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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the relation between drgéinnal characteristics and the quality of sungthility
disclosures to gain further insight in managememnt&ivations to publish sustainability reportstdsts
the theoretical view on these motivations, based stakeholder and institutional theory, on the
sustainability reports of Dutch organizations. Hos, an existing benchmark study executed by PWC b
order of the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairsised which yearly determines the individual quadity

the sustainability reports of Dutch organizations.

This thesis examines the relation with the quatifysustainability disclosures for six organizationa
characteristics. The results show that size, guotabn a stock exchange, industry and ownership
dispersion are significantly related to the qualiy sustainability disclosures. For the organizadio

characteristics financial performance and leveragegsults were found.

Keywords: sustainability disclosures, disclosurealgy, organizational characteristics, stakeholder

theory, legitimacy theory.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Society has become more and more aware of, ancein@at about, environmental and social issues and
especially the role and influence of organizationsthese issues. This has resulted in the factntioat
organizations have put sustainability on theirtpmi agenda. Sustainability is most commonly dedias

a system of development whictmeets the needs of the present without compromithe ability of
future generations to meet their own need3.he Brundtland report, UNWCED, 1987). It is atsaled
‘People, Planet & Profit’ or ‘Triple Bottom Line’dzause it includes environmental, social and ecamom

issues.

Organizations have reflected the growing attentinrsustainability in their reporting practices lgréng

to give more attention to environmental and sdsiles. This started as three different typespudrte:

» Social reportsThese reports provide information on the socipkats of the activities of
organizations and started as a response to thes H&rands on organizations to introduce ‘social
accounting’ or produce a ‘social balance sheetweler, they have never been published frequently.

» Environmental reportsThe first environmental reports were publishethatend of the 1980s after
the Brundtland report (1987) was released. Thertgefiomediately became generally accepted and
were published widely by organizations. Often, th&o included health and safety issues.

* Annual reportsSince the mid 1990s there has been a trend farameports to include more
information on ethical, social and environmentglexss of the activities of organizations. This kafd

reporting is mostly used by organizations who dbpublish a separate report (Daub, 2007).

When information on social, environmental and ecoicoaspects is combined it is referred to as
‘sustainability reporting’ which is defined by th#orld Business Council for Sustainable Development
(WBCSD) as:“public reports by companies to provide internaldaexternal stakeholders with a picture
of the corporate position and activities on ecorgneinvironmental and social dimension@VBCSD,
2002, p. 7).

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilityporting 7
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Recent data on sustainability disclosures showifdi §bm environmental reporting to sustainability
reporting. Of the Global Fortune 250 companies (@2bat had some kind of disclosures, 73% published
an environmental, health and safety report in 2@®2005 this had only been 13%. On the other hand,
2002 14% of the G250 published a sustainabilityoreput in 2005 this number had risen to 68%.
Combined environmental and social reports alscesmed from 10% in 2002 to 17% in 2005 and social
reports dropped from 3% to 2% (KPMG, 2005).

KPMG (2008) also shows that nowadays the quessiomilonger ‘Who is reporting?’, but ‘Who is not?’
The share of separate corporate responsibilityrtefy the G250 has grown from 45% in 2002 and 52%
in 2005 to an astonishing 79% in 2008. (KPMG, 200BMG, 2008)

1.2 Problem definition

Even though many organizations have started torreposustainability, it is still hard for stakebel to
assess the sustainability of these organizatiohgs & mainly caused by the lack of regulations on
sustainability reporting. There are no regulationsdisclosures that organizations are obliged tapig
with. Therefore, organizations are free to decidbay want to report on sustainability and if smwhich
extent and in which way. As a result, sustaingbilgports may lack the quality that is requiredtbhg

users of the reports.

On the other hand, there have been many benchrmadies on the quality of sustainability reportsttha
have showed high quality examples of sustainahiifyorts. This shows that some organizations do not
need obligatory regulations to disclose sustaiitgbileports of a high quality. Note, that these
organizations often make use of some sort of gueelsuch as the ones published by the Global
Reporting Initiative (GRI, 2006), but that theser d#e used or rejected to the extent that it pletses

organization.

The fact that organizations put much money andrieffodisclosures that are not mandatory, makes us
think about the drivers these organizations haves $ubject can be handled from different approsiche
and with different theoretical views as will be smoin chapters 2 and 3. This thesis will approdeh t

subject empirically and will investigate disclosyseactices and organizational characteristics #nat

8 M. van Hoorik



thought to be related to the quality of sustaingbitlisclosures. Therefore the following problem

definition has been formulated:

“Which organizational characteristics relate to thequality of sustainability reporting?”

Whether or not organizations really are acting anable is a different question, one that will et

addressed in this thesis.

1.3  Scopeand relevance

Some countries have been overrepresented in pesgarch; these are mainly the English-speaking
countries such as Canada, the USA, the UK, Newanidahnd Australia. The obvious reason to use these
countries as a research sample instead of othéhe ienguage barrier. This research will examhee t
relation between organizational characteristics #ml quality of sustainability reporting for Dutch
organizations because a different country can geowew insights and since in this case, the largisg
not a barrier. Although the Netherlands have nenliacluded in research on sustainability ofters &n
issue with high priority for many organizations é&eWith 60 percent of the top 100 national companie
reporting on sustainability in 2008, the Netherkarde worldwide on the fifth position concerning th

percentage of organizations that report on sudiditya KPMG, 2008).

This research will also distinguish itself fromqrrresearch by including organizations that arelistad

on a stock exchange in its sample. Many researdigrs concluded that their results might be less
reliable because they had only included the biggegtnizations. By using a bigger sample, and oty
non-quoted organizations, this research will trypt@rcome this problem. Using a bigger sample gl
achievable, because the quality of the Dutch snetdity reports will not be personally determindsdit

will be obtained from an authoritative benchmarkdgt So, despite an infinite amount of time or mgne

it will still be possible to obtain a large sampheer multiple years.
Besides the above mentioned differences, this refseell also show similarities with prior researshich

as the variables and methods used. The resultsheagfore be compared with other research, and can

provide further insights in the relation betweegastizational characteristics and perhaps shed fighte

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilityporting 9
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on the differences between disclosing practicePuofich organizations and organizations from other

countries.

The insights resulting from this research can lexl sy different parties. Stakeholders may use gadio
further knowledge of the motivations of managenterdisclose sustainability reports. Organizatiors/m
use it to compare themselves to other organizatitis the same organizational characteristics.dyoli

makers may use it in decisions that might stimutateblige organizations to report on sustainapilit

1.4 Outline

The outline of this thesis is as follows. Chaptewil provide a theoretical framework for this thgslt
will provide insights in the theoretical reasongl anotivations of organizations to publish sustailitgtb
reports. For that reason, it will explain legitingaand stakeholder theory and will describe somdissu

that found empirical evidence to support theserteeo

The literature review in the third chapter will dabe the empirical research that has been peridmne
the relation between organizational characteristicd sustainability disclosures. This includes issithat
have accepted and used the above mentioned theodestudies that have not. With the review ofprio
research, it will be possible to gain further ifggyin the organizational characteristics that hawvhave

not been proven to relate to sustainability diaales.

In chapter 4, it will be discussed how the qualitly disclosures can best be defined. National and
international organizations, have presented priesipf quality. Some of them will be discussed itasg
the meaning of quality. Furthermore, it will be déised how the quality of sustainability disclosuan

be measured.

The research design of this thesis will be presemehapter 5. This chapter will combine the infiation

of the preceding chapters to argument the reldiEtween certain organizational characteristics taed
quality of sustainability disclosures. From thigwanentation, several hypotheses will be formulaldua:
remainder of the chapter will describe which vaealwill be used in the research, why these haea be
chosen and how they can be measured. It will atseribe the sample that will be used. Finally, the

research method and statistical analyses thabwillsed will be described.

1C M. van Hoorik



The results of the empirical research will be pnése in chapter 6. It will provide the statisticaitput of

the tests, and the interpretation of the resuliss Will be used to accept or reject the hypotheses

The last chapter contains the conclusions of thesis. It will provide a summary of the results, an

overview of the limitations of the research andgasgions for further research.

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilityporting 11
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2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter explains why organizations choose dluntarily disclose information on sustainability.
Several theories can be, and are being used taaiexphanagement’s decisions on sustainability
disclosures. In this chapter legitimacy theory (wé# reference to media agenda setting theory) and
stakeholder theory will be described. Other theooe voluntary disclosures have also been used by
researchers, such as agency theory (e.g. JenseMexkding, 1976), political costs theory (e.g. @uill
and Christopher, 2002) and signalling theory (Eampbellet al, 2001). However, these theories will not
be used in this thesis since they are less actedsibempirical research (Campbell, 2004) and will

therefore be left aside in this chapter.

The legitimacy and stakeholder theory have in comrtimt they are both system oriented theories.
According to Grayet al. (1996), “these theories permit us to focus on the role mdbimation and
disclosure (accounting and CSR) in the relation@)ifpetween organizations, the State, individuald a

groups” (p. 45). They also have something else in commamely political economy theory.

Political economy theory is a broad theory, whiemn de viewed as a framework of assumptions for
legitimacy theory and stakeholder theory when &gpto sustainability disclosures (Graiy al, 1995).
Grayet al. (1996, p. 47) define political economy“dse social, political and economic framework withi
which human life takes placePolitical economy theory recognizes the powefflats in society and the
potential struggles between groups within this etyciPolitical economy theory also recognizes that
society, politics and economics are inseparabletlaaideconomic issues can therefore not be inagstig
without looking at the political, social and instibnal framework in which the economic activitieke

place (Deegan, 2002).

2.1  Legitimacy theory

Within legitimacy theory, organizations are belide receive the authority to operate, to own andse
any resources or hire employees, from society (Mats, 1993). They will only receive a ‘license to
operate’ by meeting society’s expectations. Thisalso described as the ‘social contract’ between

organizations and society, where society shoulddes as the public at large and not as just thestors

12 M. van Hoorik



(Deegan and Unerman, 2006). If an organizatiors failcomply with the expectations from society and
breaks the contract, this may lead to sanctionsgbenposed by society. These sanctions may incdude

limitation of resources being provided such asrfaial capital and labour, a reduction in demand or
consumer boycotts on the organizations productactions from the government such as taxes, fines o

legal restrictions on the organization (Deeganl@andrman, 2006).

The legitimacy of an organization is threatened wheciety’s expectations of the performance of the
organization are in conflict with the actual penfiance of the organization. This is referred to hyst
(1970) as the ‘legitimacy gap’. Dowling and Pfeffg@975) and Lindblom (1994) prescribe several
communication strategies for organizations thak degitimacy. Lindblom (1994) gives four strategies
that an organization can follow, either individyadir in combination, when they face legitimacy Htse

They can:

» seek to change the organization’s performance atidtees to conform to prevailing definitions
of legitimacy (and inform the relevant publics abthis);

» seek to change the perception of relevant publisutathe organization’s performance and
activities (without changing the actual performaocactivities);

» seek to manipulate perception by distracting attanaway from the issue of concern onto
symbols, actions, values or institutions that aensas legitimate;

= seek to change external expectations of its cuperformance by, for example, explaining why

those expectations are unreasonable.

The above strategies can be implemented by an iaegem through publicly disclosing information in
annual or sustainability reports. This may also l&rp especially considering the third strategy
mentioned, the tendency of organizations to repwote positive than negative information in their

sustainability report.

Deegan and Unerman (2006) state that legitimaayyhe

"... asserts that organizations continually seek nswge that they are perceived as operating withim t
bounds and norms of their respective societied, idjathey attempt to ensure that their activitaae
perceived by outside parties as being ‘legitimaidiese bounds and norms are not considered toxéd, fi
but change over time, thereby requiring organizasioto be responsive to the ethical (or moral)

environment in which they operatég. 271).

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilitgporting 13
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This agrees with Lindblom’s (1994) statement thmbeganization constantly needs to respond to asang
in society to close the legitimacy gap. Therefarspciety’s expectations change, the organizatieads

to communicate to society how it is changing asl,w@l explain why it is not changing (Deegan and
Unerman, 2006).

In shaping society’s expectations, the media isetpetl to have an important influence (Brown and

Deegan, 1998). This can be explained by media agesiting theory, as is described in the next@ecti

2.1.1 Media agenda setting theory

Media agenda setting theory explains the processefly increased media attention on public issues ca
lead to increased community concern for those gssliee theory involves two concepts, ‘media agenda’
and ‘public agenda’. The list of all the issuesewents that receive news coverage is the mediadagen
The public agenda is the list of issues that igl@nminds of the public (McComket al., 1995). The
media are seen as shaping public priorities, nohia®ring them (Brown and Deegan, 1998). Thus, the
media agenda ‘sets’ the public agenda. Zucker (187@s that this is especially true for issuegvahtly
unfamiliar to people. He categorizes issues agushte’ or ‘unobtrusive’ depending on the exterdtth
people have had direct personal experience withisgwe. He finds that the less experience people,ha
the more they rely on the media for information ameérpretation of an issue. Zucker (1978) and is@ve
other researchers find that the environment is rasbuiusive issue which shows a strong media-setting
effect.

Although managers are not assumed to be aware dianagenda setting theory, they are found to be
aware of the effects of media on public attitudesgganet al, 2002). O’'Donovan (1999) shows that
managers are not only aware of the media attertwinthey also feel the need to respond to thetaite

in their annual reports.

2.1.2 Empirical research on legitimacy theory
In this section, empirical research on legitimabgary will be described. To interpret the following
literature, the summary given by Campbell (2004ghhibe helpful. In his article he states that, Haze

previous literature, legitimacy theory may be supgmif one of the following criteria can be met:

14 M. van Hoorik



1. “Voluntary disclosure of a given type (categorghgiitudinally responds to societal opinion in
that area or to the influence of a key conferringkeholder concerned with it (proxies may be
used to ‘measure’ the strength of societal opiroaran issue);

2. Cross-sectional effects will be observable whbst companies or sectors more likely to be
affected by a disclosure category disclosing mofermation relevant to the area of concern than
those less affecteédCampbell, 2004, p. 116)

Disclosure strategies

Gray et al. (1995) adopt legitimacy theory for their reseanelneby making use of the four strategies of
Lindblom (1994). They examine social and environtakdisclosures of organizations in the UK from
1979 to 1991 and find three kinds of disclosurest #ire consistent with the first three strategiks o
Lindblom (1994). The first kind consists of a miitgrof organizations who would actually change thei
performance if needed, and then report this inrteetial and environmental disclosures. The second
category tried to change the perception of theuirenmental performance through disclosures and the
third kinds of disclosures were designed to distasiention from central environmental issues. Gragl.
(1995) also state that they were persuaded ofxtsteace of a legitimacy gap in the area of heahtd
safety. Although there was no sign of improved tieahd safety records, organizations must have been
under pressure by relevant stakeholders because thas an increase of disclosures on how the
organizations managed these issués such, health and safety disclosure appears @oabstrong

illustration of Lindblom’s second legitmation stegly; changing perception{Grayet al. 1995, p. 65).

The research of Van Staden and Hooks (2007) mayb@&seen in the light of the disclosure strategies
Lindblom (1994). Van Staden and Hooks (2007) tryelate environmental reporting with responsiveness
for New Zealand organizations. They argue thatrenmental responsiveness is a proactive approach of
legitimacy theory since it can prevent legitima@ncerns form arising. Responsiveness is in thige cas
defined as atientity’s sense of responsibility for its environmt&l impact and includes the development
of strategies, policies, objectives and targetaddress this responsibility(Van Staden and Hooks, 2007,

p. 198). They find significant evidence that thality of organizations’ environmental disclosurefiect
their environmental responsiveness. This is caomsistvith the first strategy of Lindblom (1994) and

supports legitimacy theory.

The research of Deegan and Rankin (1996) also ¢eevan example of the disclosure strategies of

Lindblom (1994). They try to explain environmentiigclosure policies of organizations around thestim

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilityporting 15



2afrny

\ oo~ ERASMUS UNIVERSITEIT ROTTERDAM

of successful environmental prosecutions agairanthusing the legitimacy theory. They find thas th
prosecuted organizations disclosed significantlyarioformation in the year of the prosecution amat t

they also disclosed more than non-prosecuted argtoins. In addition, they found that the extra
disclosures contained favourable information abibet organization. This is consistent with the third
reporting strategy of Lindblom (1994) which stateat an organization facing legitimacy threats will

distract attention away from the issue of concirthis case an environmental prosecution.

Patten (1992) shows that organizations that arecioglly involved in environmental issues themssg)v
can also feel that they are facing a legitimacgdhrHe examines the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Al
1989 and finds that other North American oil orgations significantly increase their environmental
disclosures after 1989. This implies that the pill & seen as a legitimacy threat to the entidustry and

is seen as evidence for legitimacy theory. Deegjal. (2000) did a similar study and looked at the dffec
that five major social incidents, such as the ExXxaidez oil spill and the Moura mine disaster, badhe
disclosure of social information of organizationgnidustries related to these incidents. They firat for
four out of the five incidents, more (positive) Bbdnformation was provided in the annual reports.
Deegaret al. (2000) conclude that these results support a ti@worganizations use their annual report
as a strategic means of influencing society's jptiae of their operations, and as a means of legithg
their ongoing existence. They also state that ifierent outcome of the fifth incident can be expéad by

the limited media attention it received.

Media attention

Deegaret al. (2000) were not the first to use media attentiom@ explanation for increased disclosures.
Brown and Deegan (1998) examined the relationsbtpideen the print media coverage given to various
industries’ environmental effects, and the levelsenvironmental disclosures made by a sample of
Australian organizations in those industries. Theyue from media agenda setting theory that meaha c
be an effective drive for society’s concern abagaaizations’ environmental performance. They timait

for a majority of the industries, higher levels wkedia attention (both negative or in general) are
significantly related to higher levels of disclossir This confirms the legitimizing motive of orgzations

in these industries. This argumentation is alsal uisea longitudinal study by Deegat al. (2002) who
examine both social and environmental disclosunethé 1983 to 1997 annual reports of BHP, a large
Australian organization. As in Brown and Deegan 98)9 media attention for certain social and
environmental issues was taken as a proxy for coecwith these issues from society. The media

attention was found to be positively related to ¥bkume of disclosures on these issues, which stgpo
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legitimacy theory. With this research, Deegaral. (2002) build on the research of Guthrie and Parker
(1989), who also examined the social disclosureBH®P, in their study from 1885 to 1985. However,
Guthrie and Parker (1989) found no support fortiegicy theory. Deegaet al. (2002) explain the

different outcomes by the deficiencies in the wagytconstructed their measure for community concern

Patten (2002b) reacts on the studies of Deegah (2000) and Brown and Deegan (1998). He examines
if media attention is the actual drive behind conseand pressure from society. He investigated lvenet
public policy pressure could increase environmeglistlosures, even without substantial media atient
For this he used the Toxin Release Inventory (TdR1}988, which were not widely published in the US
print media but did lead to substantially increapeglssure for organizations with poor environmental
performance. He found that the extent of disclasfethe 122 US organizations included in the sampl
was significantly higher after the release of thRl Tata. This proved that media attention is not a
necessary drive for public policy pressure. Morepve provides evidence that organizations use

disclosures as a legitimizing tool to reduce pupfiessure.

Public pressure
Apart from the public pressure that is or is notissad by media attention, public pressure or sdcieta

concern was already mentioned by Hogner (1982)wHsg one of the first to link legitimacy theory to
corporate social disclosures. He showed that tkenéwf social disclosures from a US steel orgdiuna
from 1901 to 1981 varied yearly and thought tha thight be the response to changing expectations

from society. However, this was only a speculation.

Deegan and Gordon (1996) also link concerns froolegp to increased disclosures. They analyse the
environmental disclosure practices of Australiarpooate entities from 1980 to 1991 by performinggéh
separate but related investigations. They find thate was a significant increase of environmental
disclosures over time and that this could be linteedn apparent increase in the environmental cosce
of society. They also find that the annual reptwtshe financial year 1991 were self-laudatorg.(they
disclosed more good news than bad news). Furthermbrappeared that the level of corporate
environmental disclosures were positively assodiatith the concern of environmental lobby groups on
the environmental performance of organizations iwitkertain industries (i.e. the environmental

sensitivity of the industry).
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Campbell (2003) also examines the influence of remmental lobby groups. He conducts a longitudinal
and cross-sectional analysis of environmental dsscles by UK organizations in different sectorsrro
1974 to 2000. He finds a strong correlation betwleramount of disclosures and the membership of tw
UK-based environmental lobbying organizations. Hso afinds a positive association between the
structural vulnerability of the sectors to enviraemtal liability and/or criticism and environmental

disclosures.

Other legitimizing motivations

Other motivations to disclose information can arfsem the environmental performance of the
organization or the industry it is operating in.cChnd Patten (2007) investigate the link between
environmental performance, environmentally sersifivdustries and the extent of monetary and non-
monetary environmental disclosures to provide engédefor legitimacy theory. They find that in gerlera
poor environmental performers disclose more. THey find that the worst performers of environmental
sensitive industries disclose more monetary inféionathan the worst performers of non-environmental
sensitive industries. This suggests that orgamizatthat perform low or operate in sensitive indestare

using environmental disclosures as a legitimizouw).t

Adams et al. (1998) also find that industry influences repagtipatterns. They analyze the social,
employee and ethical information in 150 annual repérom organizations in six European countries.
Besides industry, the size and country of originaonorganization are also found to be of influeane
disclosure patterns. Furthermore, they find thatlilygest organizations were significantly morellykto
disclose social, employee and ethical informatidhey state that their study shows thkggitimacy
theory is important in explaining motivations foorporate social disclosures even across different
environments and, in particular, in continental Bpean countries as well as in Anglo-American
countries. However, when it comes to identifyirggrémsons for differences across countries, thesdn

is much more complex, and legitimacy theory algoears to be inadequate in explaining thefAtiams

et al, 1998, p. 16).

2.2  Stakeholder theory

In this section the second theory of this chatakeholder theory, will be described. In ordeprtoperly
explain stakeholder theory it is important to defistakeholders first. Gragt al. (1996) define that a
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stakeholder isany human agency that can be influenced by, or itsalf influence, the activities of the

organisation in question(p. 45).

This definition implies that there are a lot of pkEoand groups that can be classified as stakefsolde
Some of these stakeholders are closer relatedet@ittpanization than others. Therefore, according to
Clarkson (1995), a split can be made between pyinaad secondary stakeholders. Clarkson (1995)
defines a primary stakeholder ame without whose continuing participation the poration cannot
survive as a going concerr(p. 106). He says that management should primbglgonsidered with the
benefits for these stakeholders in order to succesid their business in the long-term. Secondary
stakeholders are defined by him“dsose who influence or affect, or are influencedadfected by, the
corporation, but they are not engaged in transawdiavith the corporation and are not essential fsr i
survival” (p. 107). This group is the remainder of the dtakders not covered by the definition of the
primary stakeholders. In most research either pgiratakeholders are used or the primary and secgpnda

stakeholders in its entirety.

Stakeholder theory can be divided in two branclaes.ethical (normative) branch and a managerial

(positive) branch. These two branches will now esctibed.

2.2.1 The ethical branch of stakeholder theory

The ethical branch of stakeholder theory is presigg (normative) of nature. That is, it prescribesv an
organization should act with regard to stakehold&re ethical branch considers all stakeholderarof
organization, either primary or secondary. The argot made in the ethical branch is that all staldse
have certain rights and that these should not blateid. These rights can for example be humansjght
such as safe working conditions or minimum wageibaan also be applied to the right to information
(Deegan and Unerman, 2006).

Grayet al. (1996) explain this by referring to the term ‘agntability’ which according to therfinvolves
two responsibilities or duties: the responsibility undertake certain actions (or forbear from takin
actions) and the responsibility to provide an aauoof those actions{(p. 38). In the light of stakeholder
theory this means that the organization owes adebility to all its stakeholders. Accountabilitpgether
with responsibility, is the basis of the accourtgbimodel of Grayet al. (1996). Under this model,
reporting is considered to be responsibility drivestead of demand driven because stakeholdersdrave

inherent right to information no matter what theya how much power they have. So, the organization
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must always account for and report on its actiorendf stakeholders are completely passive witlr the

information demand or if they do not even use tfiermation (O’'Dwyer, 2005; Gragt al.,1991).

Grayet al.(1996) place a note with the ethical branch ofet@lder theory. They argue that since it has a
normative approach, it only describes how orgammnatshould act, therefotd has little descriptive or

explanatory power in a CSR contex@Grayet al., 1996p. 45-46).

2.2.2 The managerial branch of stakeholder theory

The managerial branch of stakeholder theory isriggae of nature. It considers different stakelewld
groups with different levels of influence on an amization and describes how an organization should
manage the interaction with these groups to sumivee successful. The stakeholder groups areifideht

by the organization itself instead of by societheTmanagerial branch can therefore be seen as ogmpa

centred in comparison to the ethical branch thatehsociety-centred view of the world.

The managerial branch says that because some cldéeh are more powerful than others, the
organization will not respond to all stakeholdeguiadly but only to stakeholders with high influence
(Deegan and Unerman, 2006). Nasial. (1997) suggest something similar, namely that thatmost
powerful stakeholders will be attended to firstdiy organization. Ullmann (1985) says that stakedrold
power is dependent on their control over the resesir(such as labour or finance) required by the
organization. Thus, the issues or information nesdstakeholders who control resources that arg ver
critical to an organization’s continuity are mogely to be addressed. Deegan and Unerman (20@b) ad
that the power of stakeholders can, besides of mdnof limited resources, also be determined by
“access to influential media, ability to legislat@gainst the company, or ability to influence the
consumption of the organization’s goods and sesVio@. 289). This is similar to the definition of

Clarkson (1995) of primary stakeholders.

An organization should be able to satisfy the dedsaof the powerful stakeholders in order to be
successful, even if these demands are conflictittgvever, stakeholder demands are not static but can
change over time as does their power (Friedman Mitgls, 2002). This means that, consistent with
legitimacy theory, organizations constantly needchange their operating and disclosure strategies
(Unerman and Bennett, 2004). This can be seenliastation on the long term corporate strategy of a
organization. The role of management in this cdaniexaccording to Freeman (1984), to assess how

important it is to meet stakeholder demands inr@leeach the strategic goals of the organization.
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Information and the disclosure of information isessential part of meeting stakeholder demandsvass
stated above, when the power of stakeholders isesetheir demands increase and the incentive for
organizations to meet these demands also increbisese stakeholder demands may include information
demands. Nevertheless, the disclosure of informagiiovides a good means to an organization tonmfor
stakeholders about the efforts to meet their desi@ddeegan and Unerman, 2006). Geayal. (1996, p.

