSR, ESG, or SDG regulations and strategies, ensuring the appropriateness of practices and purposes, and monitoring the reporting process. Given these roles and responsibilities, the committee's presence can reduce information asymmetry and enhance accountability in SDG reporting.  

To effectively practice and disclose the SDGs related activities, companies have become aware on the implementation of best practices concerning corporate governance mechanisms, including setting up a sustainability officer (Velte & Stawingo, 2020; Baraibar-Diez & Odriozola, 2019) and enhancing the gender diversity in the board composition (Garcia-Sanchez et al., 2023; Zampone et al., 2024). Through these governance mechanisms, companies demonstrate their efforts and level of sustainability performance (Lopez-Arceiz et al., 2022). Furthermore, previous literature, such as Gennari & Salvioni (2019) and Jarboui et al. (2022), has found that the existence of a sustainability committee is aimed at overcoming corruption, protecting stakeholders, and enhancing long-term value. The vital roles played by the committee signify a greater accountability and transparency in the corporate governance of a company, since their tasks include managing risks, ensuring appropriate sustainability compliance, and disclosing relevant information in the corporate reports (Baraibar-Diez & Odriozola, 2019). 

In this view, previous studies have emphasised the importance of the sustainability committee as a substantial governance instrument, particularly concerning sustainability practices (Guo & Yu, 2022; Orazalin, 2020). It is contended that the sustainability committee mechanism to sustainability reporting and disclosure, including information associated with the SDGs. Despite the promising advantages of sustainability committees, the relationship between these committees and SDG disclosure has received relatively little attention in the literature, particularly regarding the factors that influence SDG disclosure practices in emerging economies (Hamad S. et al., 2024). The nexus between the sustainability oversight committee and SDGs disclosure has recently been explored in this area. Several studies have found that the oversight committee has a positive impact on companies’ corporate social reporting accountability. Nevertheless, many of these studies focus on listed companies in general, whereas none examine Government-Linked Companies (GLCs). This study posits that GLCs with a sustainability oversight committee exhibit higher levels of sustainability reporting in their corporate reports. 

H1: There is a positive relationship between the sustainability oversight committee and the extent of SDG disclosure among Malaysian Government-Linked Companies (GLCs).

Professional and Experiential Diversity

Prior studies argue that directors with relevant professional backgrounds, especially in sustainability, law, or finance, can significantly influence the degree of disclosure. For example, Al Lawati and Alshabibi (2023) find a positive relationship between board-level financial expertise in Oman and SDG transparency. Johari et al. (2023), by contrast, argue that Malaysian businesses with directors with industry-specific knowledge were more proactive in disseminating SDG information on energy. Another study by Pizzi et al. (2021) emphasises the need for non-financial reporting skills, noting that directors knowledgeable about sustainability frameworks would enhance the breadth and quality of SDG disclosures. Thus, Boards composed of members with diverse backgrounds, particularly in ESG areas, are better able to integrate the SDGs into corporate strategies and ensure comprehensive reporting.

Furthermore, despite the limited research in this study, BODs' age and tenure diversity may also have governance implications. It is argued that younger directors may be open to new ideas and sustainability trends, whereas older directors provide stability and experience. However, Johari et al. (2023) discovered no significant relationship between average board age and disclosure of SDG 7 (Affordable and Clean Energy) in Malaysian firms. Further, Gallego-Álvarez and Rodríguez-Domínguez (2025) show that longer board tenures are associated with improved environmental practices. This result challenges notions that long tenures promote complacency. Experienced directors might develop greater institutional knowledge and a longer-term commitment to sustainability goals. While gender may have been widely studied, but the prior studies has yet to reach a conclusive finding.  Furthermore, other board-level characteristics, such as professional expertise, age, and tenure, remain comparatively underexplored in the context of SDG disclosure (Boulouta, 2013; Hafsi & Turgut, 2013). The limited and inconclusive empirical evidence on these variables, particularly within the Malaysian GLC context, suggests a need for further investigation. Therefore, this study incorporates these attributes into its board diversity focus to address this gap in the literature.

