[image: image58.png]Social and
ethical

Environmental

Financial/
Economic

Global
Compact

for MNEs

Accounting

UN Norms

I SAB000

15014001

Djsi

Assurance

Sarbanes-Oxley

AAT000 Assurance Standard

Reporting






ERASMUS UNIVERSITY ROTTERDAM

SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS

SECTION ACCOUNTING, AUDITING AND CONTROL

Master Research

Sustainability reporting within cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks
An assessment of stakeholder engagement

Student


: Önder Odemis

Student number
: 284689

Supervisor

: E.A. de Knecht RA

Co-reader

: Dr. Sc. Ind. A.H. van der Boom
Preface

This research has written as part of the Master’s program in Accounting, Auditing, and Control at the Economics and Business Department of the Erasmus University, Rotterdam. The main purpose of this research is to assess stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in an international context. I would like to thank my supervisor E.A. de Knecht RA concerning his valuable comments on my research. Finally, I would like thank my family and colleagues concerning their patience and supporting me all these years.

The Hague, 7 march 2011
Önder Odemis

Abstract

This research investigates the possible differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in the countries Netherlands, Germany, Austria, France, The United Kingdom, Australia, The United States of America, and Canada. In this research, to explain possible differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks, the legal system and the use of the GRI guidelines, as variables has been taken into account. The annual ranking of the world’s largest corporations stock exchange quoted on the Fortune Global 500, have matched in terms of industry, has used concerning the sample selection. The highest twenty-four banks by legal origin have selected and divided in twelve commercial stock exchange quoted banks and twelve cooperative banks. Some banks are by absence randomly selected and added to the sample. All reports that have used in this research are sustainability reports or integrated reports from the year 2008. This eliminates the possibility that differences in the results have caused by the fact that the content of the reports covers different periods and probably the absence of sustainability reports from the year 2009. All sustainability reports have analyzed and coded using content-based technique. Concerning assessing the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks, The Stakeholder Score as a measurement scale has used. The Environment Council, a London-based nonprofit organization specialized in stakeholder engagement, in 2004 developed the Stakeholder Score. In 2008, the Stakeholder Score in association with the University of Cambridge was further developed and made available concerning free public use. 
The findings in this research show that the organizational type of banks (cooperative or commercial stock exchange quoted) will not lead to significant differences in the level of stakeholder engagement within the sustainability reports. This is in contrast with the expectation that the different legal system in different countries create possible differences in stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. In addition, the expected differences in stakeholder engagement caused by the use or non-use of the GRI G3 guidelines or just a table of GRI indicators concerning preparing sustainability reports in addition did not lead to a significant difference in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Only the use of the GRI G3 guidelines or the use of the GRI indicator in contrast with the non-use of the GRI guidelines by a specific bank type (commercial stock exchange quoted or cooperative bank) differs in the level of stakeholder engagement. 
Keywords: Corporate sustainability, Sustainability reporting, stakeholder theory, stakeholder engagement, cooperative banking, voluntary guidelines, legal system, GRI G3 Guidelines
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1 
Introduction

The present chapter will describe the research subject. This will followed by the research objectives, the research question, the relevance, the methodology, and the limitations. Last, the research structure will outlined.

1.1
Background 

In the last few years, the numbers of companies that are reporting about sustainability have been increasing. Corporate Sustainability Reporting has two goals: organizational transparency (the right to know) and stakeholder engagement. For example, the leading standard on social reporting, the Global Reporting Initiative’s (hereafter referred to as GRI) Corporate Sustainability Reporting guidelines, state, 
“A primary goal of reporting is to contribute to an ongoing stakeholder dialogue. Reports alone provide little value if they fail to inform stakeholders or support a dialogue that influences the decisions and behavior of both the reporting organization and its stakeholders” (GRI 2002) 

By providing stakeholders with the information they demand, will argue, that these groups will become empowered and will hold corporations accountable concerning their actions. In addition, the relevance of sustainability particularly concerning investors will driven by the relative financial out performance of certain sustainability investments and by recent corporate scandals such as Enron, Parmalat, and Ahold (Bleischwitz 2007). After several financial reporting scandals such as Enron, Parmalat, and Ahold, transparency reporting is essential. The need concerning transparency and disclosure in non-financial statements is increasing. Companies that fall short in transparency will be in risk concerning damage to the management credibility. Greater transparency improves creditability and consequently policy outcomes (Faust and Svensson 2001). The public’s view of organizations in the post-Enron world is increasingly skeptical and cynical about unaccountable, non-transparent, and often deceptive organizations. Many organizations are responding to these public concerns and to the growing demand of stakeholders that the global businesses need to be socially responsible, publicly accountable, and transparent. An increase exists of publicly reporting on environmental, social and ethical risks and in which way organizations are performing to manage and to reduce their risks and in which way these risks might affect their short-term and long-term value (O‘Rourke 2004). On the other hand in recent years stakeholder engagement has become of increasing importance in identifying and responding to social and environmental issues faced by companies (Post, Preston et al. 2002). This has resulted from increased attention and pressure placed upon organizations to manage performance and stakeholder perceptions of performance through external reporting (Patten 1992).
1.1.1 Social accounting
According to the scientific literature, social accounting (or corporate social accounting) can have different purposed. The most common purpose is the presentation of financial information, usually in an income statement and balance sheet format, of the costs and the benefit impact of an organizations’ social behavior. An another one and less common purpose of social reporting refers to the regular presentation of a formal social report by the accountable organization, like a ‘social’ statement in the organizations’ annual financial statement. It is usually obvious from the context which purpose is intended (Gray, Owen et al. 1987). Social and environmental accounting by Gray et al. (Gray, Owen & Maunders 1987, p. ix) has defined as: 
“the process of communicating the social and environmental effects of organizations’ economic actions to particular interest groups within society and to society at large. As such it involves extending the accountability of organizations (particularly companies), beyond the traditional role of providing a financial account to the owners of capital, in particular, shareholders. Such an extension is predicated upon the assumption that companies do have wider responsibilities than simply to make money for their shareholders”.
Social accounting often has use as umbrella term to presents a broad field of research and practice. Social accounting will used as a generic term concerning social and environmental accounting, corporate social reporting, corporate social responsibility reporting, non-financial reporting, or sustainability accounting. Consequently, social accounting had always struggled to found its place in the present accounting theory. According to the scientific literature, social accounting is neither a part of conventional accounting, nor an obvious part of the research literature in which that accounting is addressed, analyzed and critiqued (Gray 2002). According to the Association of Chartered Certified Accountant (hereafter referred to as ACCA), social accounting is the process in which the management of organizations (of any size or sector) accounts concerning their social, environmental and economic impacts. External social accounting or reporting seeks to demonstrate in which way the reporting organization integrates (or wishes to be qualified to integrate) with the society and systems within which it operates. According to these definitions, it is essential to notice that social accounting covers social, environmental, and economic aspects. In addition, it is essential to signal that social accounting will use as a broader term concerning a broad audience.
1.1.2
Banking sector
A largely neglected sector concerning analysis with respect to sustainability issues is the financial sector (Jeucken 2004). The financial community has an important task in the development and in the promotion of corporate social reporting. The financial services sector has a critical task in promoting the sustainable development through its financial intermediation (Moyo and Rohan 2006). Financial institutions often have a catalytic task in influencing the environmental behavior of other industries (Douglas, Doris et al. 2004). Reporting priorities concerning financial services companies differ from those of other sectors, reflecting the different scope of their activities. They tend to focus their reporting on corporate social responsibility activities and product or service sustainability. Many of the reporting firms have set up a charitable foundation to carry out philanthropic and community based projects. The number of companies nowadays communicates socially responsible investment in their reporting indicates the increasing importance of the future sustainability of their services and their indirect environmental and social impacts through investment decisions (Line, Hawley et al. 2002). According to the scientific economic literature, despite of the fact of their exposure to risk having an intermediary task in the economy, the banking sector has been quite slow in considering the consequences of the issue of sustainability. Referring to the relevant scientific literature during the period 1990 to 2000, banks began addressing the issue of sustainability by considering firstly environmental and then social issues and attempting to incorporate them by established policies concerning the environment and society (Bouma, Jeucken & Klinkers 2001).
1.2
Research Objectives

Need exists of transparency in reporting. To communicate voluntarily information on environmental and other non-financial performance like social and economic performance to their stakeholders, by organizations sustainability reporting will use. It will recognize as an important mechanism concerning improving the corporate sustainability performance. If a lack of transparency in reporting exists, by stakeholders a problem can existing in their decisions. On the other hand, organizational transparency through sustainability reporting is the key to meaningful stakeholder engagement. This research focuses on sustainability reporting and stakeholder engagement by cooperative and stock exchange quoted commercial banks. Consequently, the purpose of this research is to assess stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in an international context. To eliminate possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by differences among industries, concerning this research only the banking sector will analyze. This research intent to realize insights in the differences in stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. In scientific research, cooperative banks have neglected. Research on report disclosures focuses on commercial companies. It is interesting to investigate whether the different types of organizations like cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks are causing possible differences in stakeholder engagement. In this research, only cooperative banks and stock exchange quoted commercial banks will take into account. In addition, it is interesting to find out whether possible differences in stakeholder engagement will caused by the legal systems in different countries and possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by the use of the GRI G3 guidelines, GRI indicators or no guidelines for preparing sustainability reports. 
1.3
Research Question 

In order to reach the before-signaled research objective, a research question will formulate. In this, the central research question translates the ultimate objective of this research, whereas the sub-questions outline al the steps necessary in order to be able to answer effectively the central question. The central question in this research is:

To what extent the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks within sustainability reports differ?

To answer the before-formulated main question the next sub questions need to answer:
1. What is the relation between corporate sustainability and sustainability accounting and reporting?

2. What are the theoretical perspectives of voluntary reporting?

3. What are the regulations and the guidelines concerning sustainability reporting?
4. What is cooperative banking in relation to commercial banking?

5. In which way can the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks measure?
1.4
Relevance
Concerning several reasons, this research is relevant within Accounting, Auditing & Control. First and most important contribution of all, this research focuses on banks. This research contributes to the scarce literature on social responsibility disclosure by financial institutions, like banks (Manuel Castelo and Lúcia Lima 2006). Second, with the credit crunch, the discussion elaborated on the tasks of business in society. It has argued whether cooperation would be a better organization form to support the stakeholder value. At the same time, this would influence disclosure. Award schemes in the United Kingdom and in the Netherlands the cooperative banks score high in their disclosure of corporate sustainability reporting performance. For example, in a national Transparency Benchmark concerning 2007 conducted by PriceWaterhouseCoopers on behalf of the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs, the Dutch Cooperative Rabobank has found the most transparent company concerning its corporate social responsibility practices. So far, research concerning sustainability reporting has mainly focused on investor-owned firms while other organizations forms like cooperatives have received only little of scholarly attention. Cooperatives are a specific form of economic enterprises in which economic, social and societal aims and purposes are integrated (Nilsson 2001).
1.5
Methodology
In this research, a kind of unobtrusive research method will use of studying social behavior without affecting it. Corporate sustainability reporting has two goals: organizational transparency (the right to know) and stakeholder engagement. Transparency will considered a crucial element in corporate sustainability reporting, but measuring transparency is difficult. In that case, the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement on sustainability reporting by assessing stakeholder engagement in the banking sector will be investigate through comparative research. Specifically, the differences between the cooperative and the stock exchange quoted banks will outline. Comparative research is usually a qualitative method. Concerning answering the main question, the content of sustainability reports (qualitative data) will use. The focus is to select banks by market capitalization and firm size, which is a commonly used selection criteria (Jenkins, Yakovleva 2006). The dataset has all published in 2009 but relate to the reporting year 2008. To measuring and assessing stakeholder engagement, the Stakeholder Score will use. The Stakeholder Score is a best practice guide and an evaluation tool that can use by corporate social responsibility practitioners to guide their stakeholder engagement and sustainability reporting (The Environment Council 2008).
1.6
Limitations 
Before starting this research, it is important to realize that, like other studies, this research has to deal with a number of limitations. This paragraph will provide a few limitations of this study.