46) state thatinformation (whether financial accounting or CSKy a major element that can be
employed by the organization to manage (or mantgylthe stakeholder in order to gain their support
and approval, or to distract their opposition angsapproval.” This is consistent with the strategies of
Lindblom (1994) described under legitimacy theoRoberts (1992) states that CSR activities and

disclosures are, and have been, useful in manag@kgholder relationships.

2.2.3 Empirical research on stakeholder theory

The managerial branch of stakeholder theory isridwst as ‘empirical accountability’ by Gragt al.
(1996). This is because theories in the managerdaich can be, and are often, tested in an emipivipa
(Deegan and Unerman, 2006). The empirical resadgsbribed in this section can therefore be sedémein

light of the managerial branch.

Environmental performance

Sinclair-Desgagné and Gozlan (2003) investigateatheunt and quality of the information that woute b
voluntarily delivered to some stakeholders by a&pbél polluter. They develop a framework that ado
organizations to choose the quality of their disales disclose. They find that organizations magldse
information of a better quality when the stakehoddere more worried about the organization. Theg al
find that these stakeholders may approve a proposedtrial activity sooner the more precise a rejs
They conclude thatthe quality of voluntary disclosed environmentafdrmation is largely demand-
driven” (Sinclair-Desgagné and Gozlan, 2003, p. 380). Bramand Pavelin (2008) build on this
conclusion and test which organizational charasties are of influence on the quality of corporate
environmental disclosures. They hypothesize thaelarganizations with visible environmental issues
great environmental impact or many shareholdespéised ownership) will be subject to higher dersand
from stakeholders and will have voluntary environtaé disclosure of a higher quality. They only find

some significant evidence on their hypotheses amddion stakeholder theory.
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Li et al. (1997) investigate the corporate social disclosmfreenvironmental liabilities. They include
stakeholders in their research as those that capnsenproprietary (political) costs on the organarat
Among other things they find that if stakeholddetance declines, as measured by the risk of afegk
investigations, litigations, boycotts, etc.), thepected proprietary costs of disclosing increasesttie
organization and they become less likely to diszld&onically, this suggests that environmental
stakeholders would actually discourage disclosurthey were expected to be over-zealous in striking
corporations suspected of being pollute(gi et al, 1997,p. 461). This conclusion is not in line with the
studies of Sinclair-Desgagné and Gozlan (2003) Bremmer and Pavelin (2008) who stated that

disclosures are demand driven and that environrhisstaes will lead to higher disclosures.

Stakeholder power

The studies mentioned in the last section do nibérdntiate between different kinds of stakeholgers
Henriques and Sadorsky (1999) do. They take thespre of different stakeholders into account and
investigate their influence on the environmentalgponsiveness of an organization. They measure
stakeholder pressure by asking organization howoitapt they find certain sources of pressure and
define responsive organizations as organizations lave an official strategic plan for environménta
issues. Henriques and Sadorsky (1999) find thatomes pressure, shareholder pressure, government
regulatory pressure, and neighbourhood and comgngnitup pressure have a positive influence and that

other lobby group pressure sources and an organmzatales-to-asset ratio have a negative influence

Neu et al. (1998) propose that the level and type of envirental disclosures is primarily influenced by
an organization’s relevant publics, and that themonication strategies adopted by the organizatren
influenced by the quantity and power of these d#ifé publics. In their research, only financial
stakeholders are found to be relevant of whichedi@ders have more power than creditors. They find
that certain groups are more effective in demandowal disclosures than others. Therefore, irasitas

of conflicting interests organizations communicitéhe most important stakeholders and ignoreéhbs |

important ones.

Ruf et al. (2001) also see shareholders as the most powstdkEholder group. They investigate the
relationship between corporate social performannd &nancial performance from a stakeholder
perspective. They find that the financial perforeeis positively influenced when management mewets t
demands of multiple stakeholders. On top of thiag improved financial performance satisfies the

shareholders.
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Roberts (1992) empirically tests the stakeholdeotyr approach to CSR decisions developed by Ullmann
(1985), who defined stakeholder power as a funatiaime stakeholders’ degree of control over resesir
required by the corporation. Roberts (1992) diffidiedes between the power of stockholders,
governmental and regulatory influences and credliftwences and finds that the last two are sigatiitly
positive related to levels of corporate social ldisere. He also finds a significant relationship fo
measures of strategic posture and economic perfmenaRoberts (1992) makes no statement on the
relative importance of those stakeholder groups. iowever striking that his research finds nmigant
evidence of the influence of shareholders, whilel Bieal. (1998) and Ruét al. (2001) consider these as

the most important stakeholders.

Management's attitude

In addition to the power certain stakeholders hawanagement’s attitudes towards these stakeholders
might also be related to CSR disclosures. Corrateal. (2005) did a study on the determinants of
environmental disclosures in European and North ieaa multinationals. They found that there is a
relationship between managers’ attitudes towardsws stakeholders and how those managers respond t
these stakeholders via the decision to disclosd, tha actual disclosures made. Besides stakeholder

theory, Cormieet al.(2005) also refer to legitimacy theory in theitice.

Harvey and Schaefer (2001) elaborate on manageatignitdes and investigate the relationship between
six utility-companies and their ‘green’ stakehoklar the light of stakeholder theory. They findtthane

of the organizations had a general approach thdd dxe applied to all stakeholders but that thisesheled

on the importance managers gave to certain stattehol'hey also found that green stakeholders with

institutional power were the most important to ngarmaent, customers and the general public were also
important but more on a long term base and thegddhat economic stakeholders were not considered t

be very interested in the environmental performaridee organizations.

2.3 Limitations

Although the systems oriented theories have beed wslely by researchers over the last period etier
not one theory that is generally accepted in erpigi voluntary sustainability disclosures. The tfirs

reason for this might be that research on sustéityathisclosures is relatively new and still deoping
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rapidly. Some researchers have studied environmeistdosures, some social disclosures and some hav
looked at sustainability disclosures. This makedifficult to draw consistent conclusions on theearch

in general.

Another reason is that there are studies with amalitcomes that explain these outcomes with eiffer
theories. An example is the study of Brammer aneela (2008) who use stakeholder theory to explain
which factors have influence on the quality of eanimental disclosures. On the other hand, otheliestu
such as Cormieet al. (2005) and Cho and Patten (2007) investigaterifieeince of some of the same

factors but use legitimacy theory to explain thedeences.

According to Adams (2002), earlier studies failedcbnsistently support either one of these theories
which shows that the theories can only provideiglagixplanation. She also states that the scopheof
study and the variables have a large impact onheheatertain theories have been rejected or suphorte
Consistent with Adams, more studies have suggeasi@idsustainability disclosures should be viewed
through a multi-theoretical lens (Cormigtral.,2005; Aertset al, 2004; Cormier and Magnan, 2003).

Legitimacy and stakeholder theory can complemenh edher and might therefore be used together in
explaining sustainability disclosures. For examfggitimacy theory fails to provide an explanatufrthe
term ‘society’ whereby it is unclear who are inaddn society and therefore on which groups therthe
can be applied. Stakeholder theory does give aprdtation of society and explicitly labels digat

groups within society and can therefore be a suppie to legitimacy theory.

2.4  Chapter summary

In this chapter a theoretical framework has beewiged. Three theories have been explained and

empirical research that used or supported thesgi¢isehas been described.

Legitimacy theory relies on the concept of a soc@ahtract which means that an organization has to
operate within the bounds and norms of society. Xpectations of society constantly change, wharh ¢
partially be explained by media agenda settingrshetherefore, the organization has to keep changm

well. When organizations face legitimacy threatsytlcan use disclosures as a strategy to restore
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legitimacy. The strategies of Lindblom (1994) araraples of how management can use sustainability

disclosures to legitimize their organization.

Stakeholder theory can be divided in the ethicahbh and managerial branch. The ethical branch is
responsibility driven and says that organizatiomsutd provide information to all stakeholders bessau
they have an inherent right to information. The agerial branch distinguishes between stakeholdiis w
and without power over the organization. It stetest organizations will only provide information to
powerful stakeholders because only they can inflaghe organizations survival and should theretere

pleased.
Although there has been much empirical researcsustainability disclosures, there is not one theloay

has been generally accepted by researchers. Asototthis might be to look through a multi-thetizal

lens when investigating voluntary sustainabilitgaibsures.
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3 LITERATURE REVIEW

In the last chapter, a theoretical framework fois tthesis has been provided and legitimacy and
stakeholder theory have been described. In addiéompirical research that supports these theo@dss h
been discussed. In this chapter, prior empiricsgaech that is relevant for this thesis will becdssed in
more detail. Relevant research is research on dlaian between organizational characteristics and
sustainability disclosures. It has been dividedoar sections, each of which represents a categbry
organizational characteristics that may or may betrelated to sustainability disclosures. These are
visibility, financial performance, industry, andakéholder power. Organizational characteristics Wik

not be used in the empirical research of this ghleave been left out or are minimally discussed.

To promote the readability of this chapter, notrgveetail of the research is mentioned in the text.
Information about e.g. samples, methods or adapieaties, is organized in the literature overvidgwha

end of the chapter.

3.1 Visibility

Visibility is an organizational characteristic thets been used in empirical research very oftegetreral,

it is argued that when organizations are more Msithey get more attention from stakeholders and
society. Organizations must therefore be more chibfat they meet stakeholder expectations or, as
described in legitimacy theory, honour the sociaittact. This is said to relate to the amount aliguof
sustainability disclosures provided by organizaioWKisibility is often expressed as the size of an
organization and can be measured with variables asdurnover, total assets or number of employees.

Media attention, industry and ownership status lzdse been used as proxies for visibility.

3.1.1 Size as a proxy for visibility

An example of the relationship between size andalsires is the research of Hackston and Milne@)L99
They find that company size is highly positivelyrredated with the amount of social and environmienta
disclosures. Brammer and Pavelin (2008) also figdificant evidence of the relation between sizd an
environmental disclosures. They find that largegamizations are more likely to disclose some kihd o

environmental information and that the quality leéde disclosures is higher.
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Although much empirical research that includes sige proxy may seem similar, these studies allsfoc
on different aspects of the relationship betweee sind disclosures. Cowen al. (1987) differentiate
their research from others by splitting up the deleait variable. They investigate the effect of ocoape
size on seven different categories of CSR disckssuenvironment, energy, fair business, human
resources, community involvement, products andeiotihey find that size is an important explangtor
variable for disclosures in general and for all ihdividual categories except for human resources a

products.

The next three studies help to further understdmed relation between size and disclosures by using
different kinds of measures for size. Branco andirigoies (2008) measure political visibility by tota
assets, number of employees, profits and numbdarrariches, and find a significant relationship with
environmental disclosures for all variables. Geawl. (2001) also use several different measures fer, siz
turnover, capital employment and number of emplsy&aey also find a significant relation but stifuat

it is not very stable through different variablesldime periods chosen. Contrary to the other rekea,
Karim et al. (2006) find no evidence for a relation betweere sind disclosures. They suggest that the
outcome of their research might be related to #wt that their sample only contains relatively éarg
organizations. It might also have to do with thet fdnat they use total net sales as the measurdioent
size, which is not a common measure, or the faattttiey have only examined environmental disclasure

in financial statement footnotes.

Other studies on the determinants of social andr@mwental disclosures use size as a control vasiab
because the positive relation has been proven e and needs to be controlled for to investitfage
influence of other variables (Cormier and Magna®Q2 Cormier and Magnan, 2003; Patten, 2002a).
These studies all find a highly significant postivelationship between the control variable sizd an

disclosures.

3.1.2 Other proxies

Although it is less common, other variables haveo dbeen used as a proxy for visibility, often in
combination with size. An example is the reseafd@armier and Gordon (2001), who involve ownership
status, measured as public or private, in thedtdpth research on three organizations. They fiatigtze
and ownership status are related and that orgémisaare more visible when they are larger or plpli

owned. They also find that visibility relates t@ thmount of social and environmental disclosures.
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Other studies have included environmental senitini their research, like Deegan and Gordon (1996)
They conclude that the correlation between size angironmental disclosures only applies to
organizations in environmentally sensitive indestriThis is because the correlation is much laiger
organizations in the most sensitive industries an@éven negative for the organizations in the least
sensitive industries. Adanet al. (1998) find similar results, although they usaféedent method. Adams

et al. (1998) find a significant positive relation betwesize and the extent of social, environmental and
employee disclosures. They also find a significamier-relationship between size and industry
membership. Industry is found to have almost neatfon the level of disclosure of small organizadio
but a significant relation with the disclosure lewé large ones. Industry membership is defined as
belonging to an environmentally sensitive industngasured by the amount of attention received from
lobby groups. Many other studies have used industtiieir research; these will be discussed inicect
4.3.

The research of Brown and Deegan (1998) is an ebeanfstudies that use media attention as a proxy f
visibility. The media decide which organization lwiceive their attention and is therefore ablshape
societal concerns. This study measures media iattely the number of articles on environmental
subjects in the Australian print media. Brown angle§an (1998) find significant evidence that media

attention and negative media attention are bo#tedlto disclosures.

3.2  Financial performance

Financial performance is another organizationatadtaristic that has been used in empirical rebeanc
sustainability disclosures regularly. Financialfpenance is often described as the profitability aof
organization, measured by return on equity (RO&yrn on assets (ROA) or profit. Profit has already
been mentioned as a size related measure forlitisibithe last section, but it can also be used @roxy

for financial performance. Other variables that t@nused as a measure of financial performance are

leverage, systematic risk and stock market return.

The arguments used by researchers to explain thaiore between financial performance and
sustainability disclosures vary. Some say that gamahcial performance will lead to more disclosure
because sustainability is a secondary business gbalefore, management is only willing to incue th

related administrative costs in times of good foiahperformance (Roberts, 1992; Brammer and Paveli
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2008). Others say that it has to do with the pripriy costs of sustainability disclosures. Theerafi
between improving an organization’s credibility bisclosing proprietary information and the related
costs will only be positive for organizations thatve a good financial performance and can therefore
incur those costs (Cormier and Magnan, 1999; 20D33. results of empirical research are also not ver

consistent.

3.2.1 Research without significant results

Many studies have tried, but failed to find anydevice of a relation between financial performanut a
disclosures. For example Cowen al. (1987) who investigated the relation between pabfiity and
disclosures in their research. Profitability is sww&d by the average ROE of the last three yeats an

relates to none of the seven categories of CSRodiges as described in section 3.1.1.

Karim et al. (2006) also fail to find evidence. They invest@e relation between profitability and the
extent of environmental disclosures in financiatement footnotes. They use the mean ROA of the

current and the last two years as a proxy for tabifiity.

Hackston and Milne (1996) use both ROA and ROE amasure for profitability. They also distinguish
between the profitability of the current year ahd average profitability of the last five yearstisat they
have four measures of profitability in total. Desgheir effort to use four different measuresytfied no

relation with social and environmental disclosuesany of them.

3.2.2 Research with significant results

Other studies did find evidence to support theipdifieses, like Roberts (1992) who investigates the
relation between financial performance and so@aponsibility disclosures with two different proxie
The first is the average annual change in ROE dverpast three years. The second is a proxy less
common for financial performance, namely the syst@mrisk of the organization. Systematic risk is
expected to have a negative relation with disclesuRoberts (1992) finds significant evidence ia th

expected direction for both proxies.

Gray et al. (2001) also find evidence of a relation, but wéttdifferent variable. They investigate the

relation between profit and social and environmledisclosures during several years. Profit is mesgu
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as total profit before interest and tax. Significamidence for the relation is found but, as disedsin

section 3.1.1, these results are considered rim i@ry stable.

Neuet al. (1998) also investigate the relation between peofd environmental disclosures. The variable
profit is given the score ‘one’ if an organizatisnhcome after tax is positive and the score ‘zéri’is
negative. Neuet al. (1998) argue that unprofitable organizations wdisclose more environmental
information as a legitimacy tool. In contrast tdet studies, they therefore expect a negativeioalat

between profit and disclosures. Their argumentsapported by significant results.

3.2.3 Research with mixed results

The results of the following three studies indicttat a different sample from a different countrigin
have influence on the outcome of the research. @orand Magnan (1999) investigate the relation
between the financial condition of the organizatemd the extent of environmental disclosures for
Canadian organizations. They use three variables poxy for financial condition; accounting-based
performance (ROA), stock market performance andriye. They find a significantly positive relation
between ROA and environmental disclosures and rafisigntly negative relation between leverage and

environmental disclosures. No relation is founddimck market performance.

Cormier and Magnan (2003) do a similar study onn€meorganizations. They use the same three
variables and again find a significant negativatieh between leverage and disclosures. Howevey, th
do not find evidence for ROA this time. They dadfia significant positive relation between marké¢tme

and disclosures.

In another research, Cormiet al. (2005) also investigated the relation betweenniorel condition and
the extent of environmental disclosures. This tithe sample consisted of German organizations.
Unfortunate for this comparison, the accountingebaperformance ROA was not included in this

research. For the other two variables, leveragenzaritet return, no significant relation was found.

3.3  Industry

Many studies have also taken industry effects amwount, whether it was as their prime researcacbbj

or as a control variable. All of the studies disad&sin this section have found some kind of evidahat
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industry is related to sustainability disclosutdewever, the measurement of industry effects aséaneh

methods vary significantly which makes it hard tawd conclusions based on prior research.

In some studies, certain industries are labellednase environmentally sensitive than others. An
important argument for this is that some industees or are seen as, being more polluting thaersth
Although less commonly used, an industry can aksdabelled socially sensitive. This can be the case
when corporate image is very important for the bess (Coweret al, 1987). Following legitimacy
theory, most studies argue that organizations msigee industries will disclose more to becomestay
legitimate. A disadvantage of labelling industrées sensitive is that it is being done on a ratidehac
basis (Roberts, 1992; Hackston and Milne, 1996).

Other studies do not include industry sensitivity their research, but focus on different disclosure
behaviour between industries. With these differentigey try to relate disclosures with industry

membership. A disadvantage of this kind of rese@rthat it seems hard to find significant evidence

3.3.1 Environmental and social sensitivity

Roberts (1992) investigates the relation betweetustry profile and the amount of corporate social
disclosures. She divides her sample in high andpafile industries. Industries with consumer viltij,

a high level of political risk, and intense competi are marked as high profile. Her results show a
significant positive relation between high-profitelustries and disclosures. Hackston and Milne §)199
use a similar classification as Roberts (1992) mess, but adds a few other industries as being-hig

profile. They also find that organizations in alygrofile industry disclose significantly more.

Cho and Patten (2007) investigate the relation &éetwenvironmental sensitivity and the amount of
environmental disclosures in financial reports &ind significant evidence of a positive relatiorhely
classify organizations as environmentally sensitivenon-environmentally sensitive depending on the
industry they operate in. The oil, paper, chemipatroleum and metal industry are considered seasit
Campbell (2003) also makes a distinction betweenensmvironmentally sensitive industries and less
environmentally sensitive industries. Brewers aathilers are said to be less sensitive. Aggregates,
chemicals and petrochemicals are said to be morgtise. A strong relation is found between indystr
membership and the extent of environmental discéssiKarimet al. (2006) only consider organizations

in three industries of which the petroleum and deamindustry are considered to be more
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environmentally sensitive than the electronics stidu They find that organizations in the sensitive

industries disclose relatively more environmentébimation in financial statement footnotes.

Deegan and Gordon (1996) use a different measurtadoenvironmental sensitivity of an industry. Yhe
see sensitivity as the amount of attention receivenh lobby groups. To create a sensitivity ranking
Deegan and Gordon (1996) asked lobby groups tee ss@rindustries on a 0-5 scale depending on how
much attention they gave the industry. They firgigmificant positive relation between the enviromhaé

sensitivity of an industry and the level of envinoental disclosures.

Adamset al. (1998) do not only take the environmental serigjtiof an industry into account but also the
social sensitivity. They categorize organizatiam® ifour industrial groups. They state that orgatiins
that operate in mass-production for the consumedganarket (manufacturing and autos) are socially
sensitive and organizations that operate in raveri@s and natural resource exploitation (oil, cloats,
metals and power) are environmentally sensitived@&ction for a customized market (engineering and
construction, including construction materials) apgkrations in direct proximity to final customers
(service, food and retail) are not considered tedgsitive. They find that industry membershiptesdao

environmental and some employee disclosures, litbrathical disclosures.

3.3.2 Sector differences

Walden (2004) investigates the relation betweenrenmental performance and the quantity and quality
of environmental information. Hereby, he takes stdueffects into account. The four industry catego

he uses are: chemical, consumer products, foresupts and oil. He finds no significant results tioe
association of environmental performance on disckxs but does state that the resutisggest definite
industry effects, but variability of disclosuresdaaetween industries and compahi@¥alden, 2004, p.
155). Cormier and Magnan (2003) also find evideaténdustry effects. They divide organizations in
seven industry sectors and look for the relatiothwnvironmental disclosures over a period of tififeey
find significant inter-industry differences andtstéhat their results suggest that industry mentipensas

influence on environmental disclosures.

Brammer and Pavelin (2008) investigate the enviremtal disclosures patterns of eleven industry secto
They find a negative relation between the finarexa and environmental information, which mearag th
this sector discloses relatively less. The utsigctor, and to some degree the chemicals and setdirs,

are positively related to the amount of environrakdisclosures. Coweet al. (1987) did a similar study.
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They investigated the relation between industryte@and social and environmental disclosures.
Organizations were divided in nine sectors andassces into seven different categories. They founadi
the chemical industry disclosed the most. Furtheemihey stated that the disclosure categoriesgghe

‘environment’ and ‘community involvement’ appeari® influenced by industry category.

3.4 Stakeholders

The managerial branch of stakeholder theory sttitat organizations will respond differently to the
demands of different stakeholders. This is causeithdd power and influence of different stakeholdans
an organization and its resources. In this seceampirical research on the influence of stakehslaaH

be discussed, in particular two financial stakedd shareholders and creditors. Financial stakiensl
are not the only stakeholders that can be inflaéidi an organization, but some of the other stakishs
have implicitly already been considered in the p#extions. For example in section 3.3, environalent

stakeholders like lobby groups or in section 3otjety as a whole.

3.4.1 Shareholders

Shareholders are often considered to be the mgsirtamt and powerful stakeholders of an organimatio
(Neuet al., 1998; Rufet al.,2001). However, the dispersion of shareholdersveay significantly across
organization. Some organizations might have oreefew major shareholders while others can have many
small shareholders. Different shareholders wilbaliffer in their involvement, power and informatio
needs. Some studies tried to relate shareholdperdi®n to the disclosure behaviour of organization
They argue that the more dispersed shareholdersharenore diverse their demands and the higher the
information asymmetry. This will lead to higher lgtholder pressure and hence to more disclosures
(Roberts, 1992; Brammer and Pavelin, 2008). Othaliss look at the relation from the opposite arigle
which case the argument is inversed; more condedt@avnership will lead to fewer disclosures. Mafst
these studies measure dispersed or concentratesrsivim as the total percentage of major sharetmlder

The boundary between major and minor shareholdarsually set at 5% ownership.

Cormieret al. (2005) find a significant negative relation betwe®ncentrated ownership and the amount
of environmental disclosures. Brammer and Pav@d08) find some evidence to suggest that dispersed
ownership, as measured by the total proportionhafeholders owning less that 3% of the shares, will

lead to some disclosures. However, they do not @mdlence that it relates to increased quality of
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disclosures. Robert (1992) and Karah al. (2006) fail to find any evidence that associatespetsed

ownership with disclosures.

Cormier and Magnan (1999) use a different kind afiable in their research. An organization will
disclose less when it is closely held, i.e. whaa dontrolled by an individual or family. A similaelation

is expected when an organization is a subsidiayithmajority-controlled by another organizatidhey
find significant evidence for the first relationthbuot for the second. Cormier and Magnan (2003yerg
that when an organization is widely held it wilsdiose more environmental information. An orgamnizat

is considered to be widely held if no investor colst more than 20% of an organization’s votes. They

also find significant evidence.

3.4.2 Creditors

Although shareholders are often considered to kentbst important stakeholders of an organization,
creditors can be seen as the second best. Creciiodsave significant influence on the financialoerces

of an organization; therefore it is likely that nagement will take the demands or the influence of
creditors into account in any disclosure decisiofise variable most commonly used is leverage.

However, studies are inconsistent when it comexpdaining the relation of leverage with disclosure

Some studies argue that a positive relation betweasrage and disclosures exists, because thaangdi
power to demand disclosures increases when levenageases (Roberts, 1992). Others argue that the
relation is negative. Kariret al. (2006) argue that environmental disclosures oitetude information
that has a negative influence on an organizatioreslit profile; therefore organizations that aneadly
highly leveraged will choose not to disclose sudforimation. Another argument for a negative refatio
between leverage and disclosures has been disdassection 3.2, there it was stated that levecagebe
seen as a proxy for the financial performance abrganization. The better the financial performarece

hence the lower the leverage ratio, the more aamzgtion will disclose.

Significant evidence of a positive relation betwdewerage and disclosures is provided by Roberts
(1992). Neuet al. (1998) also suggested a positive relation but cowldfind any supportive evidence.
Cormier and Magnan (1999, 2003) found significarilence of a negative relation between leverage and
disclosures. However, Kariet al. (2006), Brammer and Pavelin (2008) and Corrateal. (2005) failed

to produce similar results.
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3.5 Chapter summary

In this chapter, empirical research on four orgatminal characteristics has been discussed. Tétettiat
was discussed is visibility, for which size is thest commonly used proxy. A significant positiveatien
between size and sustainability disclosures has peaven many times. Other proxies, such as media
attention, have also been used successfully toigeosvidence of the relation between visibility and

disclosures.

Research on the relation between financial perfoomand sustainability disclosures has produceéadnix
results. All studies, except for one, predict aifpasrelation but about half of them fail to firgignificant
evidence. On first sight, this does not seem tateei the kind of measure used for financial penénce;
ROA, ROE, profit or leverage. Therefore, it remainsclear if and how financial performance and

disclosures are related.

The industry an organization finds itself in is #vey organizational characteristic that seems trelzted
to sustainability disclosures. Organizations thagrate in environmentally sensitive industries farend
to disclose more information by all studies thatevdiscussed in this section. This might also be for
socially sensitive industries, but this was onlketa into account by Adanet al. (1998). Other studies
find that different sectors have different disci@spatterns, but they are not able to draw any rgéne

conclusions.