In conclusion, Board diversity is increasingly recognised as a driver of sustainability governance and SDG disclosure. Empirical studies generally support the view that gender diversity, independence, expertise, and engagement enhance the breadth and quality of sustainability reporting. However, this relationship is complex, and prior studies show inconsistent findings with context-dependent.  This study provides additional insights, as Malaysia's GLCs constitute a unique context for examining how governance influences SDG commitments, given their public mandates and leadership role in corporate governance reforms.  Despite prior evidence suggesting that diverse boards can foster a culture of transparency and long-term value creation, the challenge is to ensure that diversity is genuine and empowered, supported by institutional mechanisms such as sustainability committees and policy mandates. As Malaysia progresses toward the 2030 Agenda, understanding the governance underpinnings of SDG disclosure in GLCs remains both a scholarly and policy imperative. Professional expertise on boards can influence how effectively companies manage and disclose sustainability-related information. Directors with backgrounds in finance, law, or sustainability are better equipped to oversee complex non-financial reporting. While previous studies have shown a positive link between such expertise and SDG disclosure, there is limited evidence regarding its application to Malaysian GLCs, which face unique governance expectations. This study addresses that gap.

H2: There is a positive relationship between Board professional expertise and the extent of SDG disclosure among Malaysian Government-Linked Companies (GLCs).

Diversity in Gender

Recently, both academics and economists have expressed concern about the significance of gender diversity, which has become the most often researched board characteristic in connection to sustainability and SDG disclosures. The most common theoretical justification is that women provide different perspectives and greater awareness of stakeholder issues. This notion is supported by prior empirical evidence, such as Garcia-Sanchez et al. (2021), which indicates that the presence of female directors significantly increases the credibility of sustainability reporting in European companies. This result is consistent with Wasiuzzaman and Wan Mohammad (2020), who discovered that Malaysian firms with more female board members disclosed more ESG-related information. On the other hand, there are also some contradictory findings. Denhere (2024), for instance, finds no meaningful relationship between gender diversity and SDG disclosure among South African mining firms.   Furthermore, Al Lawati and Alshabibi (2023) found a negative correlation in Oman, possibly because symbolic female appointments lacked actual power. Conversely, Zampone et al. (2023) show that gender diversity improved SDG disclosure only when coupled with proactive sustainability committees, thereby highlighting the moderating influence of board structures.  These inconsistent results suggest that more studies are still required in this field of study to understand better the role of gender diversity in enhancing the Board’s function in supporting the effective and transparent SDGs reporting. Gender diversity on boards is often connected to stronger ethical oversight and stakeholder focus, which supports better sustainability reporting. While many studies have shown a positive relationship between female board representation and ESG or SDG disclosure, limited research has examined this relationship specifically within listed Malaysian GLCs. This study aims to fill that gap. Thus, the following hypothesis is posited:

H3: There is a positive relationship between board gender diversity and the extent of SDG disclosure among Malaysian Government-Linked Companies (GLCs).
Method
This study uses a two-step research method. First, it involves a quantitative content analysis of publicly available corporate reports provided by the companies. This report includes the company’s annual report or integrated report, and sustainability report. Content analysis helps to determine the meaning of text using systematic coding procedures, which can be replicated and applied objectively (Neuendorf, 2018). Second, the content analysis data collected in step one is used to perform a logistic regression analysis. This approach is utilised as it is an efficient and straightforward method in identifying which variables have the most decisive influence on a topic of interest (Bayaga, 2010). This two-step approach is crucial for enabling a reliable analysis of SDG reporting practices.  
Content Analysis of the Sustainability Report
The data for this study were collected from the annual reports, integrated reports, and sustainability reports of 31 Government-linked companies listed on Bursa Malaysia's main board. Data from companies’ annual reports and/or integrated reports (quantitative data) were collected and analysed to identify factors associated with the level of disclosure of SDG practices. The data were collected from sources between 2018 and 2022. The range of these annual reports is selected to represent the longitudinal trend in reporting, particularly as many companies in Malaysia are moving towards integrated reporting. Similarly, during this period, Malaysia is also improving its corporate reporting within the SDG framework, such as ESG reporting. Some additional corporate governance data required for the analysis were obtained from the annual reports. Safeguard measures in place for coder reliability included an initial review of all sample reports and data by a trained research assistant, followed by a cross-check of the data by two experienced researchers. As discrepancies emerged, the data were re-analysed and resolved by the team members. 