This study will only focus on the level of stakeholder engagement of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. A cooperative bank is a specific form in the banking sector. However, many more forms of banks exist, like amongst others not stock exchange quoted commercial banks and credit banks. The other forms of banks will not be a part of this research. Consequently, this research will only assess the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks.
Further, in this study the level of stakeholder engagement will measure by the use of the content analysis method. The stakeholder score will used to measure the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports, however other methods exist concerning measuring the level of stakeholder engagement. Measuring with another method possible create other results. 

The sample selected will only include commercial stock exchange quoted banks and cooperative banks in the next code law and common law countries: The Netherlands, France, Germany, Austria, The United Kingdom, Australia, The United States of America, and Canada. This implies that the results may not generalize concerning all cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in all the code-law or the common-law countries. This research is only representative concerning cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in the selected code-law and common-law countries and not concerning generalizing concerning the completely international banking sector.
At last, to explain the possible differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks, in this research only the legal origin and the use of the GRI guidelines, as variables has been taken into account. However, other variables exist that can influence and explain the level of stakeholder engagement. Other specific variables amongst others are mandatory requirements, ownership structure, cultural and/or cross-national differences, managerial influences, and societal pressures. Many other factors have an influence on the level of stakeholder engagement. However, it is not always possible to include all these variables. 

1.7
Structure

The remainder of this research will structure as follows. Chapter two presents the introduction to corporate sustainability, sustainability accounting, and reporting. Chapter two contains also the literature comments with the different guidelines concerning sustainability reporting followed by the literature comments with the different voluntary disclosure theories and its theoretical background. This chapter contains an expounding of the relevant theory related to (corporate) sustainability reporting. In chapter three, the characteristics of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks will comment. Chapter three contains also the differences and the similarities between cooperative banks with commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Chapter four comments the stakeholder and the shareholder theory. Afterwards, in chapter five prior researches will comment to develop the hypotheses in chapter six. To develop hypotheses about stakeholder engagement in sustainability reports of commercial stock exchange quoted and cooperative banks in chapter six, the different insights form the chapters one to five will be used. Chapter seven will include the research design. Further, this chapter develops a scorecard that creates the possibility to measure the stakeholder engagement. Chapter eight will provide the analysis and the empirical results of this research. Finally, chapter nine will present the research summary and conclusions, limitations of this study and recommendations concerning future research.
2
Theoretical background Corporate Sustainability 

2.1
Introduction
This chapter presents a theoretical background on Corporate Sustainability. It describes definitions of Corporate Sustainability and presents a brief overview of the history. In addition, the theories behind voluntary disclosure will comment. Finally, the guidelines for sustainability reporting will present.
2.2 
Defining Corporate Sustainability

In recent years significant discussions in the business, academic, and press exist about corporate sustainability. This term will often use in conjunction with, or synonym concerning, other terms like sustainable development and corporate social responsibility. Corporate sustainability and corporate sustainability reporting, refers to a company’s activities, which demonstrates the inclusion of social and environmental concerns in business operations and in interactions with stakeholders. Corporate sustainability is a broad and a vague term. Jacques Schraven, chair of the Verbond van Nederlandse Ondernemingen and the Nederlands Christelijk Werkgeversverbond (hereafter referred to as VNO-NCW), the Dutch Employers Association, stated that no standard recipe exists. Corporate sustainability is a custom-made process (Van Marrewijk 2003). Van Marrewijk supports this view by concluding that the “one solution fits all” definition concerning Corporate Sustainability Reporting and Corporate Sustainability should be abandoned (Van Marrewijk, Werre 2003). According to Wilson, the concept of corporate sustainability borrows elements from four more established concepts. These concepts are sustainable development, corporate social responsibility, the corporate accountability theory, and the stakeholder theory (Wilson 2003). The first three concepts and its relationship to corporate sustainability will comment in the next paragraphs of this research. The stakeholder theory in chapter four will shortly and in chapter five broader comment.
2.2.1
Sustainable Development

Sustainable development is a broad, dialectical concept that balances the need concerning economic growth with environmental protection and social equity. Our Common Future, also known as the Brundtland Report, from the United Nations World Commission on Environment and Development (hereafter referred to as WCED) has published in 1987. The WCED defined sustainable development as “Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Brundtland 1987, p.8).
The report deals with sustainable development and the change of politics needed for achieving that. The definition of this term in the report is quite well known and it contains within it two key concepts. The first concept of “needs”, in particular the essential needs of the world’s poor, to overriding priority has given and the second concept is the idea of limitations imposed by the state of technology and social organization on the environment’s ability to meet present and future needs. In addition, concerning the definition of sustainable development, the WCED described sustainable development as a process of change in which the exploitation of resources, the direction of investments, the orientation of technological development, and institutional change are all in harmony and enhance both current and future potential to meet human needs and aspirations (Brundtland 1987). Sustainable development is a broad concept and it combines broad fields like economics, social justice, environmental science and management, business management, politics and law. In Our Common Future, (Brundtland 1987), the WCED recognized that the achievement of sustainable development could not be simply left to government regulators and policy makers. It recognized that industry had a significant task to perform. The authors argued that while corporations have always been the engines for economic development, they needed to be more proactive in balancing this drive with social equity and environmental protection, partly because they have been the cause of some of the unsustainable conditions, but also because they have access to the resources necessary to address the problems. The relation or contribution of sustainable development to corporate sustainability is twofold. First, it helps set out the areas that companies should focus on: environmental, social, and economic performance. Second, it provides a common societal goal concerning corporations, governments, and civil society to work toward ecological, social, and economic sustainability. However, sustainable development by itself does not provide the necessary arguments concerning why companies should care about these issues. Those arguments has based on the corporate social responsibility and the stakeholder theory.

2.2.2
Corporate Social Responsibility

Like sustainable development, corporate social responsibility is a broad, dialectical concept. The concept of corporate social responsibility in the 1950’s has introduced. During the past decades, this received much attention. According to Franklin, concerning corporate social responsibility a lack of a clear definition exists (Frankental 2001). Because the meanings and the practices of business responsibility are different, it is in this research difficult to define corporate social responsibility. Certainly, much research and evidence in history exist that corporate social responsibility varies in terms of its underlying meanings and issues. While no single, commonly accepted and a clear definition of corporate social responsibility exists, it generally refers to business decision-making linked to ethical values, compliance with legal requirements, and respect concerning people, communities, and the environment (Douglas, Doris & Johnson 2004). In the most general terms, corporate social responsibility deals with the role of business in society. Its basic premise is that corporate managers have an ethical obligation to consider and to address the needs of society, not just to act solely in the interests of the shareholders or their own self-interest. This is in contrast to opponents of the corporate social responsibility. Opponents argue that the tasks of business are creating money and that a company’s only responsibility is to maximize profits concerning its shareholders (Douglas, Doris & Johnson 2004). In many ways, corporate social responsibility can considered as a debate, and what is usually in question is not whether corporate managers have an obligation to consider the needs of society, but the extent to which they should consider these needs (Wilson 2003). 
Corporate social responsibility is much a longer concept than sustainable development and other underlying concepts of corporate sustainability. According to Frankental, corporate social responsibility implies that an organization is responsible concerning its wider impact on society (Frankental 2001). Consequently, corporate social responsibility was concerned with understanding and managing a company’s social performance, which is all of those economic, environmental, and social impacts on society, positive and negative, actual and potential. Carroll had divided the societal responsibilities of an organization into four categories (Carroll 2008): 
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The first and foremost social responsibility of an organization is the economic responsibilities. Before anything else, in the society the business institution is the basic economic unit. As such, the business institution has a responsibility to produce goods and services that society wants and to sell them at a profit. All other business roles has predicated on this fundamental assumption. The second social responsibility of an organization is legal responsibilities. Legal responsibilities are those that have define by the authorities. Legal responsibilities are rules; the laws and the regulations, under which business has, expect to operate. The society expects the business to fulfill its economic mission within the framework of legal requirements. The third social responsibility of an organization is the ethical responsibility. Ethical responsibilities mark societal beliefs of “good behavior”. According to Carroll, organizations need to be observes ethical standards when operating (Carroll 1979). Economic and legal responsibilities embody ethical norms, but additional behaviors and activities exist that are not necessarily codified into law nevertheless are expected of business by society’s members. Society has expectations concerning business over and above legal requirements. Ethical responsibilities are voids in the legal system and allow firms to act with humanitarian values in mind. The last social responsibility of an organization is philanthropic or discretionary responsibility. Philanthropic (or discretionary) responsibilities are voluntary obligations of an organization. The organizations’ philanthropic responsibilities are actions of the organization to be a good corporate citizen and to improve the quality of life concerning the society (Sheldon, Park 2010). This includes actively engaging in acts or programs to promote human welfare or goodwill (Carroll, Shabana 2010). 
2.2.3
Corporate Accountability 