Stakeholder power is the last organizational charestic that has been discussed in this chapten T
groups of stakeholders were discussed; sharehaduherscreditors. According to different studies, enor
dispersion or less concentration of shareholdersldviead to more disclosures. However, only some
could find significant evidence for their argumeniesearchers have not yet agreed on the relation
between creditors and disclosures. Leverage camséed to reflect creditor concerns or power in which
case this higher leverage would relate to morelasces. On the other hand, researchers arguenthat
times of high leverage, organizations are not mgllto provide sustainability information since ibwd

do more harm than good. The results are ambiguaditeave room for further research.
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Author(s)/Year | Study Sample Theory Independent vaidbles Research method Results
Adamset al. CSR 150 companies, Legitimacy | Size, industry and country. Univariate and Size is of influence on all disclosures. Industry
(1998) disclosures year 1992, 6 theory multivariate tests membership related to environmental and
European countries employee disclosures
Brammer and | Environmental| 447 companies, Stakeholder | Industry, environmental Logit regression Size and industry are positivelated, no
Pavelin (2008) | disclosures year 2000, UK theory performance, size, media exposufe, relationships are found for the other variables
company ownership, firm
resources and board compaosition
Branco and Social and 12 banks, year Legitimacy | Visibility, measured by size relatedSpearman’s Rho All size related proxies are positively related to
Rodrigues environmental | 2004-2005, theory proxies such as net assets or profitsorrelations disclosures, many of them significantly
(2008) disclosures Portugal
Brown and Environmental| 27 companies, 5 Legitimacy Level of print media coverage, Spearman’s rank Significant influences are found for both variabl
Deegan (1998) | disclosures years between 1981 theory level of negative print media correlations
and 1994, Australia coverage
Campbell Extent of 100 companies, Legitimacy Environmental sensitivity t-test and longitudinal| Strong evidence that environmentally sensitive
(2003) environmental | 1974-2000, UK theory analysis companies disclose more over a period of time
disclosures
Cho and Patten| Environmental| 100 companies, Legitimacy Environmental sensitive industries, T-test of means Significant evidence is found that both
(2007) disclosures in | year 2001, US theory environmental performance variables are positively related to disclosures
financial
reports
Cormier and Social and 3 companies, Legitimacy | Ownership status, size, informatigninivariate tests, Publicly owned companies disclosed more thar
Gordon (2001) | environmental | years1985-1996, theory costs. regression analysis privately owned company, this is related to size.
disclosures Canada Information costs only relate to environmental
disclosures.
Cormier and Environmental| 33 firms, years Conceptual | Information cost, financial Regression, tobit, logit | Significant results for all measures of informatig
Magnan (1999) | disclosures 1986-1993, Canada costs/benefitg condition and sensitivity analyses costs and two measures of financial condition 3
framework found.
Cormier and Environmental| 50 companies, yearsConceptual | Information costs, proprietary Pearson’s cross Information and proprietary cost are significant
Magnan (2003) | disclosures 1992-1997, France | costs/benefity costs, environmental media correlations, OLS related, industry and media visibility also seem
framework visibility and industry regressions have influence
Cormieret al. Environmental| 55 companies, yearsMultiple Information costs, financial Multivariate They find clear evidence of a positive relation f
(2005) disclosure 1992-1998, theories condition, public pressure regressions, pooled and public pressure, some evidence for information
quality Germany year- specific costs and no evidence for financial condition
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Author(s)/Year | Study Sample Theory Independent vaidbles Research method Results
Cowenet al. Extent of CSR| 133 companies, Size, industry, profitability and Multiple regression Size correlates with most typedisclosures,
(1987) disclosures, year 1978, USA presence of a social responsibility industry with some and CSR committee only with
divided in 7 committee one disclosure category
categories
Deegan and Environmental| 25 companies, yearsLegitimacy Environmental lobby groups, Pearson’s and Environmental disclosures increase over time ds
Gordon (1996) | disclosures 1980, 1985, 1988 & theory environmental sensitivity and size. Spearman’s rank does the presence of lobby groups. Disclosures
1991, Australia correlations are also correlated with sensitivity and size
Grayet al. Volume of 100 companies, Turnover, capital employed, OLS regression Significant evidence of a positalation is found
(2001) environmental | 1888-1995, UK number of employees and profit
disclosures
Hackston and | Social and 47 companies, year Size, industry, profitability, Pearson’s and Size is correlated especially in high profile
Milne (1996) environmental | 1992, New Zealand country of ownership and country| Spearman’s rank industries, profitability is not
disclosures of reporting correlations, OLS
multiple regression
Karim et al. Level of 51 companies, year| Multiple Institutional block holder stock Pearson and Spearman Foreign concentration and earnings volatility arg
(2006) environmental | 1994, USA theories ownership, amount of foreign rank correlation negatively associated with amount of disclosures.
disclosures in concentration, earnings volatility, Companies in polluting industries disclose
financial profitability, leverage, future need relatively more.
statement for debt financing, firm size, and
footnotes industry membership
Neuet al. Environmental| 33 firms, year 1982+ Stakeholder | Profit, leverage, fines, media, siz€ Multiple resgien Significant evidence for all determinants, except
(1998) disclosures 1991, Canada theory analysis leverage.
Patten (2002a) | Environmental| 131 companies, Multiple Environmental performance, size| OLS multiple Significant negative relation is found, also when
disclosures year 1990, USA socio- and industry regressions controlled for size and industry
political
theories
Roberts (1992) | CSR 80 companies, years Stakeholder | Stakeholder power, strategic Logistic regression Significant evidence is founddll three
disclosures 1984-86, USA theory posture towards CSR and variables

economic performance

Walden (2004)

Environments

disclosures

| 53 companies, year
1989, USA

Environmental performance

Spearman’s rank
correlations

Environmental performance is not significantly
related to environmental disclosures
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4 THE QUALITY OF DISCLOSURES

In the last two chapters, much empirical reseaa$ ieen discussed. In all of these studies thandse
objects were some kind of social and/or environmledisclosures. But although their research objects
were the same, researchers did not all use the samasurement for their independent variable. Some
only looked if an organization disclosed or notnsolooked at the amount and others at the quality o
disclosures. Also, different methods have been usedletermine the amount or quality of these

disclosures.

In this thesis, the quality of sustainability dsslires is taken into account. Therefore, this @ragefines

what quality is. Furthermore, it describes the latdé methods to measure the quality of disclosures

4.1  Defining quality

In attempting to give a judgement about disclosutesterm ‘quality’ is often used. But qualityasvery
broad and subjective term, which cannot be measeasdy. It has been defined in many ways and in
many different areas (e.g. quality of life, qualtfyproducts, and quality of services). Quality ¢enseen

as the usefulness of something or as a measutbdartility it gives. In its different definitionsfulfil
requirements’ or ‘meet expectations’ are commomsigduphrases. When considering sustainability report
it can be state that a report must meet certailer@iin order to obtain a higher quality. However,
opinions are as always divided on what these @itarprinciples should be. In this section, thiag@ples

of quality provided by some nationally and interoaally influential organizations will be discussed

4.1.1 The FASB framework

The Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB,0)98as one of the first standard setting bodies tha
provided a framework for the quality of accountinfprmation. The framework is focused on the gyalit
of financial reports, not on sustainability reporf$e concept describes qualitative characterigiics
information that make information useful for deoisimakers. They see the characteristics of infaomat

in a hierarchy with decision makers and decisioefulsess at the top. Decision usefulness is in this
framework only focused on particular users, nantiedyinvestors and creditors who use financial respor

for their investment and lending decisions. Othggrs and their information needs are left asidénim
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framework. This is a different approach of the infation needs of users than was described in the
different theories in chapter 2. Legitimacy thestgted that an organization should comply withrteeds
and demands of society as a whole, not just inveside ethical branch of stakeholder theory sttiad
all stakeholders have the same right to informagieen if they do not use it. The managerial brastated
that management will only provide information usdtr stakeholders that are considered influertial
management, this could be different groups of $takkers that the financial stakeholders. A complete

overview of the hierarchy of accounting qualitiéshee FASB is given in figure 1.

Figure 1: FASB hierarchy of accounting qualities

DECISION MAKERS
e ANDTHEIR CHARACTERISTICS
ACCOUNTING INFORMATION (FOROER)::IHn[ZIhE’KL:::P“FLRE%I:gm =
|
PERVASIVE BEMEFITS > COSTS

CONSTRANT

USER-SPEGFIC
QUALITES

UNDERSTANDABILITY
DECISION USEFULNESS

PRIMARY :
DECBOkSE0Ro RELEVANCE | ——————»
| [TmELINESS | [verFaiLy] | [ RepREsENTATIONAL I
FAITHFULNESS
meneoentsoe | PREDICTIVE| | FEEDBACK
PRIMARY GUALITIES VALUE VALUE
COMPARABILITY NEUTRALITY
INTERACTE QAL Tes (INCLUDING CONSISTENGY)
THAESHOLD FOR MATERIALITY

RECOGNITION

4.1.2 The IASB framework

The International Accounting Standards Committes® gdrovided a framework for the preparation and
presentation of financial statements (IASB, 198B)is framework was adopted by the International
Accounting Standards Board in 2001. The qualitatharacteristics that determine the usefulness of
information of financial statements are accordimy the framework: understandability, relevance,
reliability and comparability. The framework doest mention a hierarchy in these principles but says

balancing, or trade-off will often be necessarySB\ 1989).
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4.1.3 Conceptual framework of the FASB and IASB

The FASB and IASB are also working on a joint pobjeo create a new conceptual framework which
combines both frameworks. In the exposure draBudd May 2008, the objective and qualitative
characteristics of financial reporting are desatitéhe exposure draft states that qualitative dteristics

are those that make financial information usefud aan be divided in fundamental characteristics and
enhancing characteristics. Fundamental charactsrisire relevance and faithful representation and
enhancing characteristics are comparability, \egifity, timeliness and understandability. The esqre
draft also mentions two constraints, namely maligriand cost. Since this is still an exposure driafis

unknown if the qualitative characteristics in thraf framework will be similar.

4.1.4 The GRI guidelines

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) has developernational guidelines for sustainability regothe
G3 guidelines. GRI uses a multi-stakeholder consereeking approach which, according to the GRI,
makes sure the guidelines can be used anywherdeinwbrld and provides a good respond to
stakeholders’ needsThe guidelines define six principles to ensure dhality of sustainability reports.
These are balance, comparability, accuracy, tirastinclarity and reliability (GRI, 2006). Besidégge
guality principles, the GRI (2006) also defines rfqurinciples for defining report content, namely
materiality, stakeholder inclusiveness, sustaiitgbitontext and completeness. Although the latter
principles are not indicated as ensuring the quatfitey are closely connected with it and can e ss
part of the quality principles (Kamp-Roelands arel\Waard, 2008). The definitions of all ten prinegpl

are provided in table 1.

Two principles are relatively new compared to thealify characteristics for financial reporting;
stakeholder inclusiveness and sustainability cdnteStakeholder inclusiveness prescribes that
organizations should include the expectations atetests of stakeholders in their reporting procéks
guidelines state that for the content, scope anahdary a wide range of stakeholders should be
considered even if these stakeholders do not wseejort. This view is similar as that of the edhic
branch of stakeholder theory. However, the guidslialso state that with other decisions, such as th
amount of detail or the process to assure clafith® report, management can attach greater impaeta

to stakeholders that are expected to use the reéfioet other principle, sustainability context, etathat

1 www.globalreporting.org/ReportingFramework/ReportirgReworkOverview/DevelopmentProcess
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the information in the sustainability report shoulat only reflect the performance of the organatbut
also put the performance into context of sectaralloregional or global performance. An organiaatio

should also look at its performance in the contéxts strategy and goals.

Table 1: GRI Principles

Principle Definition

Balance “The report should reflect positive and aieg aspects of the organization's
performance to enable a reasoned assessment allqenformance.” (GRI, 2006, p.
13)

Comparability | “Issues and information should beestdd, compiled, and reported consisterjtly.

Reported information should be presented in a nrativee enables stakeholders|to
analyze changes in the organization’s performanger ¢ime, and could suppofrt
analysis relative to other organizations.” (GRIQ@0p.14 )

Accuracy “The reported information should be sudiintly accurate and detailed for stakeholders
to assess the reporting organization’s performaré&|, 2006, p.15)

Timeliness “Reporting occurs on a regular scheduid information is available in time for
stakeholders to make informed decisions.” (GRI,&G0 16)
Clarity “Information should be made available innaanner that is understandable and

accessible to stakeholders using the report.” (G806, p. 16)

Reliability “Information and processes used in fireparation of a report should be gathered,
recorded, compiled, analyzed, and disclosed in § i@t could be subject to
examination and that establishes the quality anmadity of the information.” (GRI
20086, p. 17)

Materiality “The information in a report should @vtopics and Indicators that reflect the
organization’s significant economic, environmentaid social impacts or that would
substantively influence the assessments and desisiostakeholders.” (GRI, 2006, |p.

8)
Stakeholder “The reporting organization should identify its ketholders and explain in the report
inclusiveness | how it has responded to their reasonable expeotatmd interests.” (GRI, 2006, p.
10)
Sustainability | “The report should present the organization’s pemBonce in the wider context of
context sustainability.” (GRI, 2006, p. 11)
Completeness “Coverage of the material topics aditators and definitions of the report boundary

should be sufficient to reflect significant econopenvironmental, and social impacts
and enable stakeholders to assess the reportirapinagion’s performance in the
reporting period.” (GRI, 2006, p. 12)
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4.1.5 The guide to sustainability reporting

The guide to sustainability reporting by the Dut@buncil for Annual Reporting (RJ, 2003) is a Dutch
framework that is specifically aimed at sustainfbireporting and focuses on medium and large
organizations that report under Dutch GAAP. In deeelopment of the framework, the guidelines by the
GRI were taken into account although at first sighis might not seem that way. The 10 quality
principles mentioned by the GRI are not replicatestead the framework uses the four charactesistic
quality of the IASB framework; understandabilitlevance, reliability and comparability. However,
Kamp-Roelands and De Waard (2008) show in theiclarthat the essence of both frameworks is
practically the same and that all 10 principleshaf GRI can be found within the context of the guid
sustainability reporting including stakeholder irsi’eness and sustainability context. The firgidg of
relevance, article 4.5 of the guide states that e able to provide relevant information, it ecessary to
gain an insight in the legitimate information needsisers for whom the sustainability report isimded.
The dialogue with stakeholders fulfils an importaoie in this respectt(RJ, 2003, p. 46). The second,
sustainability context, falls under the charactirigeliability. The guide states that one of the
requirements for information to be reliable is ttthe information is presented in the right contgRJ,
2003, p. 47). This is further worked out in arti@d&® of the chapter that advises on the contents of

sustainability reporting.

Like the GRI guidelines, the guide to sustainapitéporting can also not be seen as a final verfioie
to the rapid progress in sustainability and suataility reporting, it can be expected that the gliite to
sustainability reporting and the GRI guidelined Wwé updated regularly. For now, the 2003 versibtihe
guide to sustainability reporting is the first viers The GRI has published its third version alsead
2006.

In this section, the quality principles and chagdstics of important national and international
organizations have been discussed. It is noticedléd the quality characteristics in the sustaiitgb

frameworks are quite similar to the characterisfiescribed in the financial frameworks.

4.2  Measuring quality

There are several ways to measure the qualitystasability disclosures. Examples of these metluaahs

be found in prior empirical research. In order tonpare empirical research it is good to understhad
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different methods. In their article, Beatté al. (2004) give an overview of the different approache
gualify non-financial data, which they call the maives in annual reports. They find that these
approaches can be categorized in three differemtipgr; namely subjective ratings, disclosure index

studies and textual analysis. Each of these appesaeill now be discussed briefly.

4.2.1 Subjective ratings

Subjective ratings are ratings given by analyst&liare used to form a ranking. This is a subjectiv
approach. An advantage of this approach is thatratyst can look at the disclosure as a whole lsecau
he is not bound by some kind of measure instrunfenlisadvantage is that the ratings are influertmgd
the personal perceptions and bias of the anal@gtse the Association for Investment Management and
Research discontinued its rankings in 1997, thaxe bbeen no more major rankings that have used this
method (Beattiet al, 2004).

4.2.2 Disclosure indices

Disclosure indices are semi-objective and use theuat of disclosure as a proxy for disclosure dquali
The determination of an index can be summarizedhasratio of actual disclosures divided by the
maximum possible level of disclosures. The posslblel of disclosure is determined per research.
Disclosure index studies are a partial form of eabhtinalysis but the items to be studied are spdaih
advance with disclosure indices. The indices carm liifferent approaches of determining the disak®su
level. The items can be measures binary or ordihalindex can be weighed or unweighed and items ca

be grouped into hierarchical categories (Beatial, 2004).

In earlier research simple binary coding schemas west commonly used. But this has evolved in more
complex indices. For example, the SustainAbilityndiemark survey uses an ordinal scale to score
sustainability reports. The 29 criteria can scammf 0-4 points each depending on the extent of
information and detail that is provided on theearia (SustainAbility, 2006). The Dutch benchmarkdst

by PWC uses a different scale per criteria. Somestare binary and some have a three or four point
scale. For some criteria, extra points can be ddbtbe report expands or explains the criteria icertain
way, irrespective of the already obtained point&/(® 2007).
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4.2.3 Textual analyses

Textual analyses can be divided in three sub-caEgorhe first is thematic content analysis, whickes
not look at the amount of text or at the way ipigesented but looks at the message within the liext.
classifies text units into categories and it is @émant that this procedure is done reliable to meprthe
objectivity. The second are readability studiesiciviexamine the degree of difficulty of the textidook

at the length of the sentences and the difficultthe words. The third is linguistic analysis, whican be
seen as an alternative of the readability studiasjs far more sophisticated. It looks at manyedént
aspects of the text from a writers and readerstdimiew and then scores these criteria accortbnte
principle discussed at discloser index studies.tR@rast two categories it is questionable if theyvide

a good measurement for the quality of disclosuBestieet al, 2004).

In their paper Beattiet al. (2004) argue that the current approaches havefundamental limitations.
The first is that they are one-dimensional, thisngeonly one aspect of the text like absence/pcesen
topic length is discussed instead of the combinadiodifferent aspects. The second limitation &t timey

are partial; either sections of the disclosureexx@mined or there is a focus on pre-selected iitdexs.
They provide an alternative, but this is much tiowetconsuming thereby making the current approaches

more realistic approaches.

4.3  Chapter summary

In this chapter the quality of disclosures has be&isnussed. This has been done by examining differe
frameworks and guidelines to see how these havaeadkfiuality. It is found that quality is definedry
similar for financial disclosures as for sustaifigbidisclosures. The most important differencethtie

emphasis that the latter places on the informatesd of stakeholders/society and stakeholder dialog
The second part of this chapter explained how tredity of disclosures can be measured. This can be

done through different methods. Three methods eepéained; subjective ratings, disclosures indaes

textual analyses.
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5 RESEARCH DESIGN

In this chapter the research design of this thedlisbe explained. Six hypotheses will be formuthte
based on the information from the previous chapfénge variables included in the empirical reseavih

be discussed in section 5.2, where it will alsoelplained how these variables can be measured. This
includes the independent variables as well as #pemntlent variable quality. Section 5.3 describes th

research sample followed by an explanation of ¢éisearch method in section 5.4.

5.1  Hypotheses development

5.1.1 Visibility

It is expected that organizational visibility isated to the quality of sustainability disclosur€kis can be
explained through multiple theories. Legitimacydhestates that more visibility will put greateepsure

on an organization to comply with the social coritraStakeholder theory implies that when an
organization is larger and more visible it will leamnore stakeholders and therefore more and differen
information demands. Both theories imply that wharorganization is more visible, it will providettss

sustainability disclosures.

As described in chapter 3, visibility can be expdai by different proxies. In this thesis, the most
commonly used proxy for visibility, size, will besed. This will make it easier to compare the restalt

other studies. Moreover, it is a proxy which camimasured with reliable variables.

Chapter 3 also showed that size has already bésrddo sustainability disclosures by multipledsés.
Cowenet al. (1987) split up the dependent variable in differesiegories but only looked at the amount
of disclosures. Brammer and Pavelin (2008) detezthithe quality of disclosures but only looked at
environmental disclosures. The research desigrhief thesis combines these studies which makes it

interesting to include size as an independent blid his leads to the following hypothesis:

H1: Larger organizations will provide sustainaliliisclosures of a higher quality.
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One of the limitations often mentioned in the enapir research described in chapter 3, is that their
samples consist of only the biggest organizatiamsteyl on the stock exchange. This thesis will try t
overcome this limitation by including organizatiotigt are not quoted on the stock exchange. On the

other hand, this introduces a new dimension tadlaion of visibility and sustainability discloss:.

Quoted organizations are believed to be more @din several reasons. First of all, they are nvisible
to governmental institutions because they are sulife much more rules such as ‘code-Tabaksblat'.
Second, quoted organizations are the object of nsangll short-term investments; therefore they are
visible to a large group of current and potentiadeistors. Finally, information on quoted organizas is
more widely available, and in general they receivare media attention. This leads to the following

hypothesis:

H2: Organizations that are quoted on a stock exgdavill provide sustainability disclosures of a lingg
quality.

5.1.2 Financial performance

Financial performance is also expected to be mladethe quality of sustainability disclosures. S8
based on several arguments of which the first & ¢f proprietary costs. It states that only when a
organization is financially healthy it can withstithe proprietary costs of sustainability disclesur
(Cormieret al, 2005). The second comes from stakeholder themystates that organizations, and their
major financial stakeholders, are primarily coneerthat the organization is financially sound. Ghthe
organization performs well enough there is spaceektra costs for sustainability reporting (Roberts
1992). From legitimacy theory it can be argued toaood financial performance could jeopardize the
legitimacy of an organization, when society thirtke financial performance exists at the expense of
sustainability. These arguments all support thesterce of a positive relation between financial

performance and the quality of sustainability disdkres.
In chapter 3 it was shown that the evidence fog thiation could not always be found and that these

mixed results may have been caused by differentessmples. Therefore, it is interesting to sednéf t

relationship exists for the sample of this theBierefore, the following hypothesis has been foatad:
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H3: Organizations that have a better financial grenfitnce will provide sustainability disclosures aof

higher quality.

5.1.3 Industry

Industry is the third organizational characteriskiat is expected to relate to the quality of dnstaility
disclosures. Certain organizations are viewed leypiliblic as having bad environmental performance or
social circumstances (Cowet al, 1987). Legitimacy theory states that if this cenms one or more
organizations in an industry, the legitimacy of tteole industry is at stake. Therefore, organizettithat
operate in so-called sensitive industries are erpdeto disclose sustainable information of a higher

quality.

In chapter 3 most studies that were discussed faunmmbsitive significant relation between industry
membership and sustainability disclosures. It Wdlinteresting to see if this relation also exfststhis
thesis’s sample, which also includes smaller omgtiuns, and if it applies to all disclosure categm It

is therefore hypothesised that:

H4: Organizations that operate in sensitive indestwill provide sustainability disclosures of alner

quality.

5.1.4 Dispersed ownership

It is expected that the dispersion of shareholienelated to the quality of sustainability discloss.
When shareholders are more dispersed, there is mnéoemation asymmetry and therefore more
information demand (Roberts, 1992; Brammer and lfgv2008). Legitimacy theory states that an
organization’s legitimacy can be at stake whenefgp@ expectations are in conflict with the actual
performance of the organization. This can be agpii®re specifically to shareholders. An opposite
argument is that when shareholders are less degpetisey have relative more power over the
organization. However, it could also be that thesakeholders demand a lower quality of the

sustainability report since they can have otherstayaccess information.

Chapter 3 provided some support for a positivetiorlabetween dispersed ownership and the amount of

disclosures. Nevertheless, since the argumentshéorelation are ambiguous and there is not aflot o
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evidence, the direction of the relation will notfiredicted in advance. The following hypotheses avily

be tested on that part of the sample that is qumtdtie stock exchange:

H5a: Organizations that have more dispersed owipeval provide sustainability disclosures of a hay
quality.
H5b: Organizations that have more dispersed owiersii provide sustainability disclosures of a lew
quality.

5.1.5 Leverage

Leverage is the final organizational characterigtiat is expected to be related to the quality of
disclosures. Leverage has been discussed in tfaratit sections in chapter 3. Leverage has beahasse

a measure for financial performance. In section25.4everal arguments for a positive relation betwe
financial performance and the quality of disclosuveere provided. Since a low leverage implicates a
good financial performance, the expected relatignglould be negative (Cormier and Magnan, 1999).
Another argument for a negative relation has towdth proprietary costs. It can be argued that
organizations are not willing to incur these cagit®n their leverage is high and loan contractsietake
(Karimet al.,2006).

Leverage has also been used to reflect the powerraditors. When the amount of debts of an
organization increases, creditors gain more comvel an organization’s resources which increaseis t

stakeholder power. With this power they could dednamigher quality of disclosures (Roberts, 1992).

The arguments to explain the relation are conttedjand only minor evidence has been found foh bot
relations. It is therefore interesting to see iff @vidence of a relation can be found. This leadthée

following hypotheses:

H6a: Organizations that have a higher leverageprilVide sustainability disclosures of a higherligya

H6b: Organizations that have a higher leveragepudl/ide sustainability disclosures of a lower gyal
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5.2  Measuring method

This section explains which variables are necestatgst the hypotheses of this thesis. The depgnde
variable and independent variables are descritsediedl as the way these variables will be measaret

how these data will be obtained.

5.2.1 Dependent variable

The dependent variable in this research is theitguaF sustainability disclosures. For this, the
transparency benchmark executed by Pricewaterhouge@s by order of the Dutch Ministry of
Economic Affairs will be used. This benchmark stidy been executed yearly since 2004. Its purgose i
to determine and compare the transparency of thmisability reporting by large organizations ire th
Netherlands. Another goal is to stimulate discussiad action in the area of sustainable busineds an

sustainability reporting.