Independent Variables SDG
The independent variables of the study are:

Sustainability Oversight Committee

This variable captures whether the company has a sustainability/CSR/oversight committee responsible for SDG practices and disclosures.

Board Gender Diversity 

This variable refers to the proportion of female directors on the board, reflecting demographic diversity that may influence SDG disclosure.

Board Professional/Experiential Diversity

This variable represents the presence of directors with professional backgrounds, sustainability-related expertise, or diverse experiential knowledge that may affect the extent of SDG disclosure.

Dependent Variables SDG
The dependent variables for the study focus on three distinct dimensions of SDG reporting: (i) acknowledgement of SDG, (ii) prioritisation of one or more SDGs, and (iii) extent of SDG disclosure. These three reporting dimensions, based on SDG reporting guidelines, are identified in Subramaniam et al.'s (2020) report on SDG measurement and disclosure. SDG acknowledgement is an assessment of whether companies are aware of and formally acknowledge the existence of SDGs. SDG prioritisation involves a process by which companies select or formally identify with one or more of the SDGs. SDG extent refers to the precise alignment of business objectives with the SDGs.

The value of 1 is assigned when the company fulfil the criteria of (a) the word within the 17 SDGs categories is present in a sentence and carries a meaning and objective understanding, and (b) SDG prioritisation refers to whether companies identify one or more SDGs at the goal level in their reports. If the company did not fulfil both criteria, a value of 0 is assigned. 

Findings
The Association between Board Sustainability Experience and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
Table 1 displays the results of the Chi-Square tests. The table presents the relationship between board-level sustainability experience and reporting on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The Pearson Chi-Square test yields a p-value of < 0.001, indicating a statistically significant association. First, there is an insignificant association between SDG4- Quality education and sustainability experience. Thus, H1 is rejected. Second, there is an insignificant association between SDG5- Gender equality and sustainability experience. Thus, H2 is rejected. On the other hand, there is a significant association between SDG8- Decent work and economic growth and sustainability experience. Thus, H3 is accepted. Further, there is a significant association between SDG9 - Industry, Innovation, Technology, and Infrastructure and sustainability experience. Therefore, H4 is accepted. In contrast, there is an insignificant relationship between SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production) and sustainability experience. Thus, H5 is rejected. Finally, there is an insignificant relationship between SDG17- Partnerships for the goals and the sustainability experience. Thus, H6 is rejected. 
Table 1: Chi-Square Test Results (Sustainability Experience and SDGs)
	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Summary of Hypothesis

	SDG4- Quality education

	Pearson Chi-Square
	5.688a
	8
	.682
	H1 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	6.836
	8
	.554
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.110
	1
	.741
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 13 cells (86.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG5- Gender equality

	Pearson Chi-Square
	15.155a
	10
	.127
	H2 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	9.029
	10
	.529
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.006
	1
	.939
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 13 cells (86.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG8- Decent work and economic growth

	Pearson Chi-Square
	23.525a
	10
	.009
	H3 Accepted

	Likelihood Ratio
	14.175
	10
	.165
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.286
	1
	.593
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 13 cells (86.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG9- Industry, Innovation, Technology and Infrastructure

	Pearson Chi-Square
	18.535a
	10
	.047
	H4 Accepted

	Likelihood Ratio
	11.459
	10
	.323
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	1.325
	1
	.250
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 13 cells (86.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG12- Responsible consumption and production

	Pearson Chi-Square
	10.908a
	10
	.365
	H5 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	9.185
	10
	.515
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.405
	1
	.524
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 13 cells (86.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG17- Partnerships for the goals

	Pearson Chi-Square
	12.269a
	10
	.267
	H6 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	11.371
	10
	.329
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.066
	1
	.797
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 13 cells (86.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.