The third, but not the last concept underlying corporate sustainability is corporate accountability. Corporate accountability often refers, in a managerial sense, to issues of disclosure, auditing, and monitoring of business practices. An important basis concerning the concept of corporate accountability is the idea of the organizational legitimacy. Organizational legitimacy has well expressed in the study of Hurst, the Legitimacy of the Business Corporation in the United States, 1780 – 1970. According to Hurst, organizational legitimacy is, “An institution which wields practical power, which compels men’s wills or behavior must be accountable for its purposes and its performance by criteria not in the control of the institution itself” (Hurst 2004, p. 58). 
A logical consequence of the organizational legitimacy is the introduction or the call concerning corporate social responsibility. Accountability is the legal or ethical responsibility to provide an account or calculation of the actions concerning which one has held responsible. Accountability differs from responsibility. Responsibility refers to one’s duty to act in a certain way, where as accountability refers to one’s duty to explain, justify, or report on his or her actions. The term corporate of corporate accountability refers to the different accountability relationships. The most relevant relationships in this research are the relationship between the corporate management and the shareholders. This relationship is based on the fiduciary model (see also chapter 4), which in turn is based on the agency theory. The agency theory will comment in chapter 3 of this research. The contribution of the corporate accountability theory to corporate sustainability is that it helps to define the nature of the relationship between corporate managers and the rest of society. In addition, it sets out the arguments as to why companies should report on their environmental, social, and economic performance, not just financial performance (Wilson 2003). 
2.2.4
Sustainability accounting & reporting
Sustainability accounting has related to social accounting. According to the scientific literature, social accounting is an umbrella term. Sustainability accounting is a much more narrow term to express a specific interest. Environmental accounting refers specifically to the research or practice of accounting concerning an organization’s impact on the natural environment and sustainability accounting will often use to express the measuring and the quantitative analysis of the social and the economic sustainability. According to the scientific literature, sustainability accounting is referred to the triple bottom line (TBL), which aims to report on an organization's economic, social and environmental impacts (Elkington 2004) Elkington qualified this type of accounting on environmental, social, and economic performance as the ‘triple bottom line’ reporting. According to common definitions of the triple bottom line (TBL), three dimensions of sustainability exist. These dimensions of sustainability are the economic, the social, and the environmental. These dimensions can use when measuring the sustainable development. For example, the economic dimension might be the effect on the local employment and on the livelihoods by the organizations operations. The social dimension might include staff terms and conditions or projects in the community. The environmental dimension might include greenhouse gas emissions or the quality of wasted water discharged by operations accounting for the financial dimension of an organization’s performance is a statutory requirement. The complex interactions between the three dimensions of sustainability (economic, social, and environmental) are summarizing in the next diagram: 
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Figure 2: Interactions between three dimensions of sustainability
The diagram rather nicely captures the view that a sustainable future is one which ensures that the environment can bear (support) the society, which ensures that the economy is viable in environmental terms, and which ensures that a high degree of equity (fairness) exits between the society and the economy. 

According to the Global Reporting Initiative, sustainability reporting is the practice of measuring, disclosing, and being accountable to internal and to external stakeholders concerning organizational performance towards the goal of sustainable development. Accounting for sustainability is currently a voluntary activity. In the recent years, the number of companies reporting publicly on various aspects of their social and environmental performance increased (Kolk 2003, Network 2003). So far, the most common organizations response to reporting on sustainability performance has been to publish a sustainability report, either in conjunction with, or separately from, the company’s annual financial report (O'Dwyer, Owen 2005). This is encouraging, but several major companies have emerged. Because sustainability accounting as a much more narrow term of social accounting, is neither a part of conventional accounting, nor an obvious part of the research literature in which that accounting is addressed, analyzed and critiqued, sustainability reports are not often integrated with the conventional economic reports. (Gray 2002). However, publishing sustainability reports increased in the last decades. An increased number of companies have recognized the sign of the times and are beginning in their reporting to devote more attention to the environmental and the social issues.
According to sustainability accounting, and reporting and its definitions, it is important to notice that sustainability accounting refers to the triple bottom line (TBL). However, sustainability accounting refers to the triple bottom line, sustainability reports, which aim to report on an organization's economic, social, and environmental impacts, in addition known by a number of other terms. In that case, the Global Reporting Initiative states: Sustainability reporting is a broad term considered synonymous with others used to describe reporting on economic, environmental, and social impacts (e.g., triple bottom line, corporate responsibility reporting, etc.) (GRI 2002, p.3). In practice, reporters often tend to refer to a number of other kinds of sustainability reports like triple bottom line reports, corporate social responsibility reports but sustainability reports may include also community reports, environmental reports and environmental, health and safety reports. In addition, it is essential to notice that sustainability reports include a number of different kinds of reports within the umbrella of sustainability reports. In the strictest sense of the term, three different types of reports have defined. According to Daub, these three types of reports are annual, environmental, and social reports (Daub 2007). 
According to the scientific literature, Andersen & Frankle described social and environmental reporting as a ‘communication’ of a corporation’s community involvement activity, human resources, environmental impact, and other social activities through the annual report to the stakeholders. Such reports may provide qualitative and/or quantitative information regarding a firm’s environmental activities (Anderson, Frankle 1980). During the last three decades, among companies, environmental and social reporting has considerably increased. With organizations more likely to adopt the ambiguous term “sustainability reporting”, the term social and environmental reporting is becoming less frequently used (Adams, Whelan 2009). The question as to why report on social and environmental activities has generated several theoretical perspectives. These theoretical perspectives will comment in chapter four of this research. For now, it is important to figure out what the reasons pro and against reporting are. 
2.2.5
Reasons pro and against reporting
Companies can have a range of reasons for publishing a sustainability report or not. Various motivations exist, signaled in a study by Sustainability and UNEP in which reporters and non-reporters have interviewed. According to this study, companies’ motivations concerning reporting and non-reporting are as follows (Kolk 2009):
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• Doubts about the advantages it would bring to the organization

• Competitors are neither publishing reports

• Customers (and the general public) are not interested in it, it will not increase sales

• The company already has a good reputation for its environmental performance

• There are many other ways of communicating about environmental issues

• It is too expensive

• It is difficult to gather consistent data from all operations and to select correct 

indicators


      Table 1: Companies’ motivations concerning reporting or non-reporting
The much more dominant reasons or motivation concerning non reporting are as follows: the absence of demand concerning the information; the absence of a legal requirement; costs outweigh benefits; data availability and related costs; secrecy; wait and see; never thought about it (Gray, Bebbington & Walters 1993).
2.3
Theories behind voluntary disclosure

Within the environmental and the social disclosure literature, several theoretical perspectives have been commented, why companies voluntary disclose social information (e.g. sustainability reports). By Gray, Kouhy and Lavers (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995) these theoretical perspectives have categorized. Gray, Kouhy, and Lavers pointed out the difficulties concerning performing research focusing on sustainability reporting. In this study, the broad scope of sustainability reporting has confirmed. Several authors have attempted to place empirical investigation of sustainability reporting in some sort of theoretical context. According to Gray, Kouhy and Lavers these attempts can relate to three broad groups of theories concerning organization-society information flows. In addition, they structure corporate social disclosure research and classified theoretical perspectives into three areas: decision-usefulness theory, economic theory and social & political theory. The empirical investigations of CSR practices have produced a diverse body of academic literature that engages different theoretical perspectives in support of corporate social reporting, among others such as the agency theory, the legitimacy theory, and the stakeholder theory. 

The remainder of this paragraph is about the different theoretical perspectives that have commented in the literature. It is important to realize that all these theories have employed to justify the disclosure of social and environmental information although among scholars no consensus exists as to the best theoretical explanation concerning the disclosure of this information. It is not clear, however, whether these three theories offer overlapping or competing explanations. Hackston and Milne pointed out; serious doubts exist whether the empirical evidence available to date is enough to establish the superiority of one theory over the others (Hackston, Milne 1996). However, the aim of this chapter is why companies voluntary disclose social information. Other theories like the institutional theory that considers the constraints on organizations to conform to external expectations and the neo-institutional theory, which could explain the differences in the sustainability reports in this research have been excluded (DiMaggio, Powell 1983, Powell, DiMaggio 1991). The final purpose within this research is to assess stakeholder engagement; in that case, most attention will focuses on the social and political perspective, especially concerning the stakeholder theory. 

2.3.1
Decision-usefulness

Concerning a base performing accounting choices in 1980 Staubus introduced the decision-usefulness theory. The theory has based on the decision-usefulness objective that specified investors as the defining class of the user of financial statements. Consequently, the investors’ cash-flow oriented decisions had a profound impact on the choices of measurement and reporting (Staubus 2000). The decision-usefulness theory has based on the theory that companies release information on their social and their environmental activities. This because users qualified his information useful concerning their investment decisions (Kirk 2000). The theory, as argued by Gray, Owen, and Adams, attempts to describe accounting as a process of providing the relevant information to the relevant decision makers (Gray, Owen & Adams 1996). According to the decision-usefulness perspective, because it might be useful concerning decision makers, companies publish a sustainability report. For example, extensive evidence exist that social and environmental information is useful concerning decision-making by financial stakeholders (Reverte 2009). Because these reports could convey information that is new concerning market participants, this implies there could be a demand concerning sustainability reports from the market (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995). Gray argues that the decision-usefulness literature has a potentially important effect of raising the visibility of non-financial and non-economic factors in the sustainability reporting of companies (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995). 

2.3.2
Economic theory

Another theoretical perspective in the scientific has commented is the economic theory to explain why companies voluntary disclosure information. At first, the agency theory developed by Jensen and Meckling will describe. Second the positive accounting theory (PAT) developed by Watts and Zimmerman will describe and outlined within voluntary disclosure. 

Agency theory

In 1976, Jensen and Meckling developed a key paper of the agency theory. Agency theory focused on the relationships between principals and agents (for example, the relationship between shareholders and corporate managers), a relationship that, due to various information asymmetries, created much uncertainty. Agency theory accepted that transaction costs and information costs exist. Jensen en Meckling defined the agency relationship as: “A contract under which one or more (principals) engage another person (the agent) to perform some service on their behalf which involves delegating some decision-making authority to the agent” (Jensen, Meckling 1976, p.308). 

The agency relationship has defined as a contract; however, this contract does not have being a written contract. In other simply terms, that is in which way the principal (shareholder) expects the agent (manager) to behave. Agency theory proposes that, the firm has based on a relationship between manager (agent) and owner (principal), where the agent has hired to manage the company on behalf of the principal. Jensen and Meckling considered the relationships and conflicts between agents and principals and in which way efficient markets and various contractual mechanisms can assist in minimizing the cost concerning the firm of these potential conflicts. Jensen and Meckling considered a well-functioning firm as a firm that minimizes its agency cost. These costs are inherent in the principal/agent relationship. In the absence of contractual mechanisms, it is assumed that the agent or manager have an incentive to consume many personal benefits, as well as to use confidential information concerning personal gain at the expense of the principals or owners. The traditional scientific economics literature and the agency theory accepts assumptions such as that all individuals are driven by desires to maximize their own wealth. On the other hand, it is assumed within the agency theory that principals will assume that the agent (like the principal) will be driven by self-interest, and consequently the principals will anticipate that the agent (manager), unless restricted from doing otherwise, will undertake self-serving activities that could be causing harm to the economic welfare of the principals (shareholders). If no contractual mechanism exists to restrict the agents’ potentially opportunistic behavior, in anticipation of the opportunistic behavior actions, the principal will pay the agent a lower salary. For example, if shares will sell in a company, the shareholders will pay a lower price concerning the shares in the organization. The lower salary will compensate the owners concerning the adverse actions of the managers (price protection). The perspective is that it is the agents (managers) pay for the principals’ (shareholders’) expectations of their opportunistic behavior. Consequently, the agents assume to have an incentive to enter into contractual arrangements that appear to be able to reduce their ability to undertake actions causing harm to the interest of the principals.