The benchmark study scores the sustainability asces of a group of selected organizations.
Organizations are chosen by the researchers bastztio sales volume. This means that an orgapizati

is not able to choose if it wants to be excludenmfrthe benchmark, which supports its objectivitg. A
from 2008, organizations that do not meet thissatdume criteria are able to voluntary apply foe t
benchmark study but these organizations do noacepbther organizations. Unique about the benchmark
study is that it also includes Dutch organizatitmes are not quoted on the stock exchange, trabasit

half of the research group. For further detailsht@nresearch group, section 5.3 should be consulted

The disclosures included in the scoring processtlawsee incorporated in the annual financial report
complemented with any separate sustainability dssaes. Information on corporate websites is only
taken into account when it is explicitly referredin the disclosures. All information taken intccaant

has to be publicly available.

The review model

The sustainability reports are scored by means maveew model. As described in chapter 4, there are
three ways to determine the quality of disclosumashjective ratings, disclosure indices and textual
analyses. The review model is a disclosure indéxchvmeans that the researchers determine the score
according to a list of scoring items that have bgeercified in advance. In 2007, a new review mod
introduced which replaced the one that had beed frsen 2004 till 2006. The differences with the old
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review model will be discussed later. The curreniew model is subdivided in 10 categories, each wi
maximum score of 10 points. Thus, the total maximsoore that an organization can receive for its
disclosures is 100 points. In turn, each subcayegmmsists of 3 to 6 criteria through which thectiisures

can be scored.

The benchmark study has developed a disclosure wwth is far from standard. Each criterion isdgi
made to improve the ability of the model to captilme transparency of the disclosures. The critegia
have two, three of four point scales and sometimelside the possibility of extra points irrespeetiof

the obtained points for those criteria. Because shme review model is used for very diverse
organizations, another kind of criteria was introeldi to make sure that the scores are comparalie wit
each other, these criteria include so-called bsck&tbucket is a group of subjects; an organizaidh
receive a score if it reports on a minimum amourthese subjec&This way, organizations can choose

to omit information on certain irrelevant subjeatsl still get a full score.

The total review model has been included in Apperdibut is only available in Dutch. Therefore, the

descriptions of the 10 categories have been tr@masfeom the benchmark and are stated below.

= Profile. Does the reporting provide insight in subjecte Nkork force, major products and services, the core
processes of the organization and its influencpeample, environment and society, the ownershigiogla and
the position in the chain?

= Vision and strategyDoes the reporting provide insight in the visiortted organization on sustainability, the
expectations for the future concerning sustaingbilhe use of internal and external guidelines tied
expression of social engagement?

= Board of directors and management systdboes the reporting provide insight in the namediidctors and
their duties, the organizational structures, tis&3and responsibilities for sustainability anddirecting and
managing of sustainability?

=  Supply chain managememtoes the reporting provide insight in the way thgamization pursues its policy with
respect to chain management and responsibilityattigities that are being developed to attainmchai
management and responsibility, and how the pragiedisecting and managing the chain looks like?

= StakeholderdDoes the reporting provide insight in the stakebddf the organization, how the dialogue with

these stakeholders is entered into, how the dialagembedded, how the dialogue is executed anttivba

influence of the dialogue has been?

2 For an example, see question 24 of the review hindgpendix A.
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= Economical aspects of operatiom®nes the reporting provide insight in the policytleé organization
concerning financial economical aspects, the imgnoents that have been realized and any possibdetolgs
that have been set?

= Environmental aspects of operatiomnes the reporting provide insight in the polidyttee organization
concerning environmental aspects, the improventbatshave been realized and any possible objedtats
have been set?

= Social aspects of operatiori3oes the reporting provide insight in the policytloé organization concerning
social aspects, the improvements that have beére@and any possible objectives that have beth se

= Verification.Has the reporting been audited by an independgrgresr an expert on the subject matter or has a
reasonable case been made why the organizatioe cab$o audit the report?

= Execution of the disclosureddoes the reporting provide insight in dilemmasaarning sustainability, does it
contain a summary of the most important resules cantact details provided and does the report tefether

external reports?

Differences with the old review model

One of the differences between the old and the mefew model is that the new version places more
emphasis on the subject supply chain managemerns Sibject has become more important for
organizations, thus the review model needed tectthis. The subject verification was also expanie
reflect the increased and more diverse possilslitie verify sustainability reports. In general, the
categorization of the model changes significanflye old model consisted of 7 categories, each with
different maximum score while the new model cossist 10 categories with a maximum score of 10

points each. However, the total maximum score stédye same, namely 100 points.

Another change was caused by the need to bettectréfe differences in quality between organizatio
Within the old model, some criteria were not veigtidguishing. Therefore, most organizations that
published some basic report received a full scoreghmse items. Within the new model, the criteria
maintain a higher standard which makes it hardebtain a full score which results in more distioet
between the scores of different organizations. Hemrhore, the criteria which include the so-called
buckets, as described before, made their introoludti the new review model. With this kind of crige it

is possible to measure the quality of more orgaieasspecific information.

The criteria in the old review model had been basethe Dutch guide to sustainability reporting.tiwi

the revision of the review model, the criteria walso aligned with the GRI guidelines. Becausegher
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much overlap between both guidelines, the GRI dimdg could be used to supplement the Dutch guide

to sustainability reporting.

All these changes led to an improved and up-to-tateew model. However, they also had a significant
influence on the results of the benchmark study dlianges caused the scores between 2006 anda2007 t
drop with an average of more than 10 points fron846 29.4. As mentioned before, the subcategories
were also changed drastically which had an impadhe sub scores. Moreover, it is not possible &ian

an accurate conversion from the old score to tieare. PWC (2007) therefore states in their benckma
research that the results of 2006 and 2007 canlyhbed compared. The new review model should

therefore be seen as a fresh start, and good c@mopswill only be possible as from 2007.

Quality of the benchmark study

This thesis uses the benchmark study from PWC a®eans to obtain data on the quality of Dutch
sustainability disclosures, and not a self gendrat®ring model or another benchmark study. Thesefo
it is necessary to realize what the quality of fiemchmark study is and what the consequences are of

using this study.

First of all, it is important to make sure that thenchmark study is indeed capturing the qualityhef
sustainability disclosures. The fact that the bematk study states that it measures the “transpgieric
the disclosures, might be confusing as well. Howewe chapter 4 it was described that: “when
considering sustainability reports, it can be stdbat a report must meet certain criteria in otdawbtain
a higher quality.” Thus, to see if the benchmatklgtactually measures the quality, it needs toheeked

if the criteria used by the benchmark study arelairno those described in chapter 4.

The benchmark study states that it has been aligitedhe GRI guidelines. This can be confirmed whe
looking at the different categories and criteriar Example, within ‘execution of the disclosuresirs

can be scored when the organization states itsrianptosustainability dilemmas in its report. Thiatohes

the GRI principle ‘balance’. The category ‘staketess’ matches the principle of ‘stakeholder
inclusiveness’. The other principles as providedchapter 4 table 1 can also be recognized when
examining the review model. This ensures that #recbmark study is actually measuring the quality of

sustainability reporting.
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Second, this benchmark study is considered asiableeland qualitative study for several reasong Th
study has been executed yearly since 2004; thigbexperience which, amongst other things, heiped
improve the review model. The fact that the stugdgxecuted by order of the Dutch Ministry of Ecoimm
Affairs instead of a commercial institution addsth® reliability of the study as does the fact that
organizations cannot choose to be excluded fromstody. Basing the review model on the GRI
guidelines, the global leader on guidelines fortanability reporting, and the guide to sustainapil

reporting, by the acknowledged Dutch Council fom&al Reporting also adds to the quality of the wtud

Using the benchmark results

As explained before, the review model was dradyicdianged after 2006. Therefore, this study willyo

use the results of the benchmark studies from 20@¥ 2008. This will prevent the possibility of any
misleading results and unfounded conclusions. @f2007 and 2008 benchmark studies, the total score
will be used in the statistical analyses as wid #tores for the individual categories. The sejuaran

categories will hopefully provide further insighisthe outcomes of the research.

To prevent any misunderstandings, it must be méa to which year the benchmark study applies. The
disclosures of financial year t are published bhyanizations in year t+1. The benchmark study of7200
for example, scores the disclosures publisheddryéar 2007 which involve information on year 2006.
this research, the financial year t can be seem &mse year when collecting data. Therefore, the
benchmark scores are obtained from year t+1. Shiseesearch can only use the benchmark studies fr
2007 and 2008, t can be either 2006 or 2007.

5.2.2 Independent variables

This section will describe the independent varigbighich data will be used and how this data wal b
obtained. Most data is taken from the balance she#tose cases the data at the end of finaneia will
be used. For example the total assets of compdiy fhancial year 2006, will be taken from the drade
sheet of 31/12/2006.

Visibility
Size will be measured by the net total assets (A3%Ed number of employees (EMPL). These data can
be obtained from financial databases. For both oreasthe natural logarithm will be used because th

data would otherwise be subject to a large pos#kewness because of a few major organizationsy(Gra
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et al.,2001). For the organizations that are quoted stoek exchange, the data will be obtained from the
database Compustat. For the organizations that@rguoted on a stock exchange, the database Reach
will be used. Data will be obtained from the end/eér t. Whether an organization is quoted or aotlwe
found in the benchmark study by PWC.

Financial performance

Financial performance will be measured by ROA. Ri@is been used more often than ROA, but this
sample includes organizations that are not quotetth® stock exchange. The use of ROE would thezefor
result in incomparable data. ROA is measured asireg before interest and taxes (EBIT) of year t
divided by total assets at t-1. The data for thescpntage can be obtained from the same financial
databases, so Compustat for quoted and Reach fequumted. It is possible that time lags exist for
financial performance, since it can take a whiléoke higher profits will result in better disclosst
Therefore, the average return on assets (AVROAh®three years prior to year t will also be ineddn

this research.

Industry
For the industry variable, it is necessary to deitee which industries are environmentally or sdgial

sensitive. Only Adamst al. (1998) have labelled industries as socially semsitThey stated that
organizations that operate in the mass-productiontife consumer goods market (manufacturing and
autos) are socially sensitive. This definition vailso be used for this thesis. Multiple studiesehdefined
environmentally sensitive industries (Patten, 2Q0@ampbell, 2003b; Hackston and Milne, 1996). For
this thesis, the different studies were compareticambined. This resulted in a number of industitias

can be labelled as ‘sensitive’; this can be eidomially or environmentally sensitive. An overvieWwthe

sensitive industries is provided in table 2; indestthat are not mentioned are labelled as nositben

The Dutch Chamber of Commerce has classified bssiaetivities with a BIK-code. This code can be up
to 6 numbers, depending on how specific the amwitire classifieéd The BIK-codes of the sensitive

industries are mentioned in table 2. Every Dutchaoization is obligated to register what kind of
activities it explores with the Chamber of Commefaéowing the BIK-codes. These codes can also be
obtained through the Reach database. When an aagi@m explores multiple activities and one or more

of them can be labelled as sensitive, the orgdnizatill be labelled as sensitive.

3 www.kvk.nl/Branches/010_Zoeken_van_brancheinfored@tibranchewijzer/debranchewijzer.asp

54 M. van Hoorik



Table 2: Sensitive industries

Section BIK-code
Forestry. Manufacture of wood, paper and pulp @22
Extraction of peat, crude petroleum and natural gas 10, 11
Manufacture of food products and beverages 15
Manufacture of tobacco products 16
Manufacture of wearing products, fur, and leatteres 18, 193
Manufacture of coke 23

Manufacture of chemicals and chemical productsepixpharmaceuticals 24 (ex. 244)

Manufacture of basic metals 27
Manufacture of motor vehicles and motorcycles M3
Manufacture of furniture and other manufacturing 36
Production and distribution of electricity, natugals and hot water 40
Land, water and air transport 60, 61, 62

Dispersed ownership

Thomson One Banker will be used to obtain dataligpersed ownership. They provide the percentage of
closely held shares for most quoted organizatidh®mson One Banker defines closely held shares as

“shares held by insiders”. It includes:

= Shares held by officers, directors and their imragdfamilies

=  Shares held in trust

= Shares of the company held by any other corpord@@oept shares held in a fiduciary capacity by
banks or other financial institutions)

=  Shares held by pension/benefit plans

=  Shares held by individuals who hold 5% or morehef dutstanding shares

It excludes:
=  Shares under option exercisable within sixty days
=  Shares held in a fiduciary capacity

»  Shares held by insurance companies
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=  Preferred stock or debentures that are conveitibbecommon sharés

The percentage of closely held shares is calculayehomson One Banker as: (number of closely held
shares / common shares outstanding) * 100. Howetés, thesis requires information on dispersed
ownership, which actually is the opposite of clgsbeld shares. Therefore, dispersed ownership is
calculated as: 100 minus the percentage of cldsslty shares in year t. As mentioned before, thimloke

is only applicable to quoted organizations.

Leverage
An organization’s leverage will be calculated aslang term debt divided by its total assets sithes

ratio will be available for the whole sample. Tretalcan be obtained from Reach and Compustat. The
arguments for a negative relation between leveeagksustainability disclosures suggest that a tage
might also exist for this variable. This is whym#ar to the financial performance variable, theelage

of year t (LEV) and the average leverage of thedhyrears prior to this year (AVLEV) will be used.

All the independent variables that apply to orgational characteristics and that are necessaryhfor

empirical research have been described. An overgfaiese variables is provided in table 3.

5.3 Sample

The sample for this research consists of the orgéions that were incorporated in the 2007 and 2008
benchmark study of PWC. Some organizations haven eeluded from the sample. These are:
organizations that did not receive a score in eidme of the two years because they did not pulairsh
sustainability disclosures, financial institutionecause independent variables such as leverag©Af R

are incomparable to the other organizations androzgtions with many missing data.

This resulted in a sample of 123 organizations sinde data will be collected for two years, thaltot
dataset consists of 246 data entries. The distoibuh the sample between organizations that opemt

sensitive industries and organizations that do astwell as the share of quoted organizations én th

4 Taken from the definition in the excel add-indTétlomson One Banker
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sample is shown in table 4. A complete overviewheforganizations that were included in the saroale

be found in appendix B which provides the datakéhtis research.

Table 3: Independent variables

Variable Measure Direction  Year Description

Quality t+1 Score benchmark study

Visibility
ASSET + t Natural logarithm of total assets.
EMPL + t Natural logarithm of number of employeges
QUOTED + 2007 Takes value 1 if organization is tqdp

takes value 0 otherwise.

Financial performance

ROA + t EBIT (t) / Total assets (t-1)
AVROA  + (t-D+(t-2)+(t—3) Three-year average EBIT (t)/ Total assets
3 (t-1)
Industry
IND + 2007 Takes value 1 if organization operates i

sensitive industry, takes value 0 otherwise.

Dispersed ownership

OWN +/- t Percentage of closely held shares.
Leverage
LEV +/- t Long-term debt / Total assets
AVLEV +/- (t-D+(t-2)+(t—3) Three-year average (long-term debt / Total
3 assets)

Table 4. Sample

Sensitive | Not Sensitive| Total
Quoted 14 69 83
Not quoted 19 21 40
Total 33 80 123
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5.4  Research method

In order to test all hypotheses, different statidtitests will need to be executed. Most varialaled
hypotheses are included in the same tests, thdsbendescribed first. The fifth hypothesis (disged
ownership) uses a different dataset and will bdagmxed at the end of this section. The outcomethef

different test will be linked to the hypothesigiie “interpretation” section of chapter 6.

IND and QUOTED are dichotomous variables. To thstgingle relation between them and the quality

scores independent sample t-tests will be performiags test compares the means of two independent
groups; in the case of IND the groups are ‘seresitand ‘not sensitive’. When the independent t-test

shows a significant difference between the meamsin be concluded that the grouping variableleted

to the dependent variable.

The variables ASSET, EMPL, ROA, AVROA, LEV and AVVEre ratio variables. To test the existence,
the magnitude and the direction of the relatiormeen these variables and the quality scores, it is
necessary to perform a bivariate correlation tdst 006). The Pearson product moment correlatidin w
be executed, since all variables are ratio scakathabies. This test is also particularly useful for
determining multicollinearity. Multicollinearity nams that two independent variable are highly cateel
with each other, which implies both variables con@most the same information (Ho, 2006). For this

purpose, the variables IND and QUOTED will alsdriuded in the correlation.

Finally, a multiple regression analyses will beaxed. This analysis will test the relation betwa#nhe
above mentioned variables and the dependent vari@iglether. It shows the influence of the other
variables on the relation between one independam@le and the dependent variable. It also shaes t
predictive value of the regression model as a wh@ghin multiple regression analyses, different
methods can be used to enter the variables intedoation. The two most common methods are the
‘enter’ and the ‘stepwise’ method. The enter metkaters all the variables into the equation at once
Thus, all the variables are included in the equatidether they are significant or not. The stepwise
method enters the variables into the equation dandeatime. The variables will be entered into the
equation based on their significance until all gigant variables have been included in the mo&el.

this research, the stepwise method will be usecesinexcludes insignificant variables. Therefdte
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equation model better reflects the influence ofdiumificant variables and the explanatory powethef
model as a whole. The entry value will be sgb &t0.1. In the regression analysis, multicollingavitill

also be tested through the outputs ‘tolerance¥difel.

The only variable that was not mentioned beforenelg OWN, needs a somewhat different approach.
The variable OWN can only be measured for quoteggmirzations. The missing values for non-quoted
organizations would influence the outcomes of #ststdescribed before if it would have been incudte

is also impossible to include both QUOTED and OWiNne regression; since only quoted organizations
have data for OWN, the variable QUOTED will seenbt a constant variable. Therefore, to test this
variable, a different dataset will be used. It wiltlude all the other variables (except QUOTERIY, dnly

for those organizations that are quoted and hasgade data on ownership dispersion. With thisadet

a bivariate correlation, a single regression fa tlariable OWN and a multiple regression will be

executed.

Additionally it should be noted that since there & quality scores (1 total score and 10 sub spoa#

the tests will have to be performed 11 times fahedifferent quality score.

5.5  Chapter summary

This chapter described the research design of tthesis, which investigates the relation between
organizational characteristics and the quality wdtainability disclosures. For this, 6 hypothesaseh
been formulated which hypothesize that size, gimstatfinancial performance, industry, dispersed
ownership and leverage are related to the quafitgistiosures. To test these hypotheses, the aalati
between 9 independent variables and 11 dependeiables will be tested through different statistica

techniques such as correlations and multiple regres.
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This chapter will describe the results of the stiial analyses. In the first section, the statidtoutput is

described. In section 6.2, the results are usedctept or reject the hypotheses and to discuss the

outcomes with respect to the theoretical framework.

6.1  Statistical output

The program used to obtain the statistical outpuBPSS Statistics 17.0; a copy of the dataset haed

been included in appendix B. All the tests havenb®eacuted as described in section 5.4. Firstotiteut

of the analyses for the ‘regular’ variables will discussed, then the analyses of dispersed owpei&té

descriptive statistics, as obtained from the regiddaset, are provided in table 5.

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Quality total reporting 246 0 88 31.98 19.899
Profile 246 0 10 4.95 2.152
Vision and strategy 246 0 10 5.16 2.780
Board of directors and management systems 246 0 10 4.02 2.298
Supply chain management 246 0 10 1.60 2.423
Stakeholders 246 0 10 1.82 2.405
Economical aspects of operations 246 0 10 4.37 1.314
Environmental aspects of operations 246 0 10 2.96 3.338
Social aspects of operations 246 0 10 3.41 2.887
Verification 246 0 8 .87 2.272
Execution of the disclosures 246 0 10 2.83 2.068
Asset 246 16.66 26.32 20.7069 1.60821
Empl 246 3.95 12.87 8.1686 1.80828
Roa 246 -57.68 97.04 9.6611 12.87146
Avroa 246 -73.38 210.13 8.7345 20.11213
Lev 246 .00 1.23 .1686 114999
Avlev 246 .00 1.14 1671 15412
Quoted 246 0 1 .67 469
Ind 246 0 1 27 444
Valid N (listwise) 246
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6.1.1 Independent sample t-tests

To test the relation of the variables industry atmtk market quotation with the different measuwks
guality, independent sample t-tests were perforrbd.independent sample t-test with total quakitytee
dependent variable and QUOTED as the independeiatble is shown as an example in tables 6 and 7.

The total results are provided in appendix C-I.

The independent sample t-test analyzes the diteré@tween the means of two independent samples.
When the significance is smafl € 0.1), the hypothesis of equal means is rejedikd.'Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances’ tests whether the two popatavariances are equal. When the significancehef
Levene’s test is smalp(< 0.1), the hypothesis of equal variances is tegeand the ‘Equal variances not
assumed’ statistics should be used (Ho, 2006hitnexample, that is not the case and equal vasoan

be assumed. The test indicates that there is #isagrt difference (p < 0.05) between the means of the
two groups; quoted organizations make disclosufea significantly higher quality than non-quoted

organizations.

Higher means for quoted organizations were alsaddar the quality of: ‘profile’ p < 0.01), ‘vision and
strategy’ f < 0.01), ‘board of directors and management systdm< 0.01), ‘economical aspects of
operations’ p < 0.01) and verification (equal variances not assap < 0.1). For the other quality scores,

there is no significant difference in means.

Independent sample t-tests were also performed ther independent variable IND. Of the 123
organizations in total, 33 were labelled sensitive rest was labelled as non-sensitive. For adlityu
scores, Levene’s test shows that equal variancesotde assumed. The results indicate significantly
higher means for all quality scores except ‘visamd strategy’ and ‘economical aspects of operdtions
with p < 0.05 for ‘profile’ andp < 0.01 for the remaining variables. So, organaregiwho operate in
sensitive industries disclosed information of angigantly higher quality for the majority of theuglity

Scores.
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Table 6: Group statistics Quoted

Quoted N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Quality total reporting Not quoted 80 27,84 18,608 2,080
Quoted 166 33,97 20,245 1,571

Table 7: Independent samples test Quoted

Levene's Test

for Equality of

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence

Interval of the

Variances Difference
Sig. (2-| Mean |Std. Error
F Sig. t df tailed) [Difference|Difference| Lower | Upper
Quality total  Equal 1,137| ,287| -2,284 244 ,023 -6,132 2,685| -11,422 -,843
reporting variances
assumed
Equal -2,352| 168,578 ,020 -6,132 2,607| -11,279 -,986
variances not
assumed

6.1.2 Bivariate correlation
To examine the relations of ASSET, EMPL, ROA, AVRAAYV and AVLEV with the different quality

scores and to test for multicollinearity, a Pearpooduct moment correlation was executed. The SPSS
output table is included in Appendix C-Il. Firstetmelations with the quality scores per independent

variable will be described.

ASSET has a significantly positive relatign<€ 0.01) with all 11 quality scores. The Pearsometation

(r) which implies the magnitude of the relationiearfrom 0.39 (economical aspects of operation§)Gd

(quality total reporting). EMPL also has a sigrafitly positive relation to all 11 quality scorgs<(0.01)

with slightly smaller correlations, namely betwe@135 (economical aspects of operations) and 0.58

(vision and strategy). In other words, both tosdeds and number of employees are significanthtedlto

the quality of sustainability disclosures.
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Unfortunately, for the variable ROA no significaetations were found with any of the quality scor@es
the other hand AVROA seems to be positively reldfed 0.1) with quality scores ‘vision and strategy’
and ‘supply chain management’ although the magaitadelatively low with r = 0.11 for both. The min
evidence that AVROA is related to the quality obtainability disclosures will be investigated fuath

with the multiple regression analyses.

For the variable LEV, some significant results wienend. It is positively related to total quality € 0.1)
and to the quality scores for ‘profilep & 0.01), ‘vision and strategyp(< 0.01), ‘board of directors and
management systemg € 0.05) and ‘environmental aspects of operatigps: 0.05). Pearson correlation
varies between 0.14 and 0.22, which indicates thgnitude of the relation is not very high. The able
AVLEYV is also significantly related to some qualggores. Namely ‘quality total reportingd € 0.05),
‘profile’ (p < 0.05), ‘vision and strategyp(< 0.01), ‘board of directors and management systém<
0.1), ‘stakeholders’g < 0.1), ‘environmental aspects of operations’<( 0.01) and ‘social aspects of
operations’ p < 0.1). R varies between 0.11 (social aspectpefaiions) and 0.26 (vision and strategy).
Both measures of leverage are significantly relédetdbtal quality and to some of the other quaditpres.
However, the magnitude of the relation is not Veigh so it will be interesting to see if the retatship

will still be significant in the multiple regressi@nalyses.

Now the relations of the variables with the quafibpres have been described, multicollinearity betw
the independent variables will be discussed. Malliftearity exists if independent variables arehyg
positively or negatively correlated with each othiérere is no rule for this, but usually the tolera value

is set at |[r} 0.9. In this correlation test, none of the vamalthave a correlation above this tolerance value.
The highest correlations are found between ROA AVMROA (R=0.77,p < 0.01), between LEV and
AVLEV (R=0.73,p < 0.01) and between ASSET and EMPL (R=0168,0.01). The first two are logical
since they are the same variable, only measured different time period. The last correlation iscal
explained reasonably since they are both varigbleseasure the size of an organization. Giventtieste
correlations fall below the tolerance value, theywén not been excluded from the multiple regression
analysis as will be discussed in section 6.1.4. éi@w, to be absolutely sure no multicollinearitysex it

will be checked again in the multiple regressioalgses.

6.1.3 Multiple regressions
This section describes the outcomes of the multgdgession analyses. The previous tests haveifiddnt

significant relations between the independent azmkddent variables. With the multiple regressitimes,
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combined influence of all the independent varialless dependent variable can be analyzed, butlaso

partial influences of the independent variables.

In Appendix C-lll, the SPSS output of the multipkgressions is provided. For these regressions, the
‘stepwise’ method was used, which means that vi@saére in- or excluded one at the time, in order o
their significance. When looking at the regresswmn‘quality total reporting’ as an example, the
‘Coefficients’ table shows that QUOTED, IND, ASSENRd EMPL have been included in the equation
because of their significant influence. The talil&cluded variables’ shows the variables that haaenb

excluded from the equation because they had ndisemt influence.

From the ‘model summary’, the predictive power wesgth of the total model, which is expressed by R
Square, can be read. In this case, the R Squ&di8 which means that the included variables @xpla
47.9% of the dependent variable. Finally, the ANOAt results indicate that there is a signifigant

0.01) linear relationship between the dependeniraebendent variables.

The existence of multicollinearity can be deterrdilerough table ‘Coefficients’. Generally it is ddhat
multicollinearity exists if ‘tolerance’ < 0.1 or ¥’ > 10. This is not the case in the regressiofqaélity

total reporting’.