The Association between the Sustainability Oversight Committee and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
Table 2 displays the results of the Chi-Square tests. The table shows the relationship between the sustainability oversight committee and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The Pearson Chi-Square test yields a p-value of < 0.001, indicating a statistically significant association. First, there is an insignificant association between SDG4- Quality education and the sustainability oversight committee. Thus, H7 is rejected. Second, there is a significant association between SDG5- Gender equality and sustainability oversight committee. Thus, H8 is accepted. Next, there is an insignificant association between SDG8- Decent work and economic growth and the sustainability oversight committee. Thus, H9 is rejected. Then, there is an insignificant association between SDG9- Industry, Innovation, Technology and Infrastructure and the sustainability oversight committee. Therefore, H10 is rejected. In a similar vein, there is an insignificant relationship between SDG12- Responsible consumption and production and the sustainability oversight committee. Thus, H11 is rejected. Finally, there is an insignificant relationship between SDG17- Partnerships for the goals and the sustainability oversight committee. Thus, H12 is rejected. 

Table 2:Chi-Square Test Results (Sustainability Oversight Committee and SDGs)

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Summary of Hypothesis

	SDG4- Quality education

	Pearson Chi-Square
	2.593a
	4
	.628
	H7 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	2.600
	4
	.627
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	1.549
	1
	.213
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .14.

	SDG5- Gender equality

	Pearson Chi-Square
	13.481a
	5
	.019
	H8 Accepted

	Likelihood Ratio
	5.856
	5
	.321
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.120
	1
	.729
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .14.

	SDG8- Decent work and economic growth

	Pearson Chi-Square
	.671a
	5
	.985
	H9 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	1.022
	5
	.961
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.378
	1
	.539
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .14.

	SDG9- Industry, Innovation, Technology and Infrastructure

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.037a
	5
	.960
	H10 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	1.423
	5
	.922
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.526
	1
	.468
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .14.

	SDG12- Responsible consumption and production

	Pearson Chi-Square
	1.197a
	5
	.945
	H11 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	1.577
	5
	.904
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.760
	1
	.383
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .14.

	SDG17- Partnerships for the goals

	Pearson Chi-Square
	6.222a
	5
	.285
	H12 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	4.130
	5
	.531
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.834
	1
	.361
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .14.


The Association between the Female Board of Director and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)
Table 3 displays the results of the Chi-Square tests. The table shows the relationship between the sustainability oversight committee and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The Pearson Chi-Square test yields a p-value of < 0.001, indicating a statistically significant association. First, there is an insignificant association between SDG4- Quality education and the Female Board of Directors. Thus, H13 is rejected. Second, there is a significant association between SDG5- Gender equality and the Female Board of Directors. Thus, H14 is rejected. Next, there is an insignificant association between SDG8- Decent work and economic growth and the Female Board of Directors. Thus, H15 is rejected. Then, there is an insignificant association between SDG9- Industry, Innovation, Technology and Infrastructure and the Female Board of Directors. Therefore, H16 is rejected. In contrast, there is a significant relationship between SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production) and the Female Board of Directors. Thus, H17 is accepted. Finally, there is an insignificant relationship between SDG17- Partnerships for the goals and the Female Board of Directors. Thus, H18 is rejected. 

Table 3: Chi-Square Test Results (Female Board of Director and SDGs)

	
	Value
	df
	Asymptotic Significance (2-sided)
	Summary of Hypothesis

	SDG4- Quality education

	Pearson Chi-Square
	10.862a
	8
	.210
	H13 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	12.624
	8
	.125
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	1.330
	1
	.249
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 18 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG5- Gender equality

	Pearson Chi-Square
	13.354a
	10
	.205
	H14 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	11.332
	10
	.332
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.795
	1
	.373
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 18 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG8- Decent work and economic growth

	Pearson Chi-Square
	17.004a
	10
	.074
	H15 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	14.520
	10
	.151
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.017
	1
	.895
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 18 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	      SDG9- Industry, Innovation, Technology and Infrastructure

	Pearson Chi-Square
	7.035a
	10
	.722
	H16 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	7.095
	10
	.716
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.107
	1
	.743
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 18 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG12- Responsible consumption and production

	Pearson Chi-Square
	30.747a
	10
	.001
	H17 Accepted

	Likelihood Ratio
	17.475
	10
	.064
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.112
	1
	.738
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 18 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.