Summarizing the work of Jensen and Meckling (Jensen, Meckling 1976) can be determined that the contracts create two agency problems. At first, the conflicting goals between the principal and the agent together with the difficulty concerning the principal to check agent’s actions and opportunistic behavior. Secondly, differences exist in risk attitude between the principal and the agent that possible creates different behaviors. An essential assumption within the principal-agency theory is that both of the actors base their vision on the theory of the self-interested rational choices. Much scientific literature comments that the findings stated before are not valid in explaining why companies voluntary disclosure information. Within the principal-agency theory, the separation of the ownership and the control give raise to an information-asymmetry between managers and shareholders where manager have better information than shareholders (owners) concerning the companies’ current and future performance. Several empirical researchers examined in which way agency problem can mitigated through increased disclosure. According to several studies, increasing transparency and disclosure will contribute to a better convergence of managers with those shareholders (Ball, Kothari & Robin 2000). Reducing information asymmetry or reducing information risk through increased voluntary disclosure can reduce the cost of capital of firms (Diamond, Verrecchia 1991) and increasing voluntary disclosure reducing information asymmetry between uninformed and informed investors, and consequently increases the liquidity of a firm’s stock (Kim, Verrecchia 1994). 

Positive Accounting Theory 

Another theoretical perspective within the economic theory literature to explain why companies’ voluntary disclosure information, is the positive accounting theory or the political cost hypothesis. Watts and Zimmerman found the positive accounting theory (hereafter referred to as PAT) during the late seventies of the previous century. Watts and Zimmerman seeks to explain and to predict actual accounting practices. This contrast with normative accounting, that seeks to derive and prescribe “optimal” accounting standards. PAT can be associated with the contractual view of the firm like the principal-agency theory of Jensen and Meckling (Jensen, Meckling 1976) or the transaction costs theory of Coase which introduces the concept of transaction costs to explain the nature and the limits of firms (Coase 1937). As Watts and Zimmerman state, “PAT is concerned with explaining accounting practice. It is designed to explain and predict which firms will and which firms will not use a particular method but it says nothing as to which method a firm should use” (Watts, Zimmerman 1978, p. 7). PAT is a theory that seeks to explain and predict managers’ choices of accounting methods. PAT focuses on relationships between various individuals within and outside an organization and explains in which way financial accounting can be used to minimize the costly implications associated with each contracting party operating in his or her own self-interest. Watts and Zimmerman assume that individuals are acting to maximize their own utility and consequently the management lobbies on accounting standards based on its own self-interest (Watts, Zimmerman 1978). All individual behavior motivated by self-interest is central to PAT. A key part of this task is to examine in which way accounting standards affect management’s wealth. Management wealth is argued, as a function of changes in share prices (via stocks and stock options), and changes in cash bonuses (via compensation plans). Ordinarily, managers are predicted to have greater incentives to lobby concerning accounting standards that creates increases in reported earnings and consequently in management wealth. This refers to the positive character of PAT rather than normative accounting (Milne 2002). 

2.3.3
Political economy theory
Instead of the previous theories, the Political Economy Theory (hereafter referred to as PET) has a wider view in explaining why companies voluntary disclose social information. According to Gray et al., corporate social disclosure incorporates “the social, political, and economic framework within human life takes place” (Gray, Owen & Adams 1996). PET regards social systems as “interacting sets of major economic and socio-political forces which affect collective behavior” (Stern, Reve 1980, p. 53), and economic exchanges as the interplay of power and the objectives of power wielders (Arndt 1983). In other terms, PET considers that economics, politics, and society are inseparable, and economic issues cannot investigate in the absence of considerations about political, social, and institutional framework in which the economic activity will perform. Economics, politics, and society should all consider in accounting research. PET looks into the political, the economic, the social, and the institutional framework, under which the reporting organization operates (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995, Gray, Owen & Adams 1996). The reporting organization is not only subject to social demands, especially from stakeholders. PET proposes many other factors including the economic objectives of internal agencies, legal institutions, government regulatory entities, and business culture and industry environment. Sustainability reporting will use as a means to maintain the favored position of the business sector in controlling scarce resources or capital within the PET context. According to Gurthrie and Parket, corporate reports cannot consider as neutral, unbiased documents, but rather are, a product of interchange between the corporation and its environment and an attempt to mediate and to accommodate a variety of sectional interests (Guthrie, Parker 1990). Political economy can be either classical, which is concerned with structural conflict, inequality and the role of the state (for example within the radical paradigm), or bourgeois, which takes these aspects as a given and is concerned with interactions between groups in a pluralistic world (Gray, Owen & Adams 1996). Before commenting theories belonging to political economy, it might be relevant to distinguish the classical political economy theory versus the bourgeois political economy theory.
Classical versus Bourgeois political economy theory 

Political economy has a long historical tradition and has multiple twists concerning its meaning. The political economy theory in history can derive in two perspectives, the classical perspective of the political economy theory, and the bourgeois perspective of the political economy theory. These two perspectives can help explaining conflicts or different conclusions in the scientific literature. For the first, Karl Marx used the distinction between the classical versus the bourgeois perspective of political economy theory. Karl Marx reserved a central role concerning ‘sectional (class) interest, structural conflict, inequity, and the role of the State at the heart of the analysis, within the classical perspective of the political economy theory. The bourgeois perspective of the political economy theory largely ignores these elements and denotes that there is a world with different views (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995). The classical perspective tends to perceive accounting reports and disclosure as means of maintaining the favored position of those who control scarce resources (capital), and as a means of undermining the position of those without scarce capital. The classical perspective “focuses on the structural conflicts within society” while the bourgeois perspective of the political economy theory does not explicitly consider structural conflicts and class struggles but rather tends to be concerned with the interaction between groups in a world with different views. Consequently, the legitimacy theory and the stakeholder theory have are derive based on the bourgeois political economy theory. In these theories, the world is qualified based on the organization as part of a broader social system, and not based on the central role of the state or based on the structural inequity (Milne 2002, Deegan 2002). The definition of political economy theory, signaled at the beginning of this paragraph belongs to the bourgeois perspective of the political economy theory. 
Stakeholder theory

The stakeholder theory, as signaled before, has typically derived from the bourgeois political economy theory. In the world of the bourgeois perspective, the stakeholder theory has based on the perspective of the management of the organization who are concerned strategically with the continued success of the firm. The continued existence of the firm requires the support of the stakeholders and their approval need to seek and the activities of the corporation need within that approval. The more powerful the stakeholders, the more the company needs to adapt. Social disclosure is qualified as a part of the dialogue between the company and its stakeholders and corporate social reporting has been a relatively successful medium concerning negotiating these relationships (Roberts 1992). Chapter four explains in more detail the stakeholder theory and the stakeholder relationships.

Legitimacy theory

The legitimacy theory has derived from the bourgeois political economy theory and can qualify in the same light. The legitimacy theory concerns itself with organization-society negotiation in a pluralistic world (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995). In addition, the legitimacy theory has derived from the concept of the organizational legitimacy. The organizational legitimacy has defined as “a condition or status where organizations seek to establish congruence between the social values associated with or implied by their activities and the norms of acceptable behavior in the larger social system of which they are a part. Insofar as these two value systems, there will exists a threat to organizational legitimacy. These threats take the form of legal, economic, and other social sanctions” (Dowling, Pfeffer 1975, p. 122). 
In other terms, within the legitimacy theory, the organization is qualified as a part of a broader social construct whose expectations need to be met if it is to have ongoing operations without excessive societal sanctions being imposed (Ratanajongkol, Davey & Low 2006). The assumption of the legitimacy theory stems from the notion that organizations do not have an inherent right to exist but only do so with the sanction of society. According to O’Donovan, the legitimacy theory can illustrated graphically:
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     Figure 3: Legitimacy gap (O'Donovan 2002)
The illustration in Figure 3 adopts the perspective that threats to present or potential legitimacy emanate from a corporation’s negative association with an issue/event. The area marked X in Figure 3 represents congruence between corporate activity and society’s expectations of the corporation and its activities, based on the social values and norms. Area Y and Z represents incongruence between a corporation’s actions and society’s perceptions of what these actions should be. These area’s represents “illegitimacy” or legitimacy gaps X. The aim of the corporation is to be legitimate, to ensure area X is as large as possible, consequently reducing the legitimacy gap. To reduce the legitimacy gap a number of tactics of legitimacy and disclosure approaches are adopted (O'Donovan 2002).

Central concerning the legitimacy theory is the concept of a social contract, implying that a company’s survival is dependent on the extent that the company operates “within the bounds and norms of the society” (Brown, Deegan 1998, p. 22). However, as the societal bounds and norms may change over time, the organization continuously has to demonstrate that its actions are legitimate and that it behaved as a good corporate citizen, usually by engaging in corporate social reporting. Consequently, corporate social reporting may primarily consider as a reaction to factors in the company’s environment (Guthrie, Parker 1989) and as a reaction on public pressure (Patten 1991, Walden, Schwartz 1997, Neu, Warsame & Pedwell 1998). Many prior studies indicate that the amount of environmental and social disclosures increases when the organization or industry has to face a predicament, for example violation of human rights, or environmental pollution. Organizations’ responds to such public pressure and /or negative media attention, by increasing the amount of their disclosure. Consequently, in this way they can reduce the organizations’ social and political environmental exposures (Patten 1992). Following Lindblom, to respond to such public pressure companies can adopt four possible strategies: 

1. Organizations may seek to educate and to inform the relevant parties in society about their current corporate performance and operations.

2. Organizations can try to change society’s perception without changing its current behavior.

3. Organizations may seek to manipulate society’s perception by deflecting attention from the issue of concern; prioritize other issues.

4. Organizations can take actions to change the external expectations (society) of its corporate performance.

As Lindblom demonstrates, social disclosure can employ in each of these strategies (Lindblom 1994). Publishing corporate disclosures, based on this theory, can be a tool concerning a firm to legitimize its corporate strategy. That firms do voluntary disclose information in their annual reports as a strategy to manage their legitimacy, many prior studies on corporate disclosures have provided evidence concerning this (Deegan, Gordon 1996, Deegan, Rankin 1996, Nasi et al. 1997). Consequently, sustainability reporting can be qualified as a constructed image or symbolic impression of itself that an organization is conveying to the outside world to control its political or economic position (Neu, Warsame & Pedwell 1998). An essential point of attention is that organizations use corporate social disclosures to establish and to maintain their legitimacy. Another key point of attention is that organizations have an incentive to conceal negative information and report only positive information. According to Lindbloms’ third strategy, to achieve legitimacy in society’s perception this information need to be positive. For this research, this kind of studies is not relevant, consequently, will not commented. A last note to the legitimacy theory is about the term society or relevant publics. When terms like society or relevant publics are used, can refer to the term stakeholder. This research comments the stakeholder theory in a very detail in the next chapter. For now, it is important to see the overlap in theories. 


2.4
Guidelines for sustainability reporting

This paragraph is the last theoretical part of this chapter. Different sets of guidelines are available for sustainability reporting. Governments of some countries have enforced some mandatory reporting requirements into law, while other countries believe in voluntary reporting. First, mandatory, and voluntary reporting standards will comment. Afterwards, the different sets of guidelines for sustainability reports will outline. Because of it is widely used and its central role concerning stakeholders, the GRI reporting framework will comment. Finally, the focus will be on the stakeholder inclusiveness within the GRI reporting guidelines.