These steps have been executed for all regresgiinegressions showed a linear relation accordog

the ANOVA test, and none of the regressions shoavgdsign of multicollinearity. The equation models
can then be formulated with the output from thdgaBoefficients’ of which the unstandardized betdhs

the significant variables are inserted in the equatogether with the constant beta. The variabbes
show no significant relation have been excludedhftbe model equations, because this leads to a more
realistic model (Ho, 2006). The equation modelsHerquality scores are shown in table 8. Thisetaldo

shows the predictive power of the models.
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Table 8: Model equations

Quality Score Equation R Square

Quality total reporting = -08.481 + (5.051 * ASSE¥)(11.578 * IND) + (2.352 % 0.479
EMPL) + (5.264 * QUOTED)

Profile = -6.658 + (0.450 * ASSET) + (0.993 * QUODE+ (0.744 *| 0.313
IND) + (0.174 * EMPL)

Vision and Strategy = -13.357 + (0.693 * ASSET)0t305 * EMPL) + (0.809 * 0.465
QUOTED) + (1.797 * LEV) + (0.011 * AVROA)

Board of directors and =-8.117 + (0.476 * ASSET) + (0.753 * QUOTED) + 403 *| 0.294

management systems IND) + (0.186 * EMPL)

Supply chain management =-9.180 + (0.379 * ASSE(Q.318 * EMPL) + (0.915 * IND) 0.268
+(0.011 * AVROA)

Stakeholders -10.676 + (0.478 * ASSET) + (1.52RP) + (0.267 * EMPL) | 0.362

Economical aspects of =-2.151 + (0.301 * ASSET) + (0.406 * QUOTED) 0.171

operations

Environmental aspects of| = -15.656 + (0.717 * ASSET) + (2.373 * IND) + (094G | 0.436

operations EMPL) - (0.022 * ROA)

Social aspects of = -14.202 + (0.729 * ASSET) + (1.288 * IND) + (026 | 0.370

operations EMPL)

Verification = -11.547 + (0.510 * ASSET) + (0.930IKND) + (0.196 *| 0.302
EMPL)

Execution of the = -9.080 + (0.528 * ASSET) + (1.802 * IND) + (0.722| 0.403

disclosures

QUOTED)

6.1.4 Dispersed ownership

This section separately addresses the outcomeseatest of the variable OWN. As was described in

chapter 5, the relation between this variable &edquality scores needs to be tested separately gie

variable can only be measured for quoted orgawoizati The Thomson Research database could not
provide data for all organizations on dispersed enafip, for other organizations only data for tleary
2007 was available. Therefore, the sample consaftdd0 data entries in total as can be seen ie @b

The database that was used has been included ndppB. Since the tests were the same as thabe of

other variables, these will not be explained exterg.
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Table 9: Descriptive statistics Dispersed Ownership

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Dispersed ownership 140 1,70 100,00 65,1027 24,78401

Valid N (listwise) 140

Table 10: Results for Dispersed Ownership

Quiality Correlation | Regression
Quality total reporting 0.337 0.129
Profile 0.289" 0.162"
Vision and Strategy 0.355 0.144
Board of directors and managemei@t255" 0.121
systems

Supply chain management 0.718 0.138
Stakeholders 0.297 0.126
Economical aspects of operations 0.154 0.034
Environmental aspects of operations 0.261 0.045
Social aspects of operations 0.244 0.047
Verification 0.308" 0.139
Execution of the disclosures 0.349 0.165"

“p<0.01,” p<0.05 p<0.1

First, a Pearson product moment correlation waswggd. The output, as included in appendix C-IV,
shows that no multicollinearity exists. The cortigla of OWN with the different quality scores wakén
from the correlation matrix and is shown in tabl@ 1 shows that OWN has a significant positive
correlation with all the quality scores. This ingdithat organizations with more dispersed ownership

disclose sustainability information of a higher lifya

Second, the multiple regressions were executede Tl&bshows the standardized beta and its signifiea
The standardized beta provides the relative madmitd the relationship, so that it can be compavitil
that of other variables. This output shows thag ttuthe influence of the other variables, onlyf bélthe
quality scores is significantly influenced by OWIRor comparison, the equation model for ‘qualityatot

reporting’ is computed with the unstandardized $eatcan be found in Appendix C-1V.
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Quality total reporting = -63.589 + (3.159 x ASSET{(23.097 x IND) + (2.576 x EMPL) + (0.096 x
OWN).

The explanatory power of this model (R Square)5%5This is higher than the power of the general
model for ‘quality total reporting’ as given in ¢en 6.1.3. However, since this model is based on a
different dataset, it cannot be said that thisésresult of the variable OWN.

6.2 Interpretation

In this section, the hypotheses will be acceptecejacted based on the output of the statisticalyaes.
These results will also be discussed in the lighthe theoretical framework. Since there are soyman
dependent variables, it is easy to lose the overoifethe results. Therefore table 11 summarizesvidch
variables a significant relation with the qualitposes was found. This is based on the output of-tbsts,

correlations and regressions as described in se6tib Blank cells indicate no significant relatioas

found.
Table 11: Summarized results statistical analyses
Visibilit . . .
y Financial Dispersed
Size Quoted| performance Industry | Ownership  Leverage
Asset Empl Quoted Roa Avrga Ind Oown Lev | Avlev
C|R|C|R|] T| RIGR|IC|R| T | R C R C|IRC]|R
Qua”ty total reporting Kk | kkk | kxx [ xxx [ xx [xx Kkk | kkk | kkk ok 3 *
Profile *kk | Rk | Rkk | % *kk | Kk OO T [P Axx *%
Vision and Strategy Kk | kkk | xxx | xx | x| ok * | * Tk k% - * | xxx
Board of directors and
management systems Jkk | kkk | kkx | % Jkk | kkk Kkk | kkk | kkk ek 3
Supply chain managemetoss | s | xxx | wnk P e e ]
Stakeholders P R O *kk | kxk | xxx | *
Economical aspects of
Operat'ons *k%k *k% *k%k *k%k *% *
Environmental aspects of
Operatlons *k%k *k% *k% *k%k * *%% *k% *k% %% ek k
Social aspects of
operations Jkk | kkk | kkx |k dokk | kkk | xxx *
Verification ok | kkk [ xxx [ % |x k% | kkk | kkk [x
Execution of the
disclosures dkk | dkk | dkk ok Kkk | Ak | Kkk [rrx

" p<0.01, p<0.05 p<0.1. C=correlation, R=regression, T=t-test.
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6.2.1 Visibility

The first aspect of the visibility of an organizatiis its size. In chapter 5 it was hypothesizetblgws:
“Larger organization will provide sustainability sdlosures of a higher quality”. The size of an
organization was measured with two variables, nartahl assets and number of employees. The first
variable, total assets, is proven to be most daaifly related to the quality of disclosures. This
relationship is found to be highly significant faifl tests and all quality scores. Furthermore, the
magnitude of the relation is also quite big. Thiatrenship found is positive, so the more assets an

organization has, the higher the quality of itcktisures.

For the other variable, number of employees, threetation showed a significant relation with alketh
quality scores. Regression analyses brought somamceuto these results. It showed that when the
influence of the other variables was included, soafetions became less- or insignificant. Howesgarce

the total quality score and most sub scores amrmeted by the variable EMPL, it can be said that i

general the more employees an organization hadjgher the quality of its disclosures.

Since it was found that both variables significantlate to the quality of sustainability disclossy
hypothesis 1 will be accepted. This confirms theults of prior researchers who have also found much
significant evidence for the relation between sirel sustainability disclosures. Of these reseascher
Cowenet al. (1987) were one of the few who also looked at tiseldsure score of different categories.
They found no evidence for the categories ‘humasources’ and ‘products’, the first might have
similarities with the categories ‘social aspectopérations’ for which this research does find euitk.
Since the research of Cowen al. (1987) is more than twenty years old, this migltiéate that large
organizations attach more value to social discksmow than they used to do. Unfortunately thearese

of Cowenet al. (1987) does not mention categories that seem &ter&d economical aspects or execution

of disclosures, so these outcomes cannot be cothpare

Besides size, another aspect of visibility has Hegrothesized to relate to quality. H2 was formedaas
follows: “Organizations that are quoted on a stegkhange will provide sustainability disclosuresaof
higher quality”. For this, the research sample gg@lg up in quoted and non-quoted organizationsanid
test was performed. Furthermore, the variable wealided in the multiple regression analyses. Fer th
total quality, significant evidence of a relatiomsvfound with both tests. Therefore, hypothesisiPbe

accepted.
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The categorical quality scores give some more hidigthis relation. As shown in table 11, a sigraht
relation is found for some of the categories. #rsg that the relationship only exist for the catiegowith
more general information, and less information astainability. A possible explanation for this ietfact
that quoted organizations are obligated to bringavuextensive financial report. The informatioanfr
these reports will have a certain overlap with itifermation for the general categories, which maikes
relatively easy for quoted organizations to scoghdr on these categories. There are no identiékded
studies that have also used quotation as a variablanfortunately these results cannot be compared

other research.

Visibility, with the proxies size and quotation,shbeen proven to relate to the quality of sustalityab
disclosures. This supports the argument of a samatract from legitimacy theory and an increased

stakeholder demand from stakeholder theory.

6.2.2 Financial performance

Although former research has provided mixed redoltghe relation between financial performance and

sustainability disclosures, this thesis hoped tw fsome extra support for this relation. Financial

performance has been measured with the variahlenreth assets of which the ROA of the base year and
the prior three years were taken into account sea# a time lag. Unfortunately, the results shibthe|

sign of a significant relationship.

For ROA, the only significant relation was foundr fihe correlation with environmental aspects of
operations. Against the expectation, this relatigmss negative. This implies that profitable orgations
provide environmental disclosures of a lower qualA possible explanation for this is as follows.
Organizations might let their financial performaniceprove at the expense of their environmental
performance. In this case, they might not wantlab@ate too much on their environmental perforreanc
because the proprietary costs are too high or Iseciéiicould harm their legitimacy. Unfortunatelyjs
not possible to test this explanation within tlesgarch. Besides, the magnitude of the relatiootisery

big, so on average it would only make a differeoicabout 0.2 (beta times mean) points on the score.
The variable AVROA has been found to be related'vision and strategy’ and ‘supply chain

management’, but not with the total quality scatkez. No logical explanation comes to mind abobyw

these specific categories are related to ‘laggednfiial performance’ and the rest is not. In earlie
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research, no categorization has been applied ekge@bwenet al. (1987), but they found no significant

results for any of the categories.

When looking at the results for ROA and AVROA italdn respect to the hypothesis. H3, “Organization
that have a better financial performance will pdevsustainability disclosures of a higher qualityfll

have to be rejected.

If this outcome is compared with earlier reseatioh,research of Cormier and Magnan (1999) is thet mo
comparable research that found evidence for aioeléietween financial performance and sustaingbilit
disclosures, since they tested the relation betvikd®A and the extent of environmental disclosurets |
interesting to see that for this research, the siggificant relationship found was that for ‘eronmental
aspects of operations’ and ROA which matches ttseiltee of Cormier and Magnan (1999). Other
researchers that found evidence used differentunesi®f profitability such as ROE (Roberts, 19%2¢,
dichotomous variable ‘profitable’ or ‘loss-makin@Neuet al, 1998 or profit (Grayet al, 2001) although
the latter can also be seen as a proxy for sizeisiility. Nevertheless, most studies failed tadfi
significant results for a relation between eithddAR or ROE and sustainability disclosures. When
examining the samples used in different researetgical relation seems to exist between the one
and aspects such as country, period, sample seasurement of the independent variable or statistic
measures. Therefore, it remains unclear whethan€iial performance relates to sustainability disates

or not. Perhaps that a more extensive researchgchwincludes different measurements for financial

performance, different countries and periods cad stome light on these differences.

6.2.3 Industry

Industry membership has been proven to relate @ogtmality or amount of disclosures by previous
researches. For this thesis, the fourth hypotheasstherefore formulated as follows: “Organizaticmest
operate in sensitive industries will provide sussaility disclosures of a higher quality”. The gpowas
divided in either sensitive or insensitive industmgmbership and t-tests and multiple regressions we
performed. Both tests showed a significant relaietween industry membership and the total quality
disclosures. This significant relationship was dtsand for most subcategories. For ‘vision andtsgg
and ‘economical aspects of operation’ no evidentea aelationship was found. This implies that
organizations that operate in sensitive industligsiot feel the need to elaborate extra on theanitial

information or their long term goals. Apparentheyhare more willing to disclose information about
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environmental and social performance. This coulddeause the information in these categories i€ mor

closely related to their legitimacy.

Since the statistical analyses showed significastits for total quality and many of the sub gualit
scores, hypothesis 4 will be accepted. This corfitire outcomes of earlier research as described in
chapter 3. However, most of these studies onlylledbeenvironmentally sensitive organizations and
looked at the quality of environmental disclosuréee best comparison is therefore the research of
Adamset al.(1998), who labelled environmentally and sociaknsitive organizations and also looked at
different disclosure categories. They find a relatior environmental and employee disclosures,notit

for ethical disclosures. Unfortunately, the catggsocial aspects of operations’ of this researdiudes
both ethical and employee disclosures so a preoisparison cannot be made. Nevertheless, bothestudi
have shown that socially sensitive organizatiorso alisclose sustainability information of a higher
quality. A disadvantage of labelling organizati@sssensitive, as already mentioned in chaptens3tBat

it is done on ad hoc basis. Also for this reseatioh,classification does not correspond to thabtbér
studies which makes comparisons less valuablenidie reason for this ad hoc approach in this retear
is the fact that different industry codes are usethe Netherlands. In general, the outcomes peovid

further evidence that organizations use sustaibabisclosures as a legitimizing tool.

6.2.4 Dispersed ownership

The known argumentation about the relation betwbgpersed ownership and the quality of disclosigres
ambiguous. Dispersion of shareholders implies dweinformation demands and higher information
asymmetry which could lead to higher shareholdesgure for disclosures. However, an often heard
contra-argument is that these shareholders woul# the power to make these demands, since
individually they are very small and together tlzeg mostly unorganized. Therefore, hypothesis § wa

split up into two sub hypotheses to leave the tivamf the relation undecided beforehand.

The results however, as summarized in table 1Hhrlgleshow evidence of a positive relation between
dispersion and the total quality of disclosures.rédwver, the correlation shows a significant refshup
between dispersed ownership and all categoriethelmegression analyses, more than half of thatgual
categories are significantly related to ownershippersion. This implies that even though small
shareholders have relatively little power indivitlpaorganizations do feel the pressure of thera gsoup

and answer to their information needs. It also iegplthat large and closely connected shareholders

demand less information from the organization snsitistainability report, since they already havesse
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to this information via other ways. These outcoraes consistent with the theoretical approach of the

managerial branch of stakeholder theory as destitbehapter 2.2.2.

Hypothesis 5a, “Organizations that have more dsgzeownership will provide sustainability disclossir

of a higher quality”, can therefore be acceptedlo@d by a rejection of hypothesis 5b, “Organiaat

that have more dispersed ownership will providetasoability disclosures of a lower quality”. The
outcomes of this thesis are consistent with theauoes of Cormieet al. (2005) and Brammer and
Pavelin (2008), although these studies only fowidemce for a relation with the amount of disclesyr
not the quality. Another difference with these stgdis the definition of dispersed ownership. These
studies use a boundary of respectively 5 and 3epéero distinguish between closely held shares and
dispersed shares. As was explained in section2,5tldis study also uses a boundary of 5 percernt, bu
includes some other shares as closely held shaobsas shares owned by family or shares in pension

plans.

6.2.5 Leverage

The arguments about the influence of another laigestolder group, the creditors, were also veryrdive
Creditor power, as measured by leverage, was ed tpositively related to the quality of disclassur
because a higher leverage meant more creditor pimagamand disclosures. Others argued that leverage
as an inverse indication of the financial perforognis negatively related to disclosures because
organizations will only disclose in times of goadaincial health. This is because organizations teamre

the financial means and freedom, since there silgerference from creditors, for ‘secondary besm
goals’ such as sustainability. Another argumentafaregative relation between leverage and disaosur
quality does not relate to creditor power but togpretary costs. When leverage is high and loarnraots

are at stake, organizations will be less willingrtocur these costs.

Because of the divergence in arguments, the sigplothesis was also split up into two hypothesesa H6
states that ‘Organizations that have a higher dewill provide sustainability disclosures of gher
guality’, H6b states the opposite: ‘Organizatiohatthave a higher leverage will provide sustairitgbil

disclosures of a lower quality’.

The results of the statistical tests show a pasitdlation between leverage and the disclosureescdhe

correlation matrix showed a significant relatioriviieen the total quality score and four sub qualdgres
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and leverage. Average leverage was also showeel sighificantly related to total quality and to sither
guality scores. The quality scores that relateettetage mainly include general information, bubals
environmental information is related to both measwf leverage. However, these relations are afals
magnitude compared to the relations of some otheables. Therefore, it is not surprising that éhes
relations did not last when the other variablesearcluded in the multiple regression analyses. diflg

significant relationship found there, was that lestw ‘vision and strategy’ and leverage.

If these results are reflected on the hypothes6b, lths to be rejected since the correlation anessgpn
show no sign of any negative relation. For H6aeatg or accepting is somewhat more complicatbe. T
correlation matrix shows significant positive redas while the multiple regressions do not. Neweldhs,
since the reality is that a relationship never dsaalone because of the influence of other varsabte
unknown effects, the results of the multiple regi@ss have to count more heavily. Therefore, hygsith
H6a will be rejected. This implies that organizaticare not sensitive to the power of creditors, wite

comes to sustainability disclosures.

Neuet al. (1998) also failed to find significant evidence &orelation in their multiple regression analysis.
Unfortunately they do not provide the results ofy aingle correlations. Roberts (1992) did find a
significant relation in her logistic regressionweeén leverage and sustainability disclosures. Hewer

her research the quality was not measured withoeedaut in three categories: excellent, good omrpoo

This might have an effect on the different results.

6.3  Chapter summary

This chapter described the results of the stadilstiest, which include several t-tests, correlati@amd
multiple regression analyses. The outcomes werd tseaccept or reject the hypothesized relations

between the independent and dependent variableapamarized below.

Accepted hypotheses:

H1: Larger organizations will provide sustainabpitlisclosures of a higher quality.
H2: Organizations that are quoted on a stock exgdanll provide sustainability disclosures of a

higher quality.
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H4: Organizations that operate in sensitive indestwill provide sustainability disclosures of a
higher quality
Hb5a: Organizations that have more dispersed owigevsll provide sustainability disclosures of a

higher quality.

Rejected hypotheses:

H3: Organizations that have a better financial grennce will provide sustainability disclosures

of a higher quality.

H5b: Organizations that have more dispersed owigergll provide sustainability disclosures of a
lower quality.

Héa: Organizations that have a higher leverage prdivide sustainability disclosures of a higher
quality.

Héb: Organizations that have a higher leveragé privide sustainability disclosures of a lower
quality.
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7 CONCLUSION

This chapter will summarize the research and resattd will answer the research question of thésith
In section two, some research limitations will bentioned and in the third section suggestions vl

made for future research.

7.1 Research conclusions

In the first chapter, it was explained that mord arore organizations have started to report inftiona
on sustainability but that, since there are no ratorg reporting standards, the quality of theseldgires
can vary significantly. Further insights in the @gng practices of organizations and their motag to
disclose can help the users of the sustainab#ipprts in their assessment of the reporting orgdioizs.

Therefore, the following research question was toated:

“Which organizational characteristics relate to thequality of sustainability reporting?”

To answer this question, a theoretical frameword toabe set up, prior research literature was exadi

and it was explored what quality of sustainabitityclosures is and how it can be measured.

This information was then combined and used irdés#gn of the research of this thesis. Hypothesse w
formulated about relations between organizatiohakacteristics and the quality of disclosures. Eaich
these characteristics was represented by one @& mdependent variables in the statistical resed&ah

the dependent variable, the quality of the sushalityadisclosures, the benchmark studies of PWG wa
used. The benchmark study determines the qualisysthinability disclosures annually with a disoles
index model; the score that was determined with itodel was used in this thesis as well as theesdor

the 10 subcategories within the total score. Tlearch sample consisted of Dutch organizations that
published sustainability disclosures in 2007 an@8&@and that were included in the in 2007 and 2008

benchmark study.

After all data had been collected, several statistests were performed and analyzed. The reshiteed

several significant relations between the indepenhdeariables and the quality of the sustainability
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disclosures. Significant evidence was found for thkation between quality and the organizational
characteristics size and quotation on a stock exgdhaboth are proxies for an organization’s vigiillt
was also shown that organizations that operatedially or environmentally sensitive industriesaliise
sustainability information of a significantly highquality. And last of all, a significant positivelation
between ownership dispersion and the quality otlossires was found. No relation was found for

financial performance or leverage.

In comparison to earlier research, the resultssioe and industry are the least surprising; mastiss
have found some kind of relation between thoseaataristics and disclosures. However, this study ha
shown that not only environmentally sensitive, blgo socially sensitive organizations disclosedpett
sustainability reports. Quotation is an organizalacharacteristic that has never been used beforthe
results cannot be compared, but since it can asddwed as a proxy for visibility it agrees witarker
research in that visible organizations disclos¢asnability reports of a higher quality. Prior siesl failed

to provide conclusive results on the relation betwvéinancial performance and disclosures. Although
from a theoretical point of view, based on multiheories, the relation has reason for existertds, t
research failed to find significant evidence ofsthelation. This adds to the already large numier o
studies that also failed to provide significantutes The same goes for leverage, although prieeaech
was even more inconclusive in this case since pogitive as well as negative relations have begueat
and shown. The results of this thesis could not angthing to these results. Research on dispersed
ownership had shown a positive relation betweepedgon and disclosures. But, from a theoreticaiwi

a negative relation could also be argued. Therefaoth relations were tested. The results showsétipe

relation which agrees with the results of prioesh.

The results of this thesis can be used by orgaarmato compare their quality. Benchmarking wasady
possible with studies like the one used in thisithéut with the model equations provided in chafte
this comparison is taken to a higher level. Whenogaganization’s organizational characteristics are
inserted into the equations, the outcomes showgilaéity score that an organization ‘should’ havasdd

on the whole sample. With this information, it cdetermine if it under performs or over performs and

specifically in which categories that is.
Stakeholders can use this thesis to further uraimisthe motivations of organizations to disclose

sustainability information. On the one hand, théypwd be aware of the legitimizing behaviour of

organizations. Therefore, disclosures should bd véth the necessary carefulness and criticismth@n
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other hand, stakeholder theory and the resultsgpersed ownership show that organizations reghect
information demands of at least the shareholdees &they are not powerful individually. Therefoit
other stakeholders fail to demand certain infororgtthey might consider buying shares to demand the

same information as a shareholder.

Organizations like the GRI, the Dutch Council fanrval Reporting or governments can use the restlts
this thesis to gain further insights in the disalesbehaviour of organizations. If organizationsctise
certain information voluntarily because of legitamnig behaviour or stakeholder pressure, it mighth®o
necessary to make sustainability disclosures manddiowever, if governments find that certain aspe
of sustainability reports lack quality, they migitnsider mandatory rules and guidelines. If theptwa
stimulate sustainability disclosures of a highealiy, the results of this study show them that inn@n-
qguoted organizations in non-sensitive industrissldse information with the lowest quality so thight

be a good place to start.

7.2 Limitations

Like in all empirical research, the research os tiiesis has some limitations. Since this thesss as
benchmark study to obtain information about theliguaf sustainability disclosures, and the review
model of this study was recently changed, it waly possible to use data of the last two yearshédf t

sample would have included more years, the reaudtdd have been more reliable.

The sample included organizations that were notteglbamn a stock exchange. Although this had
advantages, such as a bigger sample and the pibgsibinvestigating the effect of quotation, isa had
a disadvantage, namely that the research on thé&orelof dispersed ownership had to be performed

separately on a smaller sample.

Another limitations of this research lies in thelépendent variables that were used. First of lad, t
organizational characteristics were often represkbly one or more proxies. Although the use ofehes
proxies has been thoroughly thought through, omenever be absolutely sure that the proxy is a good
measure for the organizational characteristic. taye is a good example of this, since the variabidd

be argued as a proxy for creditor power or for ritial performance depending on the direction the

relation has. Unfortunately, no relation was foimthis case and therefore, no conclusions carrdsrd
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Second, this thesis investigated six organizatiaharacteristics, represented by nine variableg Th
equation model that was made, based on the mutgglession analyses, explained less that 50 pgesten
the quality of disclosures. The model that includespersed ownership, but that was based on aetiffe
sample, explained 55 percent. This implies thatetrare other variables that influence the quality o
sustainability disclosures. This might be otherialaes that better reflect some of the organization
characteristics, other characteristics that weretalcen into account because they seemed irrelexant

could not be measured reliably, or other factosd®s organizational characteristics.

7.3 Futureresearch

At last, this thesis will make some suggestionsfiibure research. As mentioned in the last sectioa,
variables that were included in this research caully explain half of the quality of the sustairldii
disclosures. Therefore, it would be interestingdd some more variables into the equation sucheasam

attention.

This research showed that the presence of shaesrbdklrelated to the quality of disclosures, al as
their dispersion. It will be interesting to invegite the relation with other stakeholders more. For
creditors, perhaps a different variable can be dsatdbetter reflects the power of creditors. Ightialso

be interesting to include the presence, informatiemand and power of other stakeholders such ag lob

groups, NGO'’s or employees.

This research failed to find a relation betweeraficial performance and the quality of disclosubes.
general, many studies have failed to do so. Howekiere were some studies that did find a relagiot
the theoretical arguments are also quite reasonBbltaps in this case, since empirical reseaitshtéa
provide consistent results, it is better to perfaome more in depth research to better understand t
motivations of organizations. This might lead toreninsights in organizational motivations to disgo

information of a higher quality, which can be apgliagain to empirical research later on.
As mentioned in the introduction, this thesis oakamined the quality of sustainability reports, tiet

actual sustainable performance of organizationthotigh it might be hard to find a good way to measu

the performance, it would be very interesting te gat relates to the quality of disclosures. Thauld
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provide even more insights in the motivations ofnagement, because it might reveal legitimizing

behaviour in case of bad performance.