	SDG17- Partnerships for the goals

	Pearson Chi-Square
	17.209a
	10
	.070
	H18 Rejected

	Likelihood Ratio
	13.867
	10
	.179
	

	Linear-by-Linear Association
	.370
	1
	.543
	

	N of Valid Cases
	28
	
	
	

	a. 18 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .29.


Discussion and conclusion
This study aims to investigate the relationship between the disclosure of SDG practices and the attributes of the board of directors in Malaysian Government-linked companies. Previous studies have highlighted various issues regarding SDG reporting. One issue highlighted is whether the board of directors' skills, experience, and knowledge contribute to the extent of SDG reporting in companies’ corporate reports. Unlike traditional financial reporting, SDG-related disclosure lacks a universal accepted reporting standard. Although frameworks such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), UN Global Compact, and Integrated Reporting exist, managers can interpret and apply these inconsistently. These often relate to the board of directors' discretion in determining the pattern of SDG reporting items, resulting in non-comparable and inconsistent reporting practices. 

Corporate SDG reporting often exhibits a bias toward reporting on goals that are easier to measure or more aligned with business interests (Contrafatto et al., 2023). This selective disclosure undermines the holistic and integrated nature of the SDG agenda, leading to an incomplete picture of corporate sustainability performance. In most jurisdictions, including emerging markets, SDG reporting remains voluntary, and there are few regulatory mechanisms to ensure accuracy, completeness, or comparability. The lack of regulatory enforcement contributes to variation in quality and allows companies to underreport or selectively disclose, without consequence (Pizzi et al., 2020). Moreover, the voluntary nature of reporting introduces a self-selection bias, whereby only firms with strong sustainability profiles or incentives to disclose SDG efforts do so, skewing the overall data and limiting its broader applicability.

Using content and frequency analyses, this study underscores a positive association between the presence of a sustainability oversight committee and the corporate emphasis on SDG 5, which promotes gender equality and women's empowerment. Consistent with this, the study finds a positive and significant relationship between the presence of a female board member and SDG 12, which concerns responsible consumption and production. Finally, board-level sustainability experience is associated with SDG 8, which focuses on promoting decent work and economic growth among Malaysian Government-linked companies.

These findings align with the consensus that board characteristics, such as diversity, knowledge, and experience, can foster economic-related reporting. It is suggested that the board's sustainability experience, the presence of a sustainability committee, and a female board of directors can lead to skewness in the reporting of SDG indicators toward the needs and expectations of stakeholders during observation years. This also shows that it aligns with the government’s policy of promoting employee development, advancing gender equality, and fostering national growth to improve the country’s economic position.

Overall, our findings indicate that the SDGs have been practised in corporate reporting, which may reflect a trend towards integrated or sustainability reporting among Malaysian government-linked companies. Specifically, the government's involvement as a substantial owner in the companies may have been an important factor in the observed results. Additionally, the situation during the observation years in this study reflects the political, economic, and social conditions in which Malaysia was experiencing leadership changes and a health crisis. Given the need for SDG practices and reporting, it is important to identify which stakeholders are most suitable for influencing companies’ SDG disclosure and reporting. In this study, we focus on the relevance of all stakeholders and the characteristics of the board of directors as dedicated top management, embedding sustainability principles into board deliberations and enhancing accountability in SDG practices. 

As is typical, the results of this study are subject to certain limitations. First, reporting on SDGs practices by government-linked companies is a novel topic, and as such, the internal governance structure is associated. Second, the results are limited to a five-year period, which may influence the trend in SDG reporting. Future research may use a comprehensive dataset to examine a global context across diverse institutional environments. Third, this study utilizes content analysis scoring and frequency analysis for the SDG practices reporting concerning the board of directors' characteristics. Nevertheless, this study offers an approach that yields robust and reliable results for identifying the relationship between the variables. 

This study has significant implications for stakeholders, governance policy makers and academia. For stakeholders, it clarifies the relationship between SDG reporting practices and governance factors in Malaysian government-linked companies. For policymakers, including the government, this study provides an overview of the internal governance of government-linked companies in Malaysia to achieve the national SDG priorities. For academics, this study contributes to an emerging body of literature aligned with sustainability reporting and corporate governance in an emerging market context. It therefore addresses governance gaps that can explain the trend of SDG practices.  
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