2.4.1
Mandatory versus Voluntary standards
Today sustainability reporting is mandatory, solicited, or voluntary (Van Der Laan 2004). Solicited reporting is still a relatively underdeveloped form of reporting, but it gains slowly wider acceptance. The main argument focusing on solicited reporting is that the demand concerning information by a particular stakeholder group is issued. Solicited reporting develops new, more symmetrical and dialogical forms of communication, which enable stakeholders to obtain richer and better information. The approach is based on earlier work of Grunig and Hunt about two-way symmetric model of communication (Grunig, Hunt 1984). This supports the focus on community dialogue and consultation within the values and the processes of organizations that focuses on social responsibility (Wood 1991). Because solicited reporting still is a relatively underdeveloped form of reporting, in this research the focus will be on mandatory and on voluntary reporting standards. 

The first form of reporting is the mandatory approach. In order to protect the citizens and to ensure the appropriate information is provided, mandatory reporting is reporting that should be regulated by the state (Doane 2005). The second form and most recognized form of reporting is the voluntary approach. Many organizations voluntarily disclose ‘social’ information. Voluntary disclosures may take the form of management discussion in annual reports, or separate disclosure, such as a ‘stand-alone’ social, sustainability, or environmental report (Van Der Laan 2004). Largely, the format, the content, and the details of such disclosures are unregulated. This situation allows the companies to use the reports to portray their image in a favorable light (Stittle 2002). The reporting organization decides what to report on, in which way to report, what level of detail is required and where the information will be published. Voluntary corporate social disclosures are a case of information inductance (Gray 2001). 

Over the past decade, a debate exists between the proponents of voluntary and of mandatory reporting standards. Debates on this subject often have resulted in conflicting positions. Since they did not believe that organizations would disclose material information objectively unless they were required to do so by law, ten years ago organizations usually argued strongly in favor of voluntary standards while pressure groups, trade unions, and non-governmental organizations demanded mandatory standards (KPMG 2010). Reasons pro and against mandatory and voluntary reporting standards see appendix A. 

In the last few years’ companies, investors and analysts are promoting regulation and other organizations like trade unions are using voluntary standards amongst their members. Governments are also referring to voluntary reporting frameworks like the GRI G3 Guidelines. Nowadays, the relationship between mandatory and voluntary approaches is framed differently. Instead of presenting mandatory and voluntary sustainability reporting as exclusive options, both are highly complementary to each other.  Given a complementary relationship between both approaches, it is a challenge concerning governments to determine the appropriate minimum level of mandatory requirements. It is also a challenge concerning the reporting entity as to in which way much the reporting entity would be prepared to do beyond their compliance with mandatory requirements. The reason concerning doing this is to gain a competitive advantage in both the present and the future. Some countries in the sample have also a minimum level of mandatory requirements. However, in this research, the focus will only be on the voluntary approach, because sustainability accounting and reporting is currently a voluntary activity. This brings some limitations with it. These limitations will be commented in chapter 9.

2.4.2
CSR Reporting Guidelines and Standards

In October 2004, a report was prepared and published by AccountAbility for the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (hereafter referred to as WBCSD) “Accountability and Reporting Working Group”. The main question of this research was in which way a company can make the best strategic choices in the selection and use of leading corporate responsibility codes, standards, and frameworks. In this research a variety of codes, standards, and frameworks are reviewed and evaluated. This variety can be divided in principle based codes (Global Compact and United Nations Norms), accounting and disclosure frameworks (GRI, AA1000 Assurance Standard), specialist standards (SA8000, ISO14001), investor-related (Dow Jones Sustainability Index) or regulatory-related (Sarbanes-Oxley) (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004). 

The figure below gives an overview of the interrelations and the differences among them. The figure simply illustrates which dimensions of sustainability and what process steps each of the standard cover. For example, there is overlap between Global Compact and UN Norms, compatibility between the GRI Guidelines and the AA1000 Assurance Standards or gaps in other words the economic dimension of the so-called “triple bottom line”. In appendix B a short explanation per standard will be given.


1 

Table 2: The GRI Guidelines also refer to the accounting phase of activity since a company can only report on things that it measures.

Among other standards, the GRI sustainability reporting guidelines on voluntary sustainability reporting are the most widely accepted reporting standards for the banking sector. It integrates or refers to most initiatives and might be the generally accepted, broadly adopted, worldwide framework for preparing and communicating information about organizational sustainability performance. The next subparagraph of this research will pay more attention to the G3 guidelines of the Global Reporting Initiative because the reporting guidelines are a widely used set of guidelines and its central role concerning stakeholders.

2.4.3
The GRI reporting framework

As signaled in paragraph 2.1 sustainability accounting is referred to the triple bottom line, which aims to report on an organization’s economic, environmental and social impacts (Elkington 2004). Elkington (2004) called this type of accounting on economic, environmental, and social performance and existing interrelations between these dimensions as triple bottom line reporting. The term triple bottom line reporting is also known as sustainability reporting. The vision of the Global Reporting Initiative about sustainability reporting is that reporting on the performance of these dimensions by all organizations must become as routine and comparable as financial reporting (Arndt, Graubitz & Klesinski 2007). The Global Reporting Initiative believes that a universally applicable reporting guidance need to exist that responds to the needs of all stakeholders (GRI 2002, p. 3). The Global Reporting Initiative believes that multi-stakeholder engagement is the most valuable way concerning producing guidance (Thomson, Bebbington 2005). The Global Reporting Initiative included all practitioners worldwide with diverse backgrounds concerning developing the reporting standard. The development of the guidelines is influenced by companies through a structured dialogue process and the Global Reporting Initiatives multi-stakeholder governance process (GRI 2002, p. 7). The Global Reporting Initiative has well developed linkages with other standards within an emerging global architecture for example with the AA1000 Assurance Standard, the UN Global Compact etc. (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004). Consequently, the G3 Guidelines became the de facto global standard concerning sustainability reporting. In the last years, the usage of the GRI Guidelines by companies that prepared a sustainability report has increased.  Figure 8 illustrates this trend. It shows that in mid 2006 the number of companies that declared their voluntary adoption of the GRI Guidelines in their reports reached about 1000 (in 65 countries) (Brown, de Jong & Levy 2009).


[image: image5.jpg]1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
s





Figure 4: Uptake of GRI reporting guidelines worldwide 

The current version of the GRI guidelines (GRI-G3) was published in 2006. The earlier version was the second-generation guidelines (GRI-G2). The G3 Guidelines can be divided into three main parts: Part 1 defines report content, boundary, and quality, while part 2 describes standard disclosures and part 3 contains general reporting notes.  Part 1 contains ten basic topics that should be included into a sustainability report. These topics are as follows: stakeholder inclusiveness, materiality, sustainability context, completeness, balance, comparability, accuracy, timelines, clarity, and reliability. Part 2 mentions basic content that should appear in a sustainability report. This basic content are as follows: strategy and analysis, organizational profile, reporting parameters, governance, commitments & engagement and management approach and performance indicators.  Part 3 of the G3 guidelines are general reporting notes. The GRI G3-Guidelines finalize with general reporting notes. It includes advices of in which way to gather data, the report form and its frequency, and advices of in which way to choose assurances.

The Global Reporting Initiative’s framework consists beside the three main parts of the GRI-G3 guidelines also indicator -and technical protocols and sector supplements. The indicator protocol contains a set of measures that can be included in a sustainability report. The indicator protocol provides definitions, compilation guidance, and other information concerning assisting the reporters of the organizations’ sustainability report. The protocol also helps the reporter to ensure consistency in the interpretation of the performance indicators. The indicator protocols should be used also by the users of the guidelines. The indicators that are identified in the GRI guidelines can be used by specific stakeholders who are interested in the organizations emerging practice or on specific topics (GRI 2002, p. 4).  The indicators are grouped in the three dimensions of sustainability. Each dimension has its own specific indicator category and each category may have several indicator aspects. To complement the guidelines, sector supplements are developed concerning specific industries or sectors. The supplements give specific interpretations and guidance on in which way to apply the guidelines in a specific sector. There are also predefined performance indicators concerning a specific sector.  The sector supplements can be used additionally. Finally, there are also technical protocols that are created to provide guidance on issues in reporting, for example concerning setting the report boundary. Technical protocols are designed to use in conjunction with the guidelines and sector supplements. The technical protocols cover issues that face most organizations during the reporting process. 

As signaled earlier, part 1 contains ten basic topics that should be included into a sustainability report. One of these topics is stakeholder inclusiveness. The next subparagraph will pay more attention to stakeholder inclusiveness within the GRI G3 guidelines.

2.4.4
Stakeholder inclusiveness

The GRI G3 reporting guidelines are the most widely accepted reporting standards for the banking sector. The GRI framework is generally accepted and broadly adopted for preparing and communicating information about organizational sustainability performance. The reporter should identify the stakeholders of the organization. The reporter must explain in the report in which way the organization has responded to the reasonable expectations and interests of all stakeholders. Freeman defines a stakeholder as any group or individual that can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s objectives (Freeman 1984). Stakeholders are those who have an internal interest to the organization like employees, shareholders or suppliers but stakeholder can be as well as those who are external to the organization like communities or the government. For the reporting entity of an organization, the expectations and interests of stakeholders are a key reference point concerning many decisions in the preparation of a report. The reporting entity knows that not all stakeholders of an organization will use the sustainability report. Having this in mind, it is a challenge for the reporting entity of an organization to balance the specific interests or expectations of stakeholders. With the intention, concerning all stakeholders reporting on these broader expectations of accountability. The reporting entity will consider some decisions such as the scope or the boundary of the sustainability report. The reasonable expectations and interests of these stakeholders should still be acknowledged in decisions about the content of the report. According to the GRI website (2010), the reporting entity should priories stakeholders of whom can reasonably be expected to use the sustainability report. Stakeholder engagement processes can serve as tools for understanding the reasonable expectations and interests of stakeholders. Generally, organizations initiate different types of stakeholder engagement as a part of their regular activities. Examples of stakeholder engagement are stakeholder engagement concerning the purpose of compliance with internationally agreed standards or informing ongoing organizational/ business processes. Organizations can also use other means such as the media, the scientific community, or collaborative activities with peers and stakeholders. These means can help the organization better understand stakeholders’ reasonable expectations and interests. 

2.5
Summary

The definitions given in this chapter are very broad, and in some cases very vague.  Corporate sustainability and corporate sustainability reporting, refers to a company’s activities, which demonstrates the inclusion of social and environmental concerns in business operations and in interactions with stakeholders. Corporate sustainability borrows elements from four other concepts. These concepts are sustainable development, corporate social responsibility, the corporate accountability theory, and the stakeholder theory (Wilson 2003). Social accounting is an umbrella term and it covers social, environmental an economic issues. Social accounting is related to a broad audience, i.e. a broad group of stakeholders. Sustainability accounting is also related to social accounting. Sustainability accounting is referred to the triple bottom line (TBL), which aims to report on an organization's economic, social, and environmental impacts (Elkington 2004). It is important to notice that accounting for sustainability and sustainability reporting is currently a voluntary activity. Not all companies currently subscribe to the principles of corporate sustainability.