Finally, as already mentioned in the previous sectihe fact that only two years of the benchméuklys
could be used in this research gives room for &srtiesearch. Because of this, it will be intergstio
repeat this research again in a few years. Thesahgle would be much bigger for pooled analyses, b
it will also make it possible to look at the resyier year to see if there are any trends in théiars over
time. This would also make it possible to investgthe influence of the benchmark study itself. For
example it will be interesting to examine if orgaations adapt their disclosures to the benchmaidiest

that score them or if organizations imitate ea¢teobver time.
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Appendix A: Review Model (in Dutch)

Profiel

1. De belangrijkste producten en/of diensten vaardkerneming worden beschreven.
0 = geen of gedeeltelijke beschrijving
1 = beschrijving van de producten/diensten dierddememing levert. In het geval van
consumenten en industriéle producten wordt inZelgieven in de merken die de onderneming

voert.

2. De landen waarin de onderneming actief is, wotdegelicht
0 = geen beschrijving
1 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op de ondemmgsactiviteiten in het buitenland of het is
duidelijk dat de onderneming geen buitenlandseiéeiten heeft. In het geval van buitenlandse
activiteiten wordt een overzicht gegeven van véasgign in het buitenland (tenminste op

landenniveau)

3. Het aantal medewerkers van de onderneming, dksihe omzet en de resultaten worden gespecificeerd
naar regio en/of naar producten/diensten.
0 = geen vermelding
1 = gespecificeerde cijffermatige informatie metdldting tot zowel medewerkers als
bedrijfseconomische gegevens (mogelijk blijkt wtwibrslaggeving dat de onderneming uitsluitend

in Nederland actief is of geen gedifferentieerdmdprcten/diensten heeft)

4. Er wordt een toelichting gegeven op concernesdain eigendomsverhoudingen (waaronder vermelding
van de belangrijkste aandeelhouders)
0 = geen beschrijving
1 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op aandeeksydandelenbezit en
zeggenschapverhoudingen (mogelijk blijkt uit desleggeving dat dit niet van toepassing is op de
onderneming)

5. Er wordt een expliciete beschrijving gegeven darkernprocessen en —activiteiten van de
onderneming, waarbij een toelichting wordt gegemerde impact van de bedrijfsvoering op mens, milieu
en samenleving.

0 = geen of gedeeltelijke beschrijving van de kesnpssen en -activiteiten
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+ 1 expliciete beschrijving van kernprocessen etivigeiten, inclusief de belangrijkste
productiefactoren (waaronder een toelichting omdstoffen)

+ 2 er wordt uitleg gegeven over de impact vaneffrifsvoering op mens, milieu en samenleving
waarbij de financieel-economische, milieu- en decaspecten worden benoemd die in het

bijzonder relevant zijn voor de onderneming.

6. Er wordt een expliciete beschrijving gegeven darketen waarin de onderneming opereert, waaghij e
toelichting wordt gegeven op de impact van de kefemens, milieu en samenleving.

0 = geen of gedeeltelijke beschrijving van de keten

+ 1 expliciete beschrijving van de keten, inclusietfherkomst van grondstoffen (naar

landen/regio’s) en toeleveranciers, alsmede danbdjlste afnemers en/of afzetmarkten

+ 2 er wordt uitleg gegeven over de impact vaneaterkop mens, milieu en samenleving (aan de
hand van een beschrijving van specifieke risicdgrbij worden de financieel-economische, milien-

sociale aspecten benoemd die in het bijzonderastezijn voor de keten waarin de onderneming aitief

Visie en strategie

7. De visie en de strategie van de onderneminglatie tot maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernenfen o
duurzaam ondernemen wordt uitgelegd
0 = geen toelichting
1 = algemene beschrijving van de visie en strategie
2 = beschrijving van de visie en strategie in danvgan een directieverklaring (mogelijk in de
vorm van een voorwoord of een apart hoofdstuk delnparagraaf).
+ 1 het verslag nodigt de lezer uit tot het gevam @en reactie en biedt daarvoor een concrete
mogelijkheid

8. In de verslaggeving wordt een toelichting gegeme de toekomstverwachtingen van het bestuur ten
aanzien van maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernehdaurzaam ondernemen
0 = geen beschrijving

1 = toekomstverwachtingen worden toegelicht

9. De verslaggeving geeft een toelichting op irgerahtlijnen met betrekking tot gewenst gedrag
(waaronder bijvoorbeeld kernwaarden, bedrijfsppesi gedragscodes en klokkenluiderregelingen)
0 = geen toelichting

+ 1 toelichting op het bestaan en de inhoud vamiteste één intern manifest of code
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+ 1 openbaarmaking van tenminste één manifestd#.ddogelijk verwijst de verslaggeving naar

publicatie elders.

10. De verslaggeving geeft een toelichting op eeichtlijnen waaraan de onderneming zich al dah n
gehouden acht (zoals bijvoorbeeld sectorspecifiekdlijnen, de OESO-richtlijnen voor multinatioral
ondernemingen, de Universele Verklaring van de Rectan de Mens, Global Compact van de
Verenigde Naties)

0 = geen toelichting

1 = toelichting op het standpunt van de onderner@nganzien van tenminste één extern manifest

of code

11. De verslaggeving geeft inzicht in de activérivan de onderneming met betrekking tot sociaal-
maatschappelijke betrokkenheid. Het gaat hierpipbrbeeld om sponsoring vanuit MVO perspectief,
pro bono dienstverlening of projecten die gestamtanuit het oogpunt een bijdrage te leverendan
samenleving.

0 = geen expliciete toelichting op maatschappelij&eokkenheid

1 = algemene beschrijving

2 = specifieke beschrijving, waarbij een kwantéea#i onderbouwing wordt gegeven

+ 1 er wordt duidelijk gemaakt dat de activiteitermet kader van sociaal-maatschappelijke

betrokkenheid in het verlengde liggen van de keiviggiten en als zodanig passen bij de aard van

de onderneming

Ondernemingsbestuur en Managementsystemen

12. Er wordt een toelichting gegeven op het bestaarde onderneming en de achtergronden en
bestuurstaken van bestuurders
0 = geen vermelding
1 = de namen van de leden van de Raad van Bestuva( de Raad van Commissarissen indien
van toepassing) worden vermeld zonder verderectugig
2 = de namen van de leden van de Raad van Bestuwa( de Raad van Commissarissen indien
van toepassing) worden vermeld met een toelichtintenminste drie van onderstaande punten:
« taken en verantwoordelijkheden van bestuurders
* bestuurstermijnen
« achtergrond van de bestuurders

* overige bestuursfuncties van bestuurders
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13. Er wordt inzicht gegeven in de organisatiestruicvan de onderneming
0 = geen toelichting
+1 beschrijving van de organisatiestructuur op teste het niveau van de belangrijkste decentrale
organisatie-eenheden (divisies, business unitsrufdn)

+1 schematische weergave van de organisatiestrugttganogram)

14. Er wordt een beschrijving gegeven van de t&kewverantwoordelijkheden binnen de onderneming
ten aanzien van maatschappelijk verantwoord ondenen/of duurzaam ondernemen
0 = geen toelichting
1 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op de govaraatructuur met betrekking tot maatschappelijk
verantwoord ondernemen en/of duurzaam ondernemen
+ 1 uit de toelichting blijkt de verantwoordelijkideesn de betrokkenheid van het hoogste
bestuurslichaam
+ 1 uit de toelichting blijkt de verantwoordelijkideen de betrokkenheid van toezichthouders
(bijvoorbeeld de Raad van Commissarissen of eetiagdalaartoe ingestelde commissie) bij de
strategie en de resultaten van de ondernemingtogebéd van maatschappelijk verantwoord

ondernemen en/of duurzaam ondernemen

15. Er wordt een beschrijving gegeven van het goea@ sturing en beheersing met betrekking tot
maatschappelijk verantwoord ondernemen en/of daunzzndernemen. Het gaat hierbij bijvoorbeeld om:
* proces van strategiebepaling
* risicomanagement
» compliance met wet- en regelgeving
« audits van managementsystemen (inclusief eventstificatie)
* beoordelings- en beloningsystemen
« feedback en evaluatiesystemen (inclusief belgalgaties)
0 = geen toelichting
2 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op tenmingwhn bovengenoemde punten
+ 1 de toelichting geeft inzicht in de wijze waarpatschappelijke resultaten invioed hebben op

de beloning van bestuurders

Ketenverantwoordelijkheid

16. De verslaggeving geeft inzicht in het beleitldlaonderneming voert ten aanzien van ketenbameer
—verantwoordelijkheid

0 = geen toelichting

88 M. van Hoorik



1 = het gevoerde beleid wordt toegelicht

17. De onderneming geeft een toelichting op devideitien die zij ontplooit om te komen tot verantwad
ketenbeheer
0 = geen toelichting
1 = algemene beschrijving
2 = specifieke beschrijving in relatie tot concretdéieu- en sociale risico’s die zich voordoen i d
productieketen
+ 2 uit de beschrijving blijkt de betrokkenheid \&akeholdergroepen in de wijze waarop de

onderneming omgaat met onderwerpen op het gebresaerantwoord ketenbeheer

18. Er wordt een beschrijving gegeven van het [goea sturing en beheersing met betrekking tot
verantwoord ketenbeheer. Het gaat hier bijvoorbesid
* verankering van maatschappelijke overwegingdreirinkoopproces
* risicomanagement in de keten
* het bewaken van naleving van interne en extergelgeving
* proces van evaluatie en eventuele bijsturing
0 = geen toelichting
1 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op tenminseetvan bovengenoemde punten
+ 2 de toelichting geeft inzicht in de wijze waanmgrantwoordelijkheden in de organisatie zijn
belegd ten aanzien van verantwoord ketenbeheer
+ 2 er wordt een toelichting gegeven op vormenaserne controle op verantwoord ketenbeheer

waar de onderneming bij betrokken is

Stakeholders
19. De onderneming benoemt haar belangrijkste lstaéters
0 = geen vermelding

1 = stakeholders worden expliciet benoemd

20. De onderneming geeft aan wat de invioed is getwean stakeholderdialoog op de verslaggeving
0 = geen vermelding
1 = algemene beschrijving
2 = specifieke beschrijving waarbij wordt aangegewelke onderwerpen voor welke stakeholders

van belang zijn en hoe vaststelling hiervan deiithean de verslaggeving heeft beinvioed
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21. De onderneming geeft een toelichting op deeniyaarop een dialoog wordt gevoerd met stakeholders
op terreinen die gelet op het profiel van de oneliing relevant zijn in het kader van maatschappelij
verantwoord ondernemen of duurzaam ondernemen.
0 = geen toelichting
1 = algemene beschrijving \
2 = er wordt een gedetailleerde beschrijving gegavaarbij wordt ingegaan op de onderwerpen
van de dialoog, de vorm waarin de dialoog gevoertinwde uitkomsten van de dialoog en de
vervolgstappen
+ 1 tenminste twee stakeholdergroepen met wie deraeming een dialoog voert, worden bij
naam genoemd
+ 2 uit de verslaggeving blijkt dat de ondernengeg stakeholderdialoog heeft gevoerd over
onderwerpen binnen tenminste drie van de volgeatigorieén:
* milieu
* arbeidsvoorwaarden
» veiligheid en gezondheid
* productverantwoordelijkheid

* mensenrechten

22. Uit de verslaggeving blijkt hoe stakeholderligl is verankerd in de onderneming
0 = geen toelichting
1 = beschrijving van tenminste twee structureletregalen die gericht zijn op de identificatie en
selectie van stakeholders, het entameren en vearestakeholderdialoog, en het vastleggen en
analyseren van de uitkomsten ervan
+ 1 toelichting op de wijze waarop de uitkomsten stakeholderdialoog worden geanalyseerd en

meegewogen in beleidvorming (aan de hand van testené€én concreet voorbeeld)

Economische aspecten van de bedrijffsvoering

23. Er wordt uitleg gegeven over het beleid daviigerneming voert met betrekking tot financieel-
economische aspecten van de bedrijfsvoering
0 = geen toelichting

1 = het gevoerde financieel-economische beleid itoeelicht
24. De verslaggeving geeft inzicht in de resultai@m de onderneming met betrekking tot de econdraisc

aspecten van de bedrijfsvoering.

0 = geen toelichting
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+ 1 er wordt een toelichting gegeven aan de handreaitioneel financiéle indicatoren zoals
bijvoorbeeld omzet, beloningen, winst en belastinge
+ 2 er wordt een toelichting gegeven aan de handeraminste drie niet-financiéle indicatoren
zoals bijvoorbeeld:

« de effecten van investeringen en desinvesteringen

e innovatie (waaronder partnerships)

* huisvestingsbeleid (inclusief de impact op wel&genheid)

* de preventie van omkoping en corruptie

* eerlijke concurrentie en prijsvorming

» onderzoek en ontwikkeling

* socio-economische aspecten van producten enterens

25. De verslaggeving bevat doelstellingen met kking tot de economische aspecten van de
bedrijfsvoering.

0 = geen expliciete vermelding van doelstellingen

1 = algemene beschrijving van tenminste één firid@an één niet-financiéle doelstelling

2 = specifieke beschrijving van tenminste één fiiéle en één niet-financiéle doelstelling, waarbij

een kwantitatieve prestatiedoelstelling wordt gegealsmede een concreet tijdspad

26. In de verslaggeving wordt expliciet ingegaardewerbeteringen die de onderneming heeft
doorgevoerd met betrekking tot het financieel-ecnische beleid.

0 = geen toelichting

1 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op tenminéteadncrete vordering met betrekking tot het

financieel-economische beleid

27. In de verslaggeving wordt expliciet ingegaardepesultaatverbetering dan wel -verslechtering in
relatie tot financieel-economische aspecten diermtkerneming heeft laten zien in de afgelopen
verslaggevingsperiode.
0 = geen toelichting
+ 1 er wordt in algemene termen een toelichtingegeg op de verbetering dan wel verslechtering
van de financieel-economische resultaten ten opezidn de voorgaande periode
+ 1 er wordt een toelichting gegeven op de resiwiéalaetering dan wel —verslechtering ten
opzichte van eerder geformuleerde doelstellingendashand van tenminste twee traditioneel

financiéle indicatoren
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+ 1 er wordt een toelichting gegeven op de resiwiéalaetering dan wel —verslechtering ten
opzichte van eerder geformuleerde doelstellingandashand van tenminste twee niet-financiéle

indicatoren

Milieuaspecten van de bedrijffvoerings

28. Er wordt uitleg gegeven over het milieubeleatl de onderneming voert
0 = geen toelichting

1 = het gevoerde milieubeleid wordt toegelicht

29. De verslaggeving geeft inzicht in de resultatem de onderneming met betrekking tot de
milieuaspecten van de bedrijfsvoering. Het gaatoiijibij
* het gebruik van niet-vernieuwbare hulpbronnenaf@wader energieverbruik)
* het (her)gebruik van materialen en grond-stofteaaronder gevaarlijke stoffen)
« effecten naar lucht, water en bodem (waar-ondesses van broeikasgassen)
« afval (waaronder chemisch afval)
0 = geen beschrijving
1 = de onderneming geeft kwantitatieve informatierdenminste twee indicatoren met betrekking
tot tenminste één van bovenstaande categorieén
2 = de onderneming geeft kwantitatieve informatierdenminste vier indicatoren met betrekking
tot tenminste twee van bovenstaande categorieén
3 = de onderneming geeft kwantitatieve informatierdenminste zes indicatoren met betrekking

tot tenminste drie van bovenstaande categorieén

30. De verslaggeving bevat doelstellingen met kking tot de milieuaspecten van de bedrijfsvoering.
0 = geen expliciete vermelding van doelstellingen
1 = algemene beschrijving van tenminste twee deléigien
2 = specifieke beschrijving van tenminste twee stelingen, waarbij een kwantitatieve

prestatiedoelstelling wordt gegeven, alsmede epareet tijdspad

31. In de verslaggeving wordt expliciet ingegaardepverbeteringen die de onderneming heeft
doorgevoerd met betrekking tot het milieu-beleid.
0 = geen toelichting
1 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op één coas@tdering met betrekking tot het milieubeleid
2 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op meer darcéécrete vordering met betrekking tot het

milieubeleid
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32. In de verslaggeving wordt expliciet ingegaardepesultaatverbetering dan wel -verslechtering in
relatie tot het milieu die de onderneming heefiiatien in de afgelopen verslaggevingsperiode.
0 = geen toelichting
+ 1 er wordt in algemene termen een toelichtingegeg op de verbetering dan wel verslechtering
van de milieuresultaten ten opzichte van de voaorgegeriode
+ 1 er wordt een toelichting gegeven op de reswialaetering dan wel —verslechtering aan de hand

van eerder geformuleerde doelstellingen op tenmitvge relevante terreinen

Sociale aspecten van de bedrijfsvoering

33. Er wordt uitleg gegeven over het sociale bafleidde onderneming voert
0 = geen toelichting

1 = het gevoerde sociale beleid wordt toegelicht

34. De verslaggeving geeft inzicht in de resultatem de onderneming met betrekking tot de sociale
aspecten van de bedrijfsvoering. Het gaat hieipyipbrbeeld om:
» ethiek en integriteit
« arbeidsvoorwaarden (waaronder personeelsvertqeiding en training en ontplooiingsmogelijkheden)
« veiligheid en gezondheid (waaronder ziekteverzeimtetsel- en beroepsziektes)
« diversiteit (waaronder man-vrouw-verdeling, vr@amin managementposities, percentage allochtone
medewerkers en percentage medewerkers met eemétfie en/of geestelijke beperking)
* productverantwoordelijkheid (waaronder dierwelzijoedselveiligheid en genetische modificatie)
* mensenrechten (waaronder discriminatie, kindefdrl@wangarbeid, vrijheid van organisatie en
collectieve onderhandeling, beveiliging, rechten irdheemse volken)
0 = geen beschrijving
1 = de onderneming geeft kwantitatieve informatierdenminste twee indicatoren met betrekking
tot tenminste twee van bovenstaande categorieén
2 = de onderneming geeft kwantitatieve informatierdenminste vier indicatoren met betrekking
tot tenminste drie van bovenstaande categorieén
3 = de onderneming geeft kwantitatieve informatierdenminste zes indicatoren met betrekking

tot tenminste vier van bovenstaande categorieén

35. De verslaggeving bevat doelstellingen met kking tot de sociale aspecten van de bedrijfsvgerin
0 = geen expliciete vermelding van doelstellingen
1 = algemene beschrijving van tenminste twee deléigien
2 = specifieke beschrijving van tenminste twee stelingen, waarbij een kwantitatieve

prestatiedoelstelling wordt gegeven, alsmede epareet tijdspad
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36. In de verslaggeving wordt expliciet ingegaardepverbeteringen die de onderneming heeft
doorgevoerd met betrekking tot sociale beleidsieere
0 = geen toelichting
1 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op één coaametdering met betrekking tot nieuw of
aangescherpt beleid op sociaal gebied
2 = er wordt een toelichting gegeven op meer darcéacrete vordering met betrekking tot nieuw

of aangescherpt beleid op sociaal gebied

37. In de verslaggeving wordt expliciet ingegaardepesultaatverbetering dan wel -verslechtering in
relatie tot sociale aspecten, die de ondernemirf laten zien in de afgelopen verslaggevingsperiod
0 = geen toelichting
+ 1 er wordt in algemene termen een toelichtingegeg op de verbetering dan wel verslechtering
van de sociale resultaten ten opzichte van de aamde periode
+ 1 er wordt een toelichting gegeven op de reswialetering dan wel —verslechtering aan de hand

van eerder geformuleerde doelstellingen op tenmitvgte relevante terreinen

Verificatie

38. De onderneming geeft een toelichting op hdtalniet laten verifieren van de maatschappelijke

verslaggeving door een onafhankelijke, deskundagéjpHet gaat hierbij bijvoorbeeld om informatie

over:

« de redenen voor het al dan niet laten verifi¢sam de maatschappelijke verslaggeving

« de keuze voor een onafhankelijke, deskundigej part

« de reikwijdte van eventuele verificatie en depdigng van uitgevoerde verificatiewerkzaamheden
0 = geen beschrijving

1 = de onderneming geeft een toelichting op tentmiéén van bovengenoemde punten

39. De verslaggeving bevat een verklaring van rieteskundigen (zoals maatschappelijke organisaties,
sectorspecialisten, milieu auditors, sociale auslitaccountants, etc.) over de kwaliteit van de
maatschappelijke verslaggeving en/of over de bekaalsultaten van de onderneming op het gebied van
mens, milieu en samenleving

0 = er is geen verklaring opgenomen

2 =eris een verklaring opgenomen
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40. De verslaggeving bevat een verklaring van eafihankelijke, deskundige partij die de inhoud dan
maatschappelijke verslaggeving heeft geverifieardie tot een publiek oordeel komt over de
betrouwbaarheid van de gepresenteerde informatie
0 = er is geen verklaring opgenomen
2 = eris een verklaring opgenomen met een corectmgdr de betrouwbaarheid van de informatie
+ 1 de verklaring van de onafhankelijke, deskungageij geeft inzicht in de volgende punten:
» de gehanteerde standaard(en) voor verificatie
* de reikwijdte van de verificatie
* de aard van de uitgevoerde werkzaamheden

* de bevindingen van de verificatie (op hoofdlijhen

41. De aard en de reikwijdte van de uitgevoerddivatiewerkzaamheden leiden tot een conclusiedan
onafhankelijke, deskundige partij dat met redelijkate van zekerheid kan worden vastgesteld dat de
informatie in het maatschappelijke verslag betroamvhs.
0 = De verklaring geeft een beperkte mate van heker
2 = De verklaring geeft een beperkte mate van begmover een deel van de gepresenteerde
informatie en een redelijke mate van zekerheid eesrander deel van de informatie in het
maatschappelijke verslag

4 = De verklaring geeft een redelijke mate van dehie

Uitwerking
42. De verslaggeving geeft inzicht in een aaniahdina’s waar de onderneming mee geconfronteerd
wordt
0 = geen dilemma’s
2 =in de verslaggeving worden tenminste twee eltavdilemma’s uitgewerkt en ook expliciet als
dilemma’s benoemd
+ 1 uit de beschrijving blijkt dat de ondernemimgkeholders heeft betrokken om te bepalen hoe de
onderneming met deze dilemma’s om zou moeten gaan
+ 1 De uitgewerkte dilemma’s houden direct verbianed de kernprocessen en —activiteiten van de

onderneming

43. Er wordt een toelichting gegeven op de reikigijhn de maatschappelijke verslaggeving.
0 = geen toelichting
1 = de onderneming maakt duidelijk over welke delan de organisatie wel en over welke niet

wordt gerapporteerd, alsmede over welke periodelg@rapporteerd
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44. De onderneming is transparant over het aanadéschappelijke verslaggeving ten grondslag liggend
verslaggevingsbeleid en het verslaggevingsprocetsg&ht hierbij bijvoorbeeld om informatie over:
» gehanteerde rapportage standaarden
* de keuze van prestatie-indicatoren
* de gehanteerde definities van indicatoren
« de wijze van dataverzameling
* de wijze van consolideren van informatie (inckigventuele extrapolatie van gegevens)
» methodes van meten, schatten en berekenen
* inherente beperkingen in de betrouwbaarheid eagegresenteerde informatie
» aan de gegevens ten grondslag liggende veroetigrgtn
0 = geen beschrijving

2 = de onderneming geeft een toelichting op tentminer van bovengenoemde punten

45. De relatie tussen verschillende vormen vanreateerslaggeving wordt verduidelijkt met onderéng
verwijzingen waar van toepassing
0 = geen onderlinge verwijzingen

1 = verwijzingen tussen verschillende verslagen

46. De verslaggeving vermeld contactinformatie
0 = geen vermelding

1 = contactinformatie wordt gegeven

47. De verslaggeving bevat een kernachtige sammyatn de belangrijkste resultaten op economisch,
milieu en sociaal gebied in de verslaggevingspetiod
0 = geen samenvatting

1 = er wordt een samenvatting gegeven
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Appendix B: Dataset.

For the general analyses, all data has been usegtekat from the last column, marked with*#'.

For the analysis of ownership dispersion, only diaan the rows marked with *’ has been used.