 In this chapter several theoretical perspectives have been discussed, why companies voluntary disclose social information (e.g. sustainability reporting). The decision usefulness theory, the economic theory and especially within these theory the principal-agency theory of Jensen and Meckling, and the positive accounting theory developed by Watts and Zimmerman are commented. According to the main findings of both economic theories, both theories are not valid in explaining why companies voluntary disclose social information (e.g. sustainability reports). Instead of the previous theories, the political economy theory takes a wider view in explaining why companies voluntary disclose social information. Gray et al. (1996) divide the political economy theories in three overlapping categories: the stakeholder theory, the legitimacy theory, and the classical political economy theory. These theories take a systems perspective, recognizing that businesses interact with and affect entities beyond their artificial boundaries  Although these theories provide a useful framework to study corporate social disclosure, but they are not fully developed theories for explaining corporate social disclosure (Gray, Owen & Adams 1996). 
In this chapter, is also an outline given of the guidelines for sustainability reporting. In this research a variety of codes, standards, and frameworks have reviewed and evaluated. Different sets of guidelines are available for sustainability reporting. Governments of some countries have enforced some mandatory reporting requirements into law, while other countries believe in voluntary reporting. Some countries have also a minimum level of mandatory requirements. However, in this thesis, the focus will only be on the voluntary approach, because sustainability accounting and reporting is currently a voluntary activity. This brings some limitations with it; these limitations will be discussed in chapter nine. The GRI sustainability reporting guidelines on voluntary sustainability reporting are the most widely accepted reporting standards for the banking sector.  The Global Reporting Initiative believes that there must be a universally applicable reporting guidance, which responds to the needs of all stakeholders. The Global Reporting Initiative believes that multi-stakeholder engagement is the most valuable way for producing guidance (Thomson, Bebbington 2005). Stakeholder engagement can help the organization better understand stakeholders’ reasonable expectations and interests. 
In the next chapter the content of the term cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks will be distinguished and explained.
3
Cooperative versus Commercial stock exchange quoted banking

3.1
Introduction
This chapter provides a theoretical background of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. In addition, the differences between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks will be outlined.  
3.2
Characteristics of cooperative banks

In this paragraph, the main characteristics of cooperative banks will be outlined. The common principles of cooperative banks will be commented. According to the International Cooperative Alliance website a cooperative is defined as follows: 

“A cooperative is an autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common economic, social, and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly-owned and democratically-controlled enterprise” (ICA 2007).

The International Cooperative Alliance in addition lists cooperative values, as well as personal values of the cooperative members: 

“Cooperatives are based on the values of self-help, self-responsibility, democracy, equality, equity, and solidarity. In the tradition of their founders, cooperative members believe in the ethical values of honesty, openness, social responsibility, and caring for others” (ICA 2007).

According to the International Cooperative Alliance, seven internationally recognized principles of cooperatives exist. The seven cooperative principles are as follows
: 

1. Cooperatives are voluntary organizations; open to all persons able to use their services and willing to accept the responsibilities of a membership, without gender, social, racial, political, or religious discrimination. 

2. Cooperatives are democratic organizations controlled by their members, who actively participate in setting their policies and decision-making. Men and women serving as elected representatives have equal voting rights, based on “one member one vote”. 

3. Members contribute equitably to, and democratically control, the capital of their cooperative. At least part of that capital is the common property of the cooperative. Members usually receive limited compensation, if any, on capital subscribed as a condition of membership. Members allocate surpluses concerning any or all of the following purposes: developing the cooperative, benefiting the members in proportion to their transactions with the cooperative, and supporting other activities approved by the members. 

4. Although cooperatives may deal with other organizations, including governments, or raise capital from external sources, they do so on terms that ensure democratic control by their members and maintain their cooperative autonomy 

5. Cooperatives provide education and training concerning their members, elected representatives, managers and employees, so that they can contribute effectively to the development of their cooperatives. They also inform the public about the nature and the benefits of the cooperation 

6. Cooperatives serve their members most effectively and strengthen the cooperative movement by working together through local, regional, national, and international structures. 

7. While focusing on the member’s needs, cooperatives in addition work concerning the development of their communities through policies acceptable to their members (ICA 2007).

A cooperative bank is a financial entity that belongs to its members. These members are at the same time the owners and the customers of their cooperative bank. Cooperative banks are often established by persons belonging to the same local or professional community or sharing a common interest. In general, cooperative banks provide their members with a wide range of banking and financial services like amongst others loans, deposits and banking accounts. In most countries, cooperative banks are supervised and controlled by banking authorities. These cooperative banks have to respect the prudential banking regulations, which put them at a level playing field with stockholder or commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Depending on countries, this control and supervision can be implemented directly by state entities or delegated to a cooperative federation or central body. 

3.3
Characteristics of commercial stock exchange quoted banks

In this paragraph, the main characteristics of commercial stock exchange quoted banks will be outlined. The main characteristics of commercial stock exchange quoted banks are as follows:
1. Their shareholders own commercial stock exchange quoted banks
2. Shareholders of a commercial stock exchange quoted bank govern in proportion of their stake.

3. Shareholders of commercial stock exchange quoted banks are not always a client of the bank in which they hold a stake.

4. Commercial stock exchange quoted banks have market-orientated and profit-maximization with the aim of creating shareholder value is their core aim.

5. Commercial stock exchange quoted banks has greater access to the capital-market.

6. Commercial stock exchange quoted banks are less risk-adverse and are short-term orientated.

7. Commercial stock exchange quoted banks are operating nationally and internationally.

3.4
Cooperative versus commercial stock exchange quoted banks  

Cooperative banks differ from stockholder or commercial stock exchange quoted banks by their organization. In addition, cooperative banks differ from stockholder or commercial stock exchange quoted banks by their goals, values, and their governance. 

In the previous paragraph already has been commented that owners of cooperative banks are their members, this instead of stock exchange quoted stock commercial banks that are owned by shareholders. The difference between the two structures is that shareholders of a stock exchange quoted commercial bank govern in proportion of their stake and all members of a cooperative bank govern in the same proportion. 

Another difference between the cooperative and the stock exchange quoted commercial banks is the ownership structure. Members of a cooperative bank are always clients of the cooperative bank, this instead of shareholders of a commercial stock exchange quoted bank that do not have to be client of the bank in which they hold a stake. This ownership by members creates the possibility concerning members to align their preferences with the objectives of the bank. Consequently, the members do not only formulate different objectives, but also have a strong involvement in their cooperative.

According to Wyman e.t. (Wyman, Carpenter 2008), two significant implications exist related to the ownership structure of cooperative banks instead of commercial stock exchange quoted banks. 

The first implication is that, concerning members to exercise their democratic right in an effective manner, no unique governance mechanism exists. Because the existence of several tiers it is difficult to influence the executive management. Through regional and central decision-making bodies, it is difficult that decisions by the general assemblies and the boards of directors at a local level reach the central executive management. . This creates a slow decision-making process and loss of mobility concerning the organization. Economically, it raises a possible agency problem, of whether managers will serve owners best interests, where that owner is a customer-member rather than a shareholder. However, shareholder activism suggests at least some degree of an agency problem within the stock exchange quoted (commercial) banks. The argument concerning member ownership is that this creates a consensus-driven approach, even if the conservative decisions suited to a long-term time horizon. 
The second implication is that, the ownership structure of a cooperative bank makes it impossible for a cooperative bank to be subject to a hostile takeover while cooperatives themselves are capable to provide the required capital concerning a possible takeover of non-cooperative competitors. By contrast, at a national level, the ownership structure is often praised concerning strong local players, that are aligned to customers’ needs and promote stability via high capital positions. Hence, cooperative banks hold higher amounts of capital reserves and returns instead of commercial stock exchange quoted banks. As they need achieve lower levels of profitability to remain a going concern, cooperative banks hold an unfair advantage over their competitors. This difference in performance can be explained due to the distinct ownership structure employed by cooperatives compared with stockholder companies. Cooperative banks accumulate their capital to overcome a possible shortage of capital concerning their banking activities. Cooperative banks in addition are limited in capital management. They are forced to operate strictly under statutes and regulations, which dictate in which way to manage capital. Cooperative banks are not market-orientated and profit maximization with the aim of creating shareholder value is not the core aim. The members of the cooperative all have a claim on this capital. The cooperative shareholders can only claim the nominal amount of their share in the equity of the cooperative bank. 

Concerning strategic investments, in addition, cooperative banks are dependent upon internal capital, while the commercial banks have a greater access to capital, for example the capital-market, through the issuance of stock. The demand concerning short-term capital of cooperative banks is lesser than commercial stock exchange quoted banks. In addition, the high capital position of the cooperative bank creates to less demand on this short-term capital. Cooperative banks are long-term oriented and are more risk-adverse than shareholder-owned banks. This creates lower expected returns. Moreover, bonuses are not the primary objective concerning owners via membership. The provision of good value products and services is assumed to take precedence over profits as a motivating factor. 

Another difference between cooperative banks and stockholder-owned banks is the business in which they operate. Cooperative banks operate in the retail branch where they have a large network. Cooperative banks enjoy a significant market share in their domestic business and are often the largest player in terms of number of branches or office locations in their domestic market. Cooperative banks enjoy a near monopoly position in local markets that are too costly concerning competitors to enter. The high fixed costs of operating branches in rural areas where the population served per branch is substantially below average. Concerning competitors such as stockholder-owned banks are such networks not always economically favorable. However, nothing prevents commercial entrants opening up branches if supernormal profits are obtainable. 

3.5
Summary  
In this chapter, the topic of cooperative banking in general has been commented. According to the International Cooperative Alliance website, the Cooperative Alliance defines a cooperative, as a cooperative is an autonomous association of persons united voluntarily to meet their common economic, social, and cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically controlled enterprise. In addition, the International Cooperative Alliance lists cooperative values, as well as the personal values of cooperative members; cooperatives are based on the values of self-help, self-responsibility, democracy, equality, equity, and solidarity. In the tradition of their founders, cooperative members believe in the ethical values of honesty, openness, social responsibility, and caring for others. According to the International Cooperative Alliance, seven internationally recognized principles of cooperatives exist. The seven cooperative principles are voluntary and open membership, democratic member control, member economic participation, autonomy and independence, education, training and information, cooperation among cooperatives and finally concern concerning community. 
Instead of cooperative banks, shareholders own stock exchange quoted commercial banks. The difference between the two structures is that the shareholders of a stock exchange quoted commercial bank govern in proportion of their stake and all members of a cooperative bank govern in the same proportion. The members of a cooperative bank are always clients of the cooperative bank, this instead of shareholders of a stock exchange quoted commercial bank that do not have to be client of the bank in which they hold a stake. The one member, one vote principle has two significant implications. Firstly, no unique governance mechanism exists concerning members to exercise their democratic right in an effective manner. Secondly, the one member, one vote principle is a barrier to consolidation in the financial services industry. The ownership structure of a cooperative bank create the impossibility concerning a cooperative bank to be subject to a hostile takeover while cooperatives themselves are capable to provide the required capital concerning a possible takeover of non-cooperative competitors. In addition cooperative banks hold higher amounts of capital reserves and returns instead of commercial stock exchange quoted banks. As they need achieve lower levels of profitability to remain a going concern, cooperative banks hold an unfair advantage over their competitors. Another difference is that cooperative banks are limited in capital management. They are forced to operate strictly under statutes and regulations, which dictate in which way to manage capital. Cooperative banks are not market-orientated and profit maximization with the aim of creating shareholder value is not the core aim. The members of the cooperative have all a claim on this capital. Cooperative banks are dependent upon internal capital concerning strategic investments, while the commercial banks have a greater access to capital. The demand concerning short-term capital of cooperative banks is lesser than commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Cooperative banks are long-term oriented and are more risk-adverse than shareholder-owned banks. Another difference between cooperative banks and stockholder-owned banks is the business in which they operate. Cooperative banks operate in the retail branch in which they have a large network. Finally, cooperative banks enjoy a near monopoly position in local markets that are too costly concerning competitors (like stockholder-owned banks) to enter. 
The next chapter will focus in detail on the stakeholder theory and the stakeholder relationships.
4
Stakeholder model
4.1
Introduction 

Within this chapter, the most important elements and characteristics of stakeholder theory will be commented. In the previous chapters the term stakeholder and the stakeholder theory has been used to describe other essential theories on voluntary disclosure theories like the legitimacy theory. This chapter focuses in more detail on the stakeholder theory. In addition, this chapter provides a theoretical foundation of the stakeholder theory. After explaining the most important issues of the stakeholder theory, the stakeholders definitions, identification and classification, a stakeholder framework will be constructed that will be applied to sustainability reporting. In addition this chapter also pays attention to the stakeholders’ model that will be commented as an alternative concerning the shareholders model. 
4.2 
Stakeholder theory 

In the strategic management in 1984 by R. Freeman the stakeholder theory or the concept of the stakeholder was introduced. In his book, Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach (Freeman 1984), Freeman defined the stakeholder concept as “a set of propositions that suggest that managers of firms have obligations to some group of stakeholders” (Freeman 1984, p. 25). To develop a stakeholder approach Freeman drew on various scientific elements including corporate planning, system theory, and corporate social responsibility. Freeman argued that existing management theories were not equipped to address the quantity and kinds of change, which are occurring in the business environment. He described the quantity and kinds of change which occurring in the business environment as increasing takeovers, activism, foreign competition, new industrial relations, a worldwide resource market, government reform, supranational agencies, a rising consumer movement, increasing environmental concerns and changes in the communication technology. Freeman defined these changes as the environmental “shifts”. He argued that these environmental “shifts” were occurring among both internal stakeholders (owners, customers, employees, and suppliers) and external stakeholders (governments, competitors, consumer advocates, environmentalists, special interest groups, and the media). Managers by Freeman were warned to take into account “all of those groups and individuals that can affect, or are affected by, the accomplishment of the business enterprise” (Freeman 1984, p. 25). The organizations itself should be thought of as a grouping of stakeholders and the purpose of the organization should be to manage the interest, needs and viewpoints. A particular group stakeholders, in this case the top-level managers of the organization, are thought of as the focal group, charged with fulfilling the role of stakeholder management. Later, Freeman elaborated with Evan his concept. This resulted in the next two principles (Evan, Freeman 1988):

1. The principle of the company’s legitimacy. 

2. The stakeholder fiduciary principle.

Within the first, the company should be managed concerning the benefit of its stakeholders. The stakeholders are its customers, suppliers, employees, and local communities. The rights of these groups need to be ensured and the groups need to be participated in decisions that substantially affect their welfare. Within the second principle, the management bears a fiduciary relationship to the stakeholders and to the company as an abstract entity. A fiduciary relationship is a relationship in which one party places special trust, confidence and reliance in and is influenced by another who has a fiduciary duty to act concerning the benefit of the party. To ensure the survival of the firm, and safeguarding the long-term stakes of each group, in that case, the management need to act in the interest of the stakeholders as their agent, and it need to act in the interest of the company. 
The definition of a stakeholder, characterization of the organization and its purpose and the characterization of the role that managers do take on or should take on are all contested in later work by Freeman (Edward Freeman, Wicks & Parmar 2004). Freeman uses a different definition of stakeholders as “those groups who are vital to the survival and success of the corporation”. Freeman changed and renamed the two principles in three other principles:

1. The stakeholder-enabling principle.

2. The principle of director responsibility.

3. The principle of stakeholder recourse.

Within the first principle, the stakeholder-enabling principle, Freeman describes that corporations shall be managed in the interest of stakeholders. In the second one, Freeman describes that the directors of the corporation shall have a duty of care to use reasonable judgment to define and to direct the affairs of the corporation in accordance with the stakeholder-enabling principle. To create, concerning the stakeholder theory, a relatively new tendency by Freeman the third principle, the principle of stakeholder recourse, was added. The principle of stakeholder recourse is that stakeholders may create an action against the directors concerning their failure to perform the required duty of care.

According to the work of Donaldson and Preston, these elaborations of the stakeholder concept are versions of the normative stakeholder theory. Consequently normative, because the theory describes in which way managers and stakeholders should act and should view the purpose of the organization, based on some ethical principle. Another approach on the stakeholder concept, like the descriptive stakeholder theory, describes in which way managers and stakeholders actually behave and in which way they view their actions and roles. The instrumental stakeholder theory, a more strategic one, is more concerned with in which way managers should act if they are to further their own interests or what theorists conceive as the interests of the organization, usually viewed as profit maximization or maximization of the shareholder value. 
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Figure 5: Three nested aspects of the stakeholder theory

According to Donaldson and Preston, the three aspects are nested within each other (Donaldson, Preston 1995). 

4.3
Stakeholder definitions, identification and classification

The previous paragraph elaborated common attention to the stakeholder theory. This paragraph will more focused on the definition of stakeholders, the identification of stakeholders and the classification of stakeholders. However, not much disagreement exists concerning what kind of entity can be a stakeholder. Despite the “apparent clarity” and general applicability of the stakeholder concept (Antonacopoulou, Meric 2005), a continuing lack of agreement exists about who should be regarded as a stakeholder (Freeman 1984). According to Fassin, a stakeholder refers to any individual or group that maintains a stake in an organization in the way that a shareholder possesses shares (Fassin 2009). Other numerous definitions are in conformity what it is to be a stakeholder, a claimant, or an influencer. The most common one is the combinatory definition of Freeman of a stakeholder: any group or individual that can affect or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s objectives. This with greater precision can be qualified as the classical and the most accepted definition of a stakeholder. The shorter version of the definition is “those who can affect or can be affected by the firm” (Freeman 1984). 

The scientific literature includes many attempts at classifying stakeholders by using various criteria. According to the work of Clarkson, stakeholders can be divided in primary and secondary stakeholders. Primary stakeholders are stakeholders without whose continuing participation the corporation cannot survive as a going concern. Primary stakeholders consist of employees, customers, investors, suppliers and shareholders that provide necessary infrastructure. To complement the list of stakeholders, the governments and communities that provide infrastructures and markets, whose laws and regulations need to be obeyed, and to whom taxes and obligations may be due, forms the primary stakeholder group. Secondary stakeholders are not usually engaged in transactions with the focal organization and are no essential concerning its survival. Secondary stakeholders include the media, trade associations, non-governmental organizations, along with other interest groups. According to Clarkson, the secondary groups are defined as “those who influence or affect, or are influenced or affected by the corporation, but they are not engaged in transactions with the corporation and are not essential for its survival” (Clarkson 1995, p. 106). 

The primary and secondary stakeholder definition may not be sufficient. Another way of defining stakeholders is to investigate the power, the legitimacy, and the urgency of the stakeholder (Kolk 2000). Based on the theory no single attribute exists to identify stakeholders. Only a few attributes can be used to identify different classes of stakeholders in a firm’s environment. Classes of stakeholders can be identified by their possession or attributed possession of one, two, or all three of the next attributes. 

(1) the stakeholder’s power to influence the firm or in other terms an actor has power if it is able to impose its will in the relationship, 

(2) the legitimacy of the stakeholder’s relationship with the firm or other terms a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, beliefs and definitions and 

(3) the urgency of the stakeholder’s claim on the firm or in other terms the degree to which stakeholder claims required immediate attention (Mitchell, Agle & Wood 1997). 

An additional compelling basis concerning classification considers the level of the environment (Post, Preston & Sachs 2002). The level of environment can be classified in:

(1) the resource base like investors, employees and customers, 

(2) the industry structure like supply chain associates, joint venture partners and alliances, regulatory authorities and unions and 

(3) the social political arena likes governments, communities/citizens, and private organizations.

The definitions presented in this paragraph concerning the stakeholder, the stakeholder identification and the classification are broad and in some cases various. In the current scientific literature, the academics are not able to present one uniform definition concerning the content of the term stakeholder, or to identify, and classify stakeholders. Despite this lack of clarity, organizations undertake stakeholder engagement programs. In the next paragraph stakeholder relationships will be commented which is characterized by dialogue and engagement. In the next paragraph, in addition, a stakeholder framework will be constructed, that will be applied to sustainability reporting.

4.4
Stakeholder management, engagement and relationship

One of the definitions of stakeholder engagement is that stakeholder engagement describes a range of practices in which organizations take a structured approach to connection with its stakeholders (Thomson, Bebbington 2005). Another much more specific definition of stakeholder engagement is presented in the study by Greenwood (2007). Stakeholder engagement has been defined as a practice that an organization undertakes to involve stakeholders in a positive manner in organizational activities (Greenwood 2007). 

Some companies undertake only what stakeholders are demanding of them and do little with the available information and other companies have responded to demands of these stakeholders by taking a stakeholder management approach that requires, “simultaneous attention to the legitimate interest of all appropriate stakeholders, both in the establishment of organizational structures and general policies” (Donaldson, Preston 1995, p. 67). According to Low and Cowton (2004), two forms of stakeholder management exist. The first one is stakeholder engagement and the second one is stakeholder participation (Low, Cowton 2004). According to Andriof et al. (2002), stakeholder relationship is preferable in usage to stakeholder management. He argues that companies can manage their relationships with stakeholders, however frequently cannot actually manage the stakeholders themselves. This vision will run throughout his work even where the term stakeholder management is used. Stakeholder relationship can be used interchangeably with stakeholder engagement (Andriof 2002).

In recent years stakeholder theory begun focus to attention on the importance of the relationships that companies have with its stakeholders. Effective stakeholder relationship management is characterized by dialogue and engagement (Phillips 1997, Swift 2002). In order to increase the effectiveness of the firm’s decisions and strategies it is the activities of managing the relationship between the firm and the different stakeholders. To realizing the goals of sustainable development, especially as the main issue concerning sustainable development concerns primarily the choices of companies between the conflicting interest of stakeholders, this engagement concerning the core of effective stakeholder relationship management is essential (Amaeshi, Crane 2006).