Companyname Quoted Ind ScoreTotal Scorel Score2 Score3 Score4 Score5 Score6 Score7 Score8 Score9ScorelCAsset Empl Roa  Avroa Lev Avlev Own #
Aalberts 2006 1 0 20 4 5 2 0 0 4 2 1 0 2 20913 16,43 12,77 0,26 0,25 72,48
Aalberts 2007 1 0 20 4 5 2 0 0 4 2 1 0 2 21928 14,39 14,76 0,24 0,25 gg 55
Ahold 2006 1 0 25 4 7 4 1 1 4 2 0 0 2 23,642,01 6,46 1,66 0,29 0,35 79,87
Ahold 2007 1 0 60 8 8 6 6 6 8 8 5 0 5 23,36,68 6,15 2,850,26 0,32 96,07
Akzo Nobel 2006 1 1 71 6 8 7 4 5 4 10 9 8 10 231,03 11,77 9,91 0,20 0,21 g5
Akzo Nobel 2007 1 1 72 7 8 8 4 6 6 10 9 8 6 238867 5,84 10,32 0,10 0,20 g5
Amsterdam Commodities 2006 1 0 14 2 4 2 0 0 4 0 0 02 17,86 4,04 14,32 17,25 0,02 0,00 5g 02
Amsterdam Commodities 2007 1 0 14 2 4 2 0 0 4 0 0 02 18,01 4,06 19,76 15,99 0,01 0,01 69,05
Arcadis 2006 1 0 35 7 7 5 2 1 5 1 5 0 2 20928 10,84 10,91 0,16 0,10 7926
Arcadis 2007 1 0 37 8 6 4 2 1 6 2 6 0 2 208483 1290 11,14 0,18 0,12 7919
ASMI 2006 1 0 17 4 3 2 0 1 4 1 0 0 2 20,9622 15,06 5,73 0,20 0,25 7713
ASMI 2007 1 0 16 4 3 2 0 0 4 1 0 0 2 20,5834 19,19 10,33 0,16 0,23 5576
ASML 2006 1 0 35 4 8 4 2 2 3 5 5 0 2 22,63 24,18 8,08 0,08 021 g284
ASML 2007 1 0 43 6 10 5 3 2 4 5 5 0 3 22,8679 21,41 17,70 0,14 0,14 21 o7
Ballast Nedam 2006 1 0 42 7 9 1 9 4 0 2 428,22 4,84  3,220,050,06 32
Ballast Nedam 2007 1 0 45 7 6 3 10 2 4 0 2 ,62@8,25 516  4,830,11 0,06 ggs59
BAM Groep 2006 1 0 37 6 8 4 2 2 5 3 5 0 2 22,5825 5,13 5120,230,13 929
BAM Groep 2007 1 0 45 6 8 6 3 4 4 4 7 0 3 22,60,24 5,32 5,57 0,26 0,18 g5
Batenburg 2006 1 0 20 4 5 4 0 1 4 0 0 0 2 186089 9,31 10,820,77 0,45 2934
Batenburg 2007 1 0 22 4 5 4 0 1 4 1 1 0 2 186184 9,64 9,69 0,67 0,66 g7,96
BE Semiconductor 2006 1 0 17 4 3 2 0 0 4 1 1 0 2 19,56 7,14 3,99 4,90-0,18 0,10 7268
BE Semiconductor 2007 1 0 17 4 3 3 0 0 4 1 0 0 2 19,47 7,07 1,81- 0,90-0,19 0,15 g1 99
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Beter Bed 2006
Beter Bed 2007

Boskalis Westminster 2006
Boskalis Westminster 2007

Brunel 2006

Corio 2006

Corio 2007

Corporate Express 2006
Corporate Express 2007
Crown van Gelder 2006
Crown van Gelder 2007
Crucell 2006

Crucell 2007

CSM 2006

De Telegraaf 2006
Draka 2006

Draka 2007

DSM 2006

Econosto 2006
Econosto 2007

Eriks 2006

Eriks 2007

Exact 2006

Exact 2007

Fugro 2006

Fugro 2007

Gamma Holding 2006
Gamma Holding 2007
Grolsch 2006

Grolsch 2007
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187238
187338
21,18 8,93
21,51 9,03
19,802
22,8673
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22,15 9,83
22,06 9,79
18,86 5,66
18,78 5,65
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Appendix C: SPSS output

C-I: Independent sample t-tests

Group Statistics

Quoted N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Quality total reporting Not quoted 80 27,84 18,608 2,080
Quoted 166 33,97 20,245 1,571
Profile Not quoted 80 4,19 2,044 ,229
Quoted 166 5,31 2,112 , 164
Vision and strategy Not quoted 80 4,06 2,999 ,335
Quoted 166 5,69 2,510 ,195
Board of directors and Not quoted 80 3,44 2,272 ,254
management systems Quoted 166 4,30 2,265 176
Supply chain management  Not quoted 80 1,34 2,250 ,252
Quoted 166 1,73 2,499 , 194
Stakeholders Not quoted 80 1,56 2,192 ,245
Quoted 166 1,94 2,498 ,194
Economical aspects of Not quoted 80 4,00 1,180 ,132
operations Quoted 166 4,54 1,342 104
Environmental aspects of Not quoted 80 2,76 3,171 ,355
operations Quoted 166 3,05 3,421 265
Social aspects of operations Not quoted 80 3,40 2,731 ,305
Quoted 166 3,42 2,967 ,230
Verification Not quoted 80 54 1,922 ,215
Quoted 166 1,02 2,412 ,187
Execution of the disclosures Not quoted 80 2,55 1,855 ,207
Quoted 166 2,96 2,156 ,167
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of 95% Confidence Interval of the
Variances Difference
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Quality total reporting Equal variances assumed 1,137 ,287| -2,284 244 ,023 -6,132 2,685 -11,422 -,843
Equal variances not assumed -2,352| 168,578 ,020 -6,132 2,607 -11,279 -,986
Profile Equal variances assumed ,875 ,350| -3,957 244 ,000 -1,126 ,284 -1,686 -,565
Equal variances not assumed -4,003| 160,768 ,000 -1,126 ,281 -1,681 -,570]
Vision and strategy Equal variances assumed 4,478 ,035( -4,473 244 ,000 -1,630 ,364 -2,348 -,912
Equal variances not assumed -4,204( 134,006 ,000 -1,630 ,388 -2,397 -,863
Board of directors and Equal variances assumed ,186 ,666( -2,779 244 ,006 -,858 ,309 -1,465 -,250]
management systems Equal variances not assumed -2,777| 155,721 ,006 -,858 ,309 -1,468 -,248
Supply chain management  Equal variances assumed 1,332 , 2501 -1,188 244 ,236 -,391 ,330 -1,041 ,258
Equal variances not assumed -1,232| 171,821 ,220 -,391 ,318 -1,018 ,236
Stakeholders Equal variances assumed ,872 ,351| -1,153 244 ,250 - 377 ,327 -1,022 ,267
Equal variances not assumed -1,207| 175,815 ,229 =377 ,313 -,994 ,239|
Economical aspects of Equal variances assumed 10,408 ,001( -3,084 244 ,002 -,542 ,176 -,888 -,196
operations Equal variances not assumed -3,225| 175,541 ,002 -,542 ,168 -,874 -,210|
Environmental aspects of Equal variances assumed 1,553 ,214 -,641 244 522 -,292 ,455 -1,188 ,604
operations Equal variances not assumed -,659| 167,248 ,511 -,292 443 -1,166 ,583
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Social aspects of operations Equal variances assumed 1,385 ,240 -,055 244 ,956 -,022 ,394 -, 797 , 754
Equal variances not assumed -,057| 168,354 ,955 -,022 ,382 =777 ,733
Verification Equal variances assumed 8,018 ,005] -1,578 244 , 116 -,487 ,308 -1,094 121
Equal variances not assumed -1,707( 191,569 ,089 -,487 ,285 -1,049 ,076
Execution of the disclosures Equal variances assumed 2,824 ,094( -1,452 244 ,148 -,408 ,281 -,961 ,145
Equal variances not assumed -1,531| 179,000 ,128 -,408 ,266 -,934 , 118
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Group Statistics

Ind N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Quality total reporting Not sensitive 180 27,96 15,336 1,143
Sensitive 66 42,94 26,038 3,205
Profile Not sensitive 180 4,72 1,853 ,138]
Sensitive 66 5,58 2,729 ,336
Vision and strategy Not sensitive 180 4,99 2,574 ,192
Sensitive 66 5,64 3,252 ,400
Board of directors and Not sensitive 180 3,71 2,018 ,150
management systems Sensitive 66 4,85 2,780 342
Supply chain management  Not sensitive 180 1,24 2,100 ,157
Sensitive 66 2,58 2,946 ,363]
Stakeholders Not sensitive 180 1,27 1,710 ,127
Sensitive 66 3,30 3,267 ,402
Economical aspects of Not sensitive 180 4,28 1,163 ,087
operations Sensitive 66 461 1,644 202
Environmental aspects of Not sensitive 180 2,12 2,564 ,191
operations Sensitive 66 5,26 4,070 501
Social aspects of operations Not sensitive 180 2,87 2,481 ,185
Sensitive 66 4,89 3,379 416
Verification Not sensitive 180 ,48 1,770 ,132
Sensitive 66 1,92 3,045 ,375
Execution of the disclosures Not sensitive 180 2,28 1,219 ,091
Sensitive 66 4,32 2,988 ,368]
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Independent Samples Test
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Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of 95% Confidence Interval
Variances of the Difference
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error
F Sig. t df tailed) | Difference | Difference Lower Upper
Quality total reporting Equal variances assumed 56,370 ,000 -5,541 244 ,000 -14,984 2,704 -20,310 -9,657
Equal variances not assumed -4,403| 82,105 ,000 -14,984 3,403 -21,753 -8,215
Profile Equal variances assumed 21,320 ,000 -2,813 244 ,005 -,859 ,305 -1,461 -,258
Equal variances not assumed -2,365 87,917 ,020 -,859 ,363 -1,581 -,137
Vision and strategy Equal variances assumed 11,960 ,001 -1,624 244 ,106 -,647 ,399 -1,433 ,138
Equal variances not assumed -1,459 96,452 , 148 -,647 444 -1,528 ,234
Board of directors and Equal variances assumed 16,909 ,000 -3,518 244 ,001 -1,137 ,323 -1,774 -,501
management systems Equal variances not assumed -3,042| 91,299 ,003 -1,137 374 -1,880 -,395
Supply chain management  Equal variances assumed 17,623 ,000 -3,928 244 ,000 -1,331 ,339 -1,999 -,664
Equal variances not assumed -3,371 90,334 ,001 -1,331 ,395 -2,116 -,547
Stakeholders Equal variances assumed 67,220 ,000 -6,318 244 ,000 -2,031 321 -2,664 -1,398
Equal variances not assumed -4,813 78,431 ,000 -2,031 422 -2,871 -1,191
Economical aspects of Equal variances assumed 10,901 ,001 -1,743 244 ,083 -,328 ,188 -,699 ,043
operations Equal variances not assumed -1,491| 89,932 1139 -,328 1220 -,766 ,109
Environmental aspects of Equal variances assumed 71,327 ,000 -7,183 244 ,000 -3,141 437 -4,002 -2,280
operations Equal variances not assumed -5,858| 84,641 ,000 -3,141 536 -4,207 -2,075
Social aspects of operations Equal variances assumed 19,816 ,000 -5,110 244 ,000 -2,022 ,396 -2,801 -1,242




Equal variances not assumed -4,441] 91,935 ,000 -2,022 ,455 -2,926 -1,118
Verification Equal variances assumed 62,552 ,000 -4,603 244 ,000 -1,446 314 -2,065 -,828
Equal variances not assumed -3,640| 81,654 ,000 -1,446 ,397 -2,237 -,656
Execution of the disclosures Equal variances assumed 141,395 ,000 -7,613 244 ,000 -2,040 ,268 -2,568 -1,512
Equal variances not assumed -5,386 73,081 ,000 -2,040 ,379 -2,795 -1,285
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C-11: Bivariate correlation

Correlations

— » 0
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Asset Pearson Correlation 1
Sig. (2-tailed)
Empl Pearson Correlation],684 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Roa Pearson Correlation],112| ,053 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,080( ,405
Avroa Pearson Correlation],104| -,007| ,766 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,104| 916/ ,000
Lev Pearson Correlation|,152| ,155| -,081| -,090 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,017| ,015| ,203| ,161
Avlev Pearson Correlation] ,224| ,224| -,001| -,023| ,729 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000| ,000( ,981| ,724| ,000
Quoted Pearson Correlation],132| ,236| -,020] ,022| ,242| ,215 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,039] ,000( ,759| ,728] ,000| ,001
Ind Pearson Correlation|,254| ,059| -,015( -,016| -,065( -,043| -,324 1
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Sig. (2-tailed) ,000[ ,355| ,811| ,806| ,307| ,504| ,000
Quality total Pearson Correlation] ,636| ,538| ,021| ,042| ,121| ,150( ,145| ,334 1
reporting Sig. (2-tailed) ,000[ ,000| ,748| ,509| ,058| ,018| ,023| ,000
Profile Pearson Correlation] 504 ,436| ,016| ,016| ,168| ,137| ,246| ,177| ,813 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000[ ,000| ,800[ ,800[ ,008| ,032| ,000[ ,005 ,000
Vision and Pearson Correlation] 618 ,578| ,093| ,114| ,224| ,257| ,275| ,103| ,815| ,680 1
strategy Sig. (2-tailed) ,000| ,000| ,147| ,074| ,000| ,000| ,000| ,106| ,000| ,000
Board of Pearson Correlation] ,499( ,421| -,017| ,003| ,127| ,109| ,175| ,220| ,880| ,746| ,721 1
directors and gy (o_tailed) 000 000 ,796| 969| ,046| ,089| 006 ,001| ,000| ,000| 000
management
systems
Supply chain  Pearson Correlation|,466| ,418( ,059| ,115| ,006( ,053| ,076| ,244| ,798| ,675| ,589 ,635 1
management  g;y (o _tajled) ,000[ ,000| ,356| ,073| ,922| ,407| ,236| ,000| ,000[ ,000| ,000 ,000
Stakeholders Pearson Correlation] ,529| ,436] ,030({ ,031| ,085| ,116| ,074| ,375| ,861| ,675| ,635 ,738| ,653 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000[ ,000| ,644| ,627| ,185| ,069| ,250| ,000| ,000| ,000| ,000 ,000| ,000
Economical Pearson Correlation],388( ,354| -,022| ,014| ,034| ,070| ,194| ,111] ,629| ,553| ,536 ,590| ,428| ,467 1
aspects of Sig. (2-tailed) ,000[ ,000| ,734| ,831| ,598| ,275| ,002| ,083| ,000| ,000| ,000 ,000| ,000| ,000
operations
Environmental Pearson Correlation] ,568| ,472| -,040| -,019| ,144| ,167| ,041| ,418| ,904| ,660| ,686 , 764 ,673| ,746 ,495 1
aspects of Sig. (2-tailed) ,000| ,000| ,528| ,761| ,024| ,009| ,522| ,000| ,000|[ ,000| ,000 ,000[ ,000| ,000] 000
operations
Social aspects Pearson Correlationf,571| ,457( ,057| ,069| ,051| ,105| ,004| ,311| ,891| ,646| ,720 ,765| ,646| ,732 ,540 ,844 1
of operations gy (5 taijled) 000 ,000| ,374| ,279| ,426| ,099| ,956| ,000| ,000| ,000| ,000 ,000] ,000| ,000] ,000| 000
Verification Pearson Correlation],514| ,414| -,012| -,006] ,073| ,097| ,101| ,283| ,750| ,482| ,488 ,596] ,631| ,621 ,328 ,661| ,610 1

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilitgporting

113




Sig. (2-tailed) ,000| ,000| 855 ,922| ,255| ,128| ,116| ,000[ 000 ,000| ,000 ,000| ,000| ,000[ ,000| ,000[ ,000
Execution of  Pearson Correlation] ,530| ,398| -,016| -,004| ,037| ,069| ,093| ,438| ,839| ,619| ,574 ,683| ,593| ,775 ,510 , 753 ,703| ,712
the disclosures gjg (5 tajled) ,000[ ,000| ,797| ,951| ,560| ,278| ,148| ,000| ,000| ,000| ,000 ,000 ,000| ,000[ ,000| ,000| ,000| ,000
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C-111: Multiple regressions

Model Summary®

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,636% ,405 ,403 15,381
2 661° 437 432 14,993
3 ,683° ,466 /460 14,627
4 ,692° 479 470 14,481 1,916
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl
d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Quoted
e. Dependent Variable: Quality total reportings
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 39287,792 1 39287,792 166,076 ,000%
Residual 57722,061 244 236,566
Total 97009,854 245
2 Regression 42385,753 2 21192,877 94,278 ,000°
Residual 54624,100 243 224,791
Total 97009,854 245
3 Regression 45234,418 3 15078,139 70,476 ,000°
Residual 51775,436 242 213,948
Total 97009,854 245
4 Regression 46470,246 4 11617,562 55,399 ,000°
Residual 50539,607 241 209,708
Total 97009,854 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

o

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Quoted

e. Dependent Variable: Quality total reportings
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Coefficients?®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -131,073 12,690 -10,329 ,000

Asset 7,874 ,611 ,636 12,887 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -121,286 12,648 -9,589 ,000

Asset 7,294 ,616 ,590 11,846 ,000 ,936 1,069

Ind 8,280 2,230 ,185 3,712 ,000 ,936 1,069
3 (Constant) -99,386 13,721 -7,243 ,000

Asset 5,186 ,834 ,419 6,221 ,000 ,486 2,058

Ind 9,586 2,205 214 4,347 ,000 911 1,098

Empl 2,621 , 718 ,238 3,649 ,000 ,518 1,932
4 (Constant) -98,481 13,590 -7,247 ,000

Asset 5,051 ,827 ,408 6,106 ,000 ,484 2,067

Ind 11,578 2,332 ,258 4,964 ,000 ,798 1,253

Empl 2,352 ,720 214 3,268 ,001 ,505 1,979

Quoted 5,264 2,168 ,124 2,428 ,016 ,826 1,210

a. Dependent Variable: Quality total reportings
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum

Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance

1 Empl ,192% 2,879 ,004 ,182 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,051% -1,032 ,303 -,066 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,0242 -,484 ,629 -,031 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev ,0252 ,502 ,616 ,032 977 1,024 977
Avlev ,008% ,154 877 ,010 ,950 1,053 ,950
Quoted ,062° 1,244 ,215 ,080 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind ,185% 3,712 ,000 ,232 ,936 1,069 ,936)

2 Empl 238" 3,649 ,000 ,228 ,518 1,932 ,486
Roa -,043° -,890 374 -,057 ,985 1,015 ,922
Avroa -,016b -,335 ,738 -,022 ,987 1,013 ,924
Lev ,045° ,924 ,356 ,059 ,965 1,036 ,907
Avlev ,028° ,554 ,580 ,036 ,939 1,065 ,880
Quoted ,150b 2,908 ,004 ,184 ,846 1,182 ,806)

3 Roa -,036° -, 767 444 -,049 ,984 1,016 ,480
Avroa ,004° ,080 ,936 ,005 974 1,027 AT3
Lev ,036° , 749 454 ,048 ,963 1,039 ,482
Avlev ,013° ,261 794 ,017 ,932 1,072 479
Quoted ,124° 2,428 ,016 ,154 ,826 1,210 ,484

4 Roa -,031d -,653 ,515 -,042 ,981 1,019 ATT
Avroa ,003d ,057 ,954 ,004 974 1,027 AT
Lev ,014° 285 776 ,018 925 1,081 /481
Avlev -,006d -,113 ,910 -,007 ,910 1,099 478

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Quoted

e. Dependent Variable: Quality total reportings
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Model Summary®

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,504% 254 251 1,863
2 ,535° 286 280 1,825
3 ,550° ,303 294 1,808
4 ,560d 313 ,302 1,798 1,675
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind
d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind, Empl
e. Dependent Variable: Profile
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 287,685 1 287,685 82,911 ,000%
Residual 846,628 244 3,470
Total 1134,313 245
2 Regression 324,775 2 162,388 48,744 ,OOOb
Residual 809,538 243 3,331
Total 1134,313 245
3 Regression 343,286 3 114,429 35,007 ,000°
Residual 791,027 242 3,269
Total 1134,313 245
4 Regression 355,483 4 88,871 27,500 ,OOOd
Residual 778,830 241 3,232
Total 1134,313 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind

o

e. Dependent Variable: Profile

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind, Empl
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Coefficients?®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -9,005 1,537 -5,859 ,000

Asset ,674 ,074 ,504 9,106 ,000 1,000 1,000}
2 (Constant) -8,904 1,506 -5,911 ,000

Asset ,642 ,073 ,480 8,772 ,000 ,983 1,018

Quoted ,836 ,251 ,182 3,337 ,001 ,983 1,018
3 (Constant) -8,060 1,534 -5,255 ,000

Asset ,584 ,076 437 7,650 ,000 ,885 1,131

Quoted 1,073 ,267 ,234 4,013 ,000 ,846 1,182

Ind ,690 ,290 ,142 2,380 ,018 ,806 1,241
4 (Constant) -6,658 1,687 -3,946 ,000

Asset ,450 ,103 ,336 4,382 ,000 484 2,067

Quoted ,993 ,269 217 3,689 ,000 ,826 1,210}

Ind 144 ,290 ,153 2,569 ,011 ,798 1,253

Empl 174 ,089 ,146 1,943 ,053 ,505 1,979]
a. Dependent Variable: Profile
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum
Model Beta In Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance
1 Empl 1728 2,289 ,023 ,145 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,041% -,730 ,466 -,047 ,087 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,036% -,655 513 -,042 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev ,003% 1,676 ,095 ,107 977 1,024 977
Avlev ,025° 442 ,659 ,028 ,950 1,053 ,950
uote , f y , y y ,
Quoted 1822 3,337 001 209 983 1,018 983
Ind ,053? ,925 ,356 ,059 ,936 1,069 ,936
2 Empl 127" 1,685 ,093 ,108 ,510 1,961 ,510
Roa -,034° -,628 ,530 -,040 ,986 1,014 ,970
Avroa -,038" -,697 486 -,045 ,989 1,011 ,972
Lev ,055" ,972 ,332 ,062 ,927 1,079 ,927
Avlev -,011° -,193 847 -,012 ,915 1,093 ,915
Ind ,142° 2,380 ,018 ,151 ,806 1,241 ,806
3 Empl ,146° 1,943 ,053 124 ,505 1,979 484
Roa -,026° -,485 ,628 -,031 ,082 1,018 ,803
Avroa -,033¢ -,601 ,549 -,039 ,987 1,013 ,804
Lev ,058° 1,045 ,297 ,067 ,926 1,080 ,805
Avlev -,006° -,106 ,916 -,007 ,913 1,095 ,805
4 Roa -,023¢ -,426 ,670 -,027 ,981 1,019 AT7
Avroa -,021° -,381 ,703 -,025 ,974 1,027 471
Lev ,056¢ 1,004 ,316 ,065 ,925 1,081 481
Avlev -,013¢ -,224 823 -,014 ,910 1,099 478

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b

c

. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Quoted

. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind

. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind, Empl

. Dependent Variable: Profile
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Model Summaryf

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,618% ,382 ,379 2,191
2 ,653° 427 422 2,113
3 672° 451 444 2,072
4 677¢ ,458 ,449 2,063
5 ,682° ,465 ,453 2,055 1,812

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted

d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted, Lev

e. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted, Lev, Avroa

f. Dependent Variable: Vision and strategy
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ANOVA'

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 722,556 1 722,556 150,566 ,000%
Residual 1170,940 244 4,799
Total 1893,496 245

2 Regression 808,470 2 404,235 90,532 ,OOOb
Residual 1085,026 243 4,465
Total 1893,496 245

3 Regression 854,495 3 284,832 66,342 ,000°
Residual 1039,001 242 4,293
Total 1893,496 245

4 Regression 868,045 4 217,011 51,002 ,OOOd
Residual 1025,451 241 4,255
Total 1893,496 245

5 Regression 879,709 5 175,942 41,652 ,000°
Residual 1013,786 240 4,224
Total 1893,496 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted

d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted, Lev

e. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted, Lev, Avroa

f. Dependent Variable: Vision and strategy
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Coefficients?®

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficients

Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -16,949 1,807 -9,378 ,000
Asset 1,068 ,087 ,618 12,271 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -13,461 1,916 -7,025 ,000
Asset 122 , 115 418 6,273 ,000 ,532 1,881
Empl ,449 ,102 ,292 4,386 ,000 ,532 1,881
3 (Constant) -13,870 1,883 -7,365 ,000
Asset ,738 , 113 427 6,528 ,000 ,531 1,884
Empl ,382 ,103 ,248 3,722 ,000 ,510 1,961
Quoted ,951 ,290 ,161 3,274 ,001 ,943 1,061
4 (Constant) -13,719 1,877 -7,311 ,000
Asset 723 ,113 418 6,407 ,000 ,528 1,895
Empl 377 ,102 ,245 3,690 ,000 ,510 1,962
Quoted ,836 ,296 141 2,821 ,005 ,898 1,113
Lev 1,629 ,913 ,088 1,785 ,076 ,926 1,080
5 (Constant) -13,357 1,882 -7,095 ,000
Asset ,693 , 114 401 6,086 ,000 ,515 1,944
Empl ,395 ,102 ,257 3,863 ,000 ,504 1,986
Quoted ,809 ,296 ,137 2,737 ,007 ,895 1,117
Lev 1,797 ,915 ,097 1,963 ,051 ,915 1,093
Avroa ,011 ,007 ,080 1,662 ,098 ,965 1,036
a. Dependent Variable: Vision and strategy
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Excluded Variables'

Collinearity Statistics

Partial

Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Minimum Tolerance

1 Empl ,292°% 4,386 ,000 271 532 1,881 532
Roa ,0242 471 ,638 ,030 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa ,051% ,998 319 ,064 ,989 1,011 ,989]
Lev ,133% 2,641 ,009 ,167 977 1,024 977
Avlev ,125% 2,447 ,015 ,155 ,950 1,053 ,950]
Quoted ,197° 4,003 ,000 ,249 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind -,0572 -1,096 274 -,070 ,936 1,069 ,936

2 Roa ,031° ,629 ,5630 ,040 ,986 1,014 ,526
Avroa ,074b 1,518 ,130 ,097 978 1,023 ,520
Lev ,118b 2,423 ,016 ,154 972 1,029 ,529
Avlev ,104° 2,099 ,037 ,134 ,940 1,064 ,526
Quoted ,161b 3,274 ,001 ,206 ,943 1,061 ,510]
Ind -,022b -,428 ,669 -,028 911 1,098 ,486

3 Roa ,035° ,738 461 ,047 ,986 1,015 ,510]
Avroa ,070° 1,446 ,149 ,093 977 1,024 ,504
Lev ,088° 1,785 ,076 114 ,926 1,080 ,510]
Avlev ,078° 1,576 ,116 , 101 911 1,098 ,508
Ind ,041° , 762 A47 ,049 , 798 1,253 ,484

4 Roa ,044d ,913 362 ,059 977 1,024 ,509]
Avroa ,080° 1,662 ,098 ,107 ,965 1,036 ,504
Avlev ,031d 444 ,658 ,029 453 2,207 ,453
Ind ,043d ,809 419 ,052 , 798 1,253 ,481

5 Roa -,040° -,545 ,586 -,035 ,407 2,458 ,402
Avlev ,026° ,364 , 716 ,024 452 2,213 ,452
Ind ,048° ,910 364 ,059 , 795 1,258 467

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Empl

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted, Lev

e. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Quoted, Lev, Avroa

f. Dependent Variable: Vision and strategy
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Model Summary®

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,4992 ,249 ,245 1,996
2 ,511b ,261 ,255 1,984
3 ,532° ,283 274 1,958
4 542° 294 282 1,948 2,124
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind
d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind, Empl
e. Dependent Variable: Board of directors and management systems
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 321,559 1 321,559 80,689 ,000
Residual 972,376 244 3,985
Total 1293,935 245
2 Regression 337,354 2 168,677 42,849 ,000°
Residual 956,581 243 3,937
Total 1293,935 245
3 Regression 365,792 3 121,931 31,792 ,000°
Residual 928,143 242 3,835
Total 1293,935 245
4 Regression 379,858 4 94,964 25,038 ,000°
Residual 914,077 241 3,793
Total 1293,935 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b

c

o

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind, Empl

. Dependent Variable: Board of directors and management systems

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilitgporting
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Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -10,735 1,647 -6,517 ,000

Asset 712 ,079 ,499 8,983 ,000 1,000 1,000}
2 (Constant) -10,668 1,637 -6,516 ,000