The previous paragraph concluded that in current scientific literature, the academics are not able to present one uniform definition of the term stakeholder, or to identify, and classify stakeholders. To distinguish between different stakeholders, another approach, framework, will be used that will be applied to sustainability reporting. This approach to distinguish between different types of stakeholder types is based on the research of Friedman and Miles (2002). Friedman and Miles argue that the current stakeholder theory literature is divergent (Friedman, Miles 2002). They argued that previous scientific literature contains less attention concerning the relationship between the organization and the stakeholder. According to Friedman and Miles, extremely negative and highly conflicting relations between organizations and stakeholders have been ignored or under-analyzed. In addition, Friedman and Miles argued that the extent, to which organization/stakeholder relations can change over time, together with analysis of in which way and why such changes occur, in addition has been neglected. Friedman and Miles constructed a quadrant that creates the possibility to classify different variants of the relation between organization and stakeholder, based on a realist theory of social differentiation developed by Archer (Archer 1995). According to the research of Archer, the quadrant is based on two distinctions (see figure 6).
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             Figure 6: Institutional configurations with associated situational logics and strategic actions
The first distinction is the left side of the quadrant. The left side of the quadrant presents a distinction whether the relation between the organization and the stakeholder is compatible or incompatible in terms of sets of ideas and interest associated with social structures: whether they help or hinder each other. The second distinction is the top side of the quadrant. The top side of the quadrant presents a distinction whether relationships between groups are necessary or contingent. Necessary relationships are internal to a social structure (such as an organization) or to a set of logically connected ideas. Contingent relations are external or not integrally connected (Friedman, Miles 2002).

Organizations engage in relationships with their stakeholders based on a framework of contracts (Susnienė, Vanagas 2006). According to the research of Friedman and Miles (2002), in their model the implicit contract theory has been applied. This is presented in figure 7, focuses on the relations between organization and stakeholder. The four relations between organization and stakeholder (A, B, C, and D) refer to different contractual relationships (Friedman, Miles 2002).
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Figure 7: Stakeholder configurations, associated contractual forms, and strategic actions
Implicit contracts are relationships between the organization and stakeholder in which no intentions exist to contract, although all elements of a contract may be present. Friedman and Miles assume a world of imperfect information, imperfect mobility, and small numbers. Friedman and Miles linked the imperfect information-to-information asymmetry. Because ideal contracts require perfect and complete markets, according to Friedman and Miles, no ideal contracts exist. Friedman and Miles signaled four different contractual forms (Friedman, Miles 2002): 

1. Explicit recognized contracts (written or verbal, can be via a third party).

2. Implicit recognized contracts (recognized by parties involved and/or significant others, such as governments, regulators, or partners).

3. Implicit unrecognized contracts (not recognized by the parties involved, but recognized by certain “sensitized” others, such as academics, novelists, and activists). If the parties involved went through some process of sensitization it is likely that recognition would follow.

4. No contracts. 

After explaining the different forms of contracting, these different contractual forms can be linked with the stakeholder model in figure 8 (Friedman, Miles 2002). [image: image9.emf]
Figure 8: Stakeholder configurations and associated stakeholder types
(A) Necessary compatible relations are relations between the shareholders and corporations, between top managers and corporations and among partners. The set of ideas and interests are compatible and the relation is necessary. Different types of shareholders and different levels of management create different forms of contracts. These relationships are created in the situation that all parties have something to lose when the relationships ends. All interest is served by the continuation of the relationship by both parties. This relationship can be qualified as a recognized explicit and implicit contract. An example of an explicit contract in this case is a contract between the institutional shareholders and the organization or the top management and the organization. An example of an implicit contract is the indirect relations between the small shareholders and the corporate organization, in these situation small shareholders are not able to influence the corporate strategy.

(C)  Contingent incompatible relations are the opposite of the necessary compatible relations. The set of ideas and interests are incompatible and the relation is not necessary. In this situation the stakeholder and the corporation have separate, opposed, and unconnected sets of ideas, which only come into conflict if someone insists on counterpoising them. This type of relation between the stakeholder and the corporation, does not deal with contracts, explicit nor implicit. Examples of contingent incompatible relations are activists, terrorists, and pressure groups. 

(D) Necessary incompatible relations occur when material interest or sets of ideas are necessarily related to each other, but their operations will create the relationship itself being threatened. Necessary incompatible relations can be linked to both explicit and implicit contracts and to the term compromise. Because this is recognition by both parties, organizations are encouraged to answer stakeholder claims, in spite of the incompatible interests. Because both parties want to continue the relation, the relation is necessary.

Ending the relations is unprofitable concerning both parties and causes high opportunity costs. The organization will act in such a way that it will reach a kind of compromise with its stakeholders. Explicit long-term contracts that cover relations such as the employment relation and the long-term financing or supplier relations are examples.

(B) Contingent compatible relations between stakeholders and organization refer to implicit and unrecognized contracts. Contingent compatible relations are the opposite of the necessary incompatible relations. The sets of ideas or interest are compatible and the relation is not necessary. This covers relations in which no formal contract and no direct relationship between the parties exist. Because the contract can realizes advantages concerning both parties, sometimes, the compatibility of interest creates a formal recognized contract (opportunistic). In other situations, compatibility of ideas or circumstances can exist. In these cases, the contract is implicit rather than explicit. Organizations connected through common trade associations or joined by national initiatives are examples of implicit contracts.

The explanation signaled before summarizes the framework of Friedman and Miles (2002), which has been commented in this paragraph. In this paragraph the four different stakeholder types based on the contractual relationship between the organization and its stakeholders has been commented. The different stakeholder groups have been presented in figure 8. It was essential to classify the different stakeholder groups.

4.5 
Stakeholder versus Shareholder model

The previous paragraph commented the theoretical framework of Friedman and Miles (2002). Four different stakeholder types, based on the relation between stakeholders and organization have been linked with the different contractual forms. The different stakeholder types based on the contractual relationship between the organization and its stakeholders in addition can be linked to the accountability of the organizations. One of the objective of financial and sustainability reporting is to enable reporting companies to indicate accountability between the company and those parties to which the company is considered responsible. Gray et. al. provided a definition of accountability: ‘’ the duty to provide an account or reckoning of those actions for which one is held responsible’’ (Gray, Owen & Adams 1996, p. 38). According to the study by Sternberg (1997), it is essential within the stakeholder theory that organizations are accountable to their entire stakeholder and that the managements’ objective is to balance the stakeholders’ competing interests (Sternberg 1997). In addition, this can linked to the definition of corporate governance. Corporate governance is defined as a system that ensures that the board and the management of corporations strike a balance between the interests of their various stakeholders. The main question is concerning whose benefit should organizations be governed or to whom are organizations accountable? (Macintosh 1999, Rossouw 2008).
The before signaled question until today is subject to a debate in scientific accounting literature between the stakeholder model and the shareholder model (Ball, Kothari & Robin 2000, Ding, Richard & Stolowy 2008). This debate appears for the first time in the 1930’s. In the 1930’s two American law professors, A.A. Berle (proponent of the shareholder model) and E. Merrick Dodd (proponent of the stakeholder model), debated this issue of “to whom are corporations accountable?”. In the study of (Macintosh 1999), both did have different ideas about accountability of corporations. Berle argued that concerning their actions the management of a corporation could only be held accountable to shareholders whereas Dodd held that corporations were accountable to both the society in which they operated and their shareholders. According to Berle, the management of the corporation can be qualified as a trustee concerning shareholders and corporate managers should act in conformity with the law, in such a way that shareholder’s interests have the highest priority. Berle argued that the power of the corporation and its corporate managers need to in the interest of the shareholders and these powers need record in writing or need to embody in rules of law. In contrast to Berle, Dodd’s view was similar and equally important in recognizing the broader reporting responsibilities of corporate management. Dodd argued that the corporate manager is not only responsible to the owners by whom he was employed. The corporate manager should act in the best interest of his principals, in this case stakeholders, in addition can consist of other than shareholders as stakeholders. According to Dodd, the relationship between them is, consequently, one of agency rather than trusteeship and law should be on ensuring that corporations are accountable to the society in which they operate. In addition Dodd argued that the law and the public opinion tended to accept the broad social responsibilities of corporations. Consequently, corporate managers had a responsibility to consider the interest of those affected by their operations. According to this Dodd’s vision, Macintosh in his study concluded that the basis of environmental and social responsibility accounting directly could be linked with the stakeholder model (Macintosh 1999). Nowadays, the idea that underlies the shareholder model is that the purpose of the organization is to promote shareholder value. It is the responsibility of the corporate manager to serve the interests of the shareholders in the best possible way, by using corporate resources to increase the wealth of the latter by seeking profits (Friedman 1970, Jensen 2002). In contrast, the stakeholder model suggests that the purpose of the organization is to serve a wider range of interests. The stakeholder model suggest that besides the shareholders, other groups of stakeholders are affected by a company’s activities, and have to be considered in managers’ decisions, possibly equally with shareholders (Freeman 1984, Werhane, Freeman 1999). To develop hypotheses, in chapter six both models will be used. Before developing the hypotheses, in the next paragraph both models will be linked to the legal systems.

4.6
Legal system

In the previous paragraph the difference between the stakeholder model and shareholder model has been commented. According to the accounting literature, both models can be linked to legal systems. Accounting clearly differs around the world and each country has its own accounting regulation that is affected by its general system of laws. The reason concerning this dissimilarity is the international difference in the legal systems (Nobes, Alexander 2007). The legal system can be divided in two main legal systems: the common law and the code law. In this paragraph, the legal system will be commented and linked to the stakeholder and shareholder model. 

Code-law

The code or civil law relies on ideas of justice and morality and this law involves most aspects of daily life, in a detailed form. Code law is abstract and relies on a system, which needs to define rules concerning accounting practices and financial and social reporting. Code law derives mainly from the Roman law or the civil law. Within the code law four major sub-traditions exist: French, German, socialist and Scandinavian. The origin of the French code law is ancient. The French code law was identified with the French Revolution and Napoleon’s codes, which were written in the early nineteenth century. French code or civil law were developed to use state power to alter property rights and attempted to insure that judges did not interfere. The introduction of code law into Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy, and in parts of Germany was introduced by armies of Napoleon. In addition, France extended her legal influence in the French colonial era, like the Near East and Northern and Sub-Saharan Africa, Indochina, Oceania and the French Caribbean Islands. In addition, the French influence on legal system was significant in Luxembourg, in Portugal, in Spain and in some Swiss cantons. On his turn, in the nineteenth century Spain and Portugal extended her legal influence (which was inspirited by the French civil law) in colonial Latin America. In addition, with much modification the French civil code was adopted by the Russian Empire. After the Russian Revolution, they adopted the socialist law, but reverted to the French civil law after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Other countries, which were inspirited by the French code law, are Turkey, some of Eastern Europe countries and countries in Central Asia. In addition the origin of the German code law is based on the Roman law, but the German Commercial Code was written in 1897. The German code law shares many procedural characteristics with the French system but greater accommodates the emergence of judicial law. The German code law influenced Austria