Asset ,691 ,080 484 8,695 ,000 ,983 1,018

Quoted ,546 ,272 111 2,003 ,046 ,983 1,018
3 (Constant) -9,622 1,661 -5,792 ,000

Asset ,620 ,083 434 7,497 ,000 ,885 1,131

Quoted ,840 ,290 172 2,898 ,004 ,846 1,182

Ind ,855 314 ,165 2,723 ,007 ,806 1,241
4 (Constant) -8,117 1,828 -4,441 ,000

Asset 476 , 111 ,333 4,280 ,000 484 2,067

Quoted ,753 ,292 ,154 2,583 ,010 ,826 1,210]

Ind ,913 314 ,176 2,910 ,004 ,798 1,253

Empl ,186 ,097 147 1,926 ,055 ,505 1,979]

a. Dependent Variable:

126

Board of directors and management systems

M.

van Hoorik



Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum

Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance

1 Empl 1512 1,993 ,047 ,127 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,073% -1,313 ,190 -,084 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,050° -,892 373 -,057 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev ,053° ,941 ,348 ,060 977 1,024 ,977
Avlev -,003? -,058 ,954 -,004 ,950 1,053 ,950
Quoted 1112 2,003 ,046 ,127 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind ,100% 1,744 ,082 , 111 ,936 1,069 ,936)

2 Empl ,125b 1,629 ,105 ,104 ,510 1,961 ,510
Roa -,069" -1,252 ,212 -,080 ,986 1,014 ,970
Avroa -,051b -,915 361 -,059 ,989 1,011 972
Lev ,029° ,505 ,614 ,032 ,927 1,079 ,927
Avlev -,026" -,451 ,652 -,029 ,915 1,093 ,915
Ind ,165b 2,723 ,007 172 ,806 1,241 ,806)

3 Empl ,147° 1,926 ,055 ,123 ,505 1,979 ,484
Roa -,060° -1,097 274 -,071 ,982 1,018 ,803
Avroa -,044° -,809 419 -,052 ,987 1,013 ,804
Lev ,033° ,584 ,560 ,038 ,926 1,080 ,805
Avlev -,020° -,355 723 -,023 ,913 1,095 ,805

4 Roa -,057d -1,042 ,298 -,067 ,981 1,019 ATT
Avroa -,033° -593 553 -,038 974 1,027 471
Lev ,030° 541 589 ,035 925 1,081 /481
Avlev -,027d -, 474 ,636 -,031 ,910 1,099 478

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Quoted

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Quoted, Ind, Empl

e. Dependent Variable: Board of directors and management systems
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Model Summary®

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,466° 217 214 2,149
2 ,485° 236 229 2,128
3 ,509° ,259 ,250 2,099
4 ,517d ,268 ,256 2,091 2,043
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Ind
d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Ind, Avroa
e. Dependent Variable: Supply chain management
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 312,106 1 312,106 67,581 ,000%
Residual 1126,853 244 4,618
Total 1438,959 245
2 Regression 338,946 2 169,473 37,438 ,OOOb
Residual 1100,013 243 4,527
Total 1438,959 245
3 Regression 373,159 3 124,386 28,243 ,000°
Residual 1065,800 242 4,404
Total 1438,959 245
4 Regression 385,221 4 96,305 22,026 ,OOOd
Residual 1053,738 241 4,372
Total 1438,959 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Ind

o

@

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Ind, Avroa

. Dependent Variable: Supply chain management
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Coefficients?®

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficients

Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -12,931 1,773 -7,293 ,000
Asset ,702 ,085 ,466 8,221 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -10,981 1,929 -5,691 ,000
Asset ,509 , 116 ,338 4,388 ,000 ,532 1,881
Empl ,251 ,103 ,187 2,435 ,016 ,532 1,881
3 (Constant) -9,577 1,969 -4,865 ,000
Asset 411 ,120 ,273 3,437 ,001 ,486 2,058
Empl ,298 ,103 ,222 2,888 ,004 ,518 1,932
Ind ,882 ,316 ,162 2,787 ,006 911 1,098
4 (Constant) -9,180 1,976 -4,646 ,000
Asset 379 ,121 ,251 3,138 ,002 473 2,112
Empl ,318 ,103 ,237 3,072 ,002 511 1,958
Ind 915 ,316 ,168 2,895 ,004 ,907 1,102
Avroa ,011 ,007 ,093 1,661 ,098 974 1,027
a. Dependent Variable: Supply chain management
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum
Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance
1 Empl ,1872 2,435 ,016 ,154 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa ,007% ,123 ,902 ,008 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa ,0672 1,177 ,240 ,075 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev -,066% -1,151 ,251 -,074 977 1,024 977
Avlev -,054% -,929 ,354 -,059 ,950 1,053 ,950
Quoted ,015% ,257 797 ,016 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind ,1342 2,315 ,021 ,147 ,936 1,069 ,936
2 Roa ,Ollb ,203 ,840 ,013 ,986 1,014 ,526
Avroa ,083° 1,461 ,145 ,094 ,978 1,023 ,520
Lev -,076b -1,340 ,181 -,086 972 1,029 ,529
Avlev -,069b -1,188 ,236 -,076 ,940 1,064 ,526
uoted -,014° -,234 815 -,015 ,943 1,061 ,510
Q
Ind ,162b 2,787 ,006 ,176 911 1,098 ,486
3 Roa ,020° ,349 127 ,022 ,984 1,016 ,480
Avroa ,093° 1,661 ,098 ,106 ,974 1,027 AT3
Lev -,061° -1,087 278 -,070 ,963 1,039 ,482
Avlev -,055° -,953 ,341 -,061 ,932 1,072 479
Quoted ,048° ,792 429 ,051 ,826 1,210 ,484
4 Roa -,122d -1,425 ,155 -,092 ,410 2,441 ,406
Lev -,052d -,918 ,360 -,059 ,951 1,051 ,468
Avlev -,051¢ -,886 376 -,057 ,931 1,074 466
Quoted ,O47d 779 437 ,050 ,826 1,211 471

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Empl

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Ind

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Empl, Ind, Avroa

e. Dependent Variable: Supply chain management
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Model Summaryd

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,529° ,280 277 2,045
2 ,584° 341 336 1,959
3 ,602° ,362 ,354 1,932 1,769]
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl
d. Dependent Variable: Stakeholders
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 395,997 1 395,997 94,657 ,000%
Residual 1020,771 244 4,183
Total 1416,768 245
2 Regression 483,803 2 241,901 63,006 ,000°
Residual 932,965 243 3,839
Total 1416,768 245
3 Regression 513,299 3 171,100 45,830 ,000°
Residual 903,469 242 3,733
Total 1416,768 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b

C

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

. Dependent Variable: Stakeholders

Factors relating to the quality of sustainabilitgporting

131



Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -14,552 1,688 -8,623 ,000

Asset ,791 ,081 ,529 9,729 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -12,905 1,653 -7,807 ,000

Asset ,693 ,080 463 8,610 ,000 ,936 1,069

Ind 1,394 ,291 ,257 4,782 ,000 ,936 1,069
3 (Constant) -10,676 1,813 -5,890 ,000

Asset 478 , 110 ,320 4,344 ,000 ,486 2,058

Ind 1,527 ,291 ,282 5,242 ,000 911 1,098

Empl ,267 ,095 ,201 2,811 ,005 ,518 1,932
a. Dependent Variable: Stakeholders
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum

Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance

1 Empl ,140% 1,886 ,060 ,120 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,030° -,546 ,585 -,035 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,0242 -,439 ,661 -,028 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev ,005% ,086 ,932 ,005 977 1,024 977
Avlev -,002° -,043 ,966 -,003 ,950 1,053 ,950
Quoted ,004% ,074 ,941 ,005 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind ,257% 4,782 ,000 ,293 ,936 1,069 ,936)

2 Empl ,201° 2,811 ,005 ,178 ,518 1,932 ,486
Roa -,019° -,353 724 -,023 ,985 1,015 ,922
Avroa -,013b -,250 ,803 -,016 ,987 1,013 ,924
Lev ,032° ,612 ,541 ,039 ,965 1,036 ,907
Avlev ,025° ,463 ,644 ,030 ,939 1,065 ,880
Quoted ,113b 2,016 ,045 ,129 ,846 1,182 ,806)

3 Roa -,013° -,246 ,806 -,016 ,984 1,016 ,480
Avroa ,004° ,073 ,942 ,005 974 1,027 473
Lev ,025° ,469 ,640 ,030 ,963 1,039 ,482
Avlev ,012° 234 815 ,015 ,932 1,072 479
Quoted ,001° 1,624 ,106 ,104 ,826 1,210 ,484

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

d. Dependent Variable: Stakeholders
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Model Summary®

Adjusted R Std. Error of the

Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson

1 ,151 ,147 1,214

2 171 ,164 1,201 2,190}

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted

c. Dependent Variable: Economical aspects of operations

ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 63,715 1 63,715 43,262 ,000°
Residual 359,358 244 1,473
Total 423,073 245
Regression 72,464 2 36,232 25,112 ,000°
Residual 350,609 243 1,443
Total 423,073 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Quoted

c. Dependent Variable: Economical aspects of operations
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Coefficients?®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -2,200 1,001 -2,197 ,029

Asset ,317 ,048 ,388 6,577 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -2,151 ,991 -2,170 ,031

Asset ,301 ,048 ,369 6,263 ,000 ,983 1,018

Quoted ,406 ,165 ,145 2,462 ,014 ,983 1,018

a. Dependent Variable: Economical aspects of operations

Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum

Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance
1 Empl ,165% 2,058 ,041 ,131 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,066% -1,112 ,267 -,071 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,027% -,453 ,651 -,029 ,989 1,011 ,989]
Lev -,026% -,429 ,668 -,028 977 1,024 977
Avlev -,018° -,298 ,766 -,019 ,950 1,053 ,950]
Quoted ,145° 2,462 ,014 ,156 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind ,013% ,218 ,828 ,014 ,936 1,069 ,936
2 Empl 131° 1,608 ,109 ,103 ,510 1,961 ,510
Roa -,061° -1,038 ,300 -,067 ,986 1,014 ,970
Avroa -,028° -,479 ,632 -,031 ,989 1,011 972
Lev -,062° -1,020 ,309 -,065 ,927 1,079 ,927
Avlev -,048° -,789 431 -,051 915 1,093 915
Ind ,080° 1,228 221 ,079 ,806 1,241 ,806

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Quoted

c. Dependent Variable: Economical aspects of operations
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Model Summary®

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,322 ,319 2,754
2 ,402 ,397 2,591
3 429 422 2,538
4 ,436 427 2,527 2,078
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl
d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Roa
e. Dependent Variable: Environmental aspects of operations
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 879,626 1 879,626 116,018 ,000%
Residual 1849,968 244 7,582
Total 2729,593 245
2 Regression 1098,256 2 549,128 81,797 ,OOOb
Residual 1631,337 243 6,713
Total 2729,593 245
3 Regression 1170,575 3 390,192 60,568 ,000°
Residual 1559,019 242 6,442
Total 2729,593 245
4 Regression 1190,481 4 297,620 46,602 ,OOOd
Residual 1539,113 241 6,386
Total 2729,593 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

o

@
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Coefficients?®

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficients

Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -21,438 2,272 -9,436 ,000
Asset 1,178 ,109 ,568 10,771 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -18,838 2,186 -8,618 ,000
Asset 1,024 , 106 ,493 9,624 ,000 ,936 1,069
Ind 2,200 ,385 ,293 5,707 ,000 ,936 1,069
3 (Constant) -15,348 2,381 -6,446 ,000
Asset ,688 ,145 ,332 4,758 ,000 ,486 2,058
Ind 2,408 ,383 ,320 6,292 ,000 911 1,098
Empl 418 ,125 ,226 3,350 ,001 ,518 1,932
4 (Constant) -15,656 2,377 -6,586 ,000
Asset 717 ,145 ,346 4,949 ,000 ,480 2,085
Ind 2,373 ,382 ,316 6,220 ,000 ,909 1,101
Empl ,409 ,124 ,221 3,292 ,001 ,517 1,935
Roa -,022 ,013 -,086 -1,766 ,079 ,984 1,016
a. Dependent Variable: Environmental aspects of operations
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum
Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance
1 Empl 1572 2,193 ,029 ,139 ,532 1,881 532
Roa -,105% -1,997 ,047 -, 127 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,079% -1,500 ,135 -,096 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev ,059% 1,115 ,266 ,071 977 1,024 977
Avlev ,042% , 781 ,436 ,050 ,950 1,053 ,950
uoted -,034% -,645 ,519 -,041 ,983 1,018 ,983
Q
Ind ,293% 5,707 ,000 344 ,936 1,069 ,936
2 Empl ,226b 3,350 ,001 211 ,518 1,932 ,486
Roa -,093° -1,861 ,064 -,119 ,985 1,015 ,922
Avroa -,067b -1,344 ,180 -,086 ,987 1,013 924
Lev ,092b 1,824 ,069 , 116 ,965 1,036 ,907
Avlev ,074° 1,446 ,150 ,093 ,939 1,065 ,880
Quoted ,084b 1,556 121 , 100 ,846 1,182 ,806
3 Roa -,086° -1,766 ,079 -,113 ,984 1,016 ,480
Avroa -,049°¢ -,987 ,325 -,063 ,974 1,027 473
Lev ,083° 1,679 ,094 ,108 ,963 1,039 ,482
Avlev ,060° 1,195 ,233 ,077 ,932 1,072 479
Quoted ,058° 1,082 ,280 ,070 ,826 1,210 ,484
4 Avroa ,042d ,553 ,581 ,036 ,406 2,465 ,406
Lev ,075d 1,509 ,133 ,097 ,952 1,050 AT75
Avlev ,058° 1,149 252 074 932 1,073 AT2
Quoted ,053d ,998 319 ,064 824 1,213 ATT

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Roa

e. Dependent Variable: Environmental aspects of operations
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Model Summaryd

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 571% ,326 323 2,376
2 ,596° 355 ;350 2,328
3 ,608° 370 ,362 2,306 1,952
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl
d. Dependent Variable: Social aspects of operations
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 664,805 1 664,805 117,810 ,000%
Residual 1376,903 244 5,643
Total 2041,707 245
2 Regression 725,050 2 362,525 66,907 ,000°
Residual 1316,658 243 5,418
Total 2041,707 245
3 Regression 754,542 3 251,514 47,287 ,000°
Residual 1287,165 242 5,319
Total 2041,707 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

d. Dependent Variable: Social aspects of operations
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Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -17,795 1,960 -9,079 ,000

Asset 1,024 ,094 ,571 10,854 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -16,430 1,964 -8,367 ,000

Asset ,943 ,096 526 9,868 ,000 ,936 1,069

Ind 1,155 ,346 ,178 3,334 ,001 ,936 1,069
3 (Constant) -14,202 2,163 -6,564 ,000

Asset 729 , 131 ,406 5,546 ,000 ,486 2,058

Ind 1,288 ,348 ,198 3,703 ,000 911 1,098

Empl ,267 ,113 ,167 2,355 ,019 ,518 1,932

a. Dependent Variable: Social aspects of operations
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum

Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance

1 Empl 124 1,733 ,084 ,110 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,007% -,132 ,895 -,008 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa ,010% ,192 ,848 ,012 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev -,036% -,685 ,494 -,044 977 1,024 977
Avlev -,0242 -,437 ,662 -,028 ,950 1,053 ,950
Quoted -,073% -1,377 ,170 -,088 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind ,178% 3,334 ,001 ,209 ,936 1,069 ,936

2 Empl 167" 2,355 ,019 ,150 ,518 1,932 ,486
Roa ,001° ,017 ,986 ,001 ,985 1,015 ,922
Avroa ,018" ,342 ,733 ,022 ,987 1,013 ,924
Lev -,018° -,339 ,735 -,022 ,965 1,036 ,907
Avlev -,005" -,095 ,925 -,006 ,939 1,065 ,880
Quoted -,010° -,172 ,863 -,011 ,846 1,182 ,806

3 Roa ,006° 111 ,911 ,007 ,984 1,016 ,480
Avroa ,032° ,622 ,534 ,040 ,974 1,027 AT3
Lev -,025° -471 ,638 -,030 ,963 1,039 ,482
Avlev -,016° -,295 ,768 -,019 ,932 1,072 AT9
Quoted -,030° -,542 ,588 -,035 ,826 1,210 484

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

d. Dependent Variable: Social aspects of operations
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Model Summaryd

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,514% 264 261 1,953
2 ,538° 289 283 1,924
3 ,549° ,302 ,293 1,910 2,030
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl
d. Dependent Variable: Verification
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 334,094 1 334,094 87,609 ,000%
Residual 930,480 244 3,813
Total 1264,573 245
2 Regression 365,427 2 182,714 49,380 ,000°
Residual 899,146 243 3,700
Total 1264,573 245
3 Regression 381,371 3 127,124 34,832 ,000°
Residual 883,202 242 3,650
Total 1264,573 245
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl
d. Dependent Variable: Verification
M. van Hoorik



Coefficients?®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -14,170 1,611 -8,795 ,000

Asset ,726 ,078 ,514 9,360 ,000 1,000 1,000]
2 (Constant) -13,185 1,623 -8,125 ,000

Asset ,668 ,079 4T3 8,453 ,000 ,936 1,069

Ind ,833 ,286 ,163 2,910 ,004 ,936 1,069
3 (Constant) -11,547 1,792 -6,443 ,000

Asset ,510 , 109 ,361 4,685 ,000 ,486 2,058

Ind ,930 ,288 ,182 3,230 ,001 911 1,098

Empl ,196 ,094 ,156 2,090 ,038 ,518 1,932
a. Dependent Variable: Verification
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics
Partial Minimum
Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance
1 Empl 1172 1,557 121 ,099 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,070% -1,270 ,205 -,081 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,060% -1,092 ,276 -,070 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev -,005% -,096 ,924 -,006 977 1,024 ,977
Avlev -,019% -,336 7137 -,022 ,950 1,053 ,950
uoted ,033% ,602 ,548 ,039 ,983 1,018 ,983
Q
Ind ,1632 2,910 ,004 ,184 ,936 1,069 ,936
2 Empl ,156b 2,090 ,038 ,133 ,518 1,932 ,486
Roa -,063° -1,157 248 -,074 ,985 1,015 ,922
Avroa -,053b -,982 327 -,063 ,987 1,013 ,924
Lev ,012b ,220 ,826 ,014 ,965 1,036 ,907
Avlev -,002° -,034 ,973 -,002 ,939 1,065 ,880
Quoted ,108b 1,837 ,067 ,117 ,846 1,182 ,806
3 Roa -,059° -1,082 ,280 -,070 ,984 1,016 ,480
Avroa -,041° -, 751 ,454 -,048 974 1,027 473
Lev ,006° ,108 ,914 ,007 ,963 1,039 ,482
Avlev -,012° -,211 ,833 -,014 ,932 1,072 479
Quoted ,091° 1,542 124 ,099 ,826 1,210 ,484

a. Predictors in the Model:
b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

(Constant), Asset

d. Dependent Variable: Verification
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Model Summaryd

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate Durbin-Watson
1 ,530° 281 278 1,756
2 616° ;380 375 1,635
3 ,634° ,403 ,395 1,608 1,995
a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind
c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Quoted
d. Dependent Variable: Execution of the disclosures
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 294,768 1 294,768 95,552 ,000%
Residual 752,716 244 3,085
Total 1047,484 245
2 Regression 397,906 2 198,953 74,426 ,000°
Residual 649,577 243 2,673
Total 1047,484 245
3 Regression 421,691 3 140,564 54,357 ,000°
Residual 625,793 242 2,586
Total 1047,484 245

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b

C

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Quoted

. Dependent Variable: Execution of the disclosures
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Coefficients?

Unstandardized Coefficients

Standardized

Coefficients

Collinearity Statistics

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig. Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -11,298 1,449 -7,796 ,000
Asset ,682 ,070 ,530 9,775 ,000 1,000 1,000
2 (Constant) -9,512 1,379 -6,896 ,000
Asset 576 ,067 448 8,581 ,000 ,936 1,069
Ind 1,511 ,243 ,324 6,212 ,000 ,936 1,069
3 (Constant) -9,080 1,364 -6,657 ,000
Asset ,528 ,068 411 7,774 ,000 ,885 1,131
Ind 1,802 ,258 ,387 6,991 ,000 ,806 1,241
Quoted 722 ,238 ,164 3,033 ,003 ,846 1,182
a. Dependent Variable: Execution of the disclosures
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity Statistics

Partial Minimum

Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance VIF Tolerance

1 Empl ,066% ,887 376 ,057 ,532 1,881 ,532
Roa -,077% -1,409 ,160 -,090 ,987 1,013 ,987
Avroa -,060° -1,094 275 -,070 ,989 1,011 ,989
Lev -,044% -,803 423 -,051 977 1,024 ,977
Avlev -,052° -,937 ,350 -,060 ,950 1,053 ,950
Quoted ,023% 421 ,674 ,027 ,983 1,018 ,983
Ind ,324° 6,212 ,000 ,370 ,936 1,069 ,936)

2 Empl ,140° 2,000 ,047 ,128 ,518 1,932 ,486
Roa -,063" -1,230 ,220 -,079 ,985 1,015 ,922
Avroa -,046b -,904 367 -,058 ,987 1,013 ,924
Lev -,010° -,189 ,850 -,012 ,965 1,036 ,907
Avlev -,018° -,351 ,726 -,023 ,939 1,065 ,880
Quoted ,164b 3,033 ,003 , 191 ,846 1,182 ,806)

3 Empl ,110° 1,578 ,116 ,101 ,505 1,979 ,484
Roa -,054° -1,082 ,280 -,070 ,982 1,018 ,803
Avroa -,045° -,894 372 -,057 ,987 1,013 ,804
Lev -,042° -,822 412 -,053 ,926 1,080 ,805)
Avlev -,045° -,871 ,385 -,056 ,913 1,095 ,805

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Quoted

d. Dependent Variable: Execution of the disclosures
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C-1V: Correlation and regression dispersed ownership
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Correlations

Dispersed ownership

Quality total reportings Pearson Correlation ,337
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Profile Pearson Correlation ,289
Sig. (2-tailed) ,001
Vision and strategy Pearson Correlation ,355
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Board of directors and management Pearson Correlation ,255
systems
Sig. (2-tailed) ,002
Supply chain management Pearson Correlation ,218
Sig. (2-tailed) ,010
Stakeholders Pearson Correlation ,297
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Economical aspects of operations Pearson Correlation ,154
Sig. (2-tailed) ,069
Environmental aspects of operations Pearson Correlation ,261
Sig. (2-tailed) ,002
Social aspects of operations Pearson Correlation 244
Sig. (2-tailed) ,004
Verification Pearson Correlation ,308
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Execution of the disclosures Pearson Correlation ,349
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Ind Pearson Correlation ,146
Sig. (2-tailed) ,085
Asset Pearson Correlation ,348
Sig. (2-tailed) ,000
Empl Pearson Correlation ,215
Sig. (2-tailed) ,011
Roa Pearson Correlation -,101
Sig. (2-tailed) ,235
Avroa Pearson Correlation -,123
Sig. (2-tailed) ,146
Lev Pearson Correlation ,093
Sig. (2-tailed) 272
Avlev Pearson Correlation ,094
Sig. (2-tailed) 271
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Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Square Estimate
1 ,586° ,343 ,338 15,099|
2 711° ,605 ,498 13,151
3 ,732° ,636 ,625 12,787
4 ,742¢ ,650 ,637 12,632

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

d. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Dispersed ownership

ANOVA®

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

1 Regression 16411,788 1 16411,788 71,989 ,000%
Residual 31460,783 138 227,977
Total 47872,571 139

2 Regression 24180,034 2 12090,017 69,909 ,OOOb
Residual 23692,537 137 172,938
Total 47872,571 139

3 Regression 25637,082 3 8545,694 52,268 ,000°
Residual 22235,490 136 163,496
Total 47872,571 139

4 Regression 26332,162 4 6583,040 41,258 ,OOOd
Residual 21540,410 135 159,559
Total 47872,571 139

a. Predictors: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

o

0]

. Dependent Variable: Quality total reportings

. Predictors: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Dispersed ownership
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Coefficients?

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) -111,884 17,157 -6,521 ,000
Asset 6,982 ,823 ,586 8,485 ,000
2 (Constant) -89,664 15,307 -5,858 ,000
Asset 5,767 , 739 484 7,800 ,000
Ind 22,435 3,347 ,416 6,702 ,000
3 (Constant) -68,397 16,500 -4,145 ,000
Asset 3,711 ,996 311 3,727 ,000
Ind 23,526 3,275 ,436 7,183 ,000
Empl 2,526 ,846 ,243 2,985 ,003|
4 (Constant) -63,589 16,462 -3,863 ,000
Asset 3,159 1,018 ,265 3,102 ,002
Ind 23,097 3,242 ,428 7,124 ,000
Empl 2,576 ,836 ,248 3,081 ,002
Dispersed ownership ,096 ,046 ,129 2,087 ,039|

a. Dependent Variable: Quality total reportings
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Excluded Variables®

Collinearity
Partial Statistics
Model Beta In t Sig. Correlation Tolerance
1 Ind 4162 6,702 ,000 497 ,940
Empl 1782 1,878 ,063 ,158 ,523]
Roa ,0042 ,055 ,956 ,005 ,991
Avroa -,005% -,075 ,941 -,006 ,991
Lev ,0222 ,315 ,753 ,027 ,988]
Avlev -,0472 -,663 ,508 -,057 ,945
Dispersed ownership ,152% 2,084 ,039 , 175 ,879]
2 Empl 243" 2,985 ,003 248 517
Roa ,049° ,798 426 ,068 ,980
Avroa ,019° ,312 ,756 ,027 ,988]
Lev ,054° ,891 375 ,076 ,082
Avlev -,022° -,355 723 -,030 ,942
Dispersed ownership ,123b 1,939 ,055 ,164 ,875
3 Roa ,016° ,257 ,798 ,022 ,944
Avroa ,024° ,406 ,686 ,035 ,987
Lev ,048° ,805 422 ,069 ,980
Avlev -,024° -,402 ,688 -,035 ,942
Dispersed ownership ,129¢ 2,087 ,039 177 874
4 Roa ,033¢ ,543 ,588 ,047 ,927
Avroa ,045¢ 764 446 ,066 ,960
Lev ,040¢ 679 ,498 ,059 ,976
Avlev -,027¢ -,445 ,657 -,038 ,941

a. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset

b. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind

c. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl

d. Predictors in the Model: (Constant), Asset, Ind, Empl, Dispersed ownership

e. Dependent Variable: Quality total reportings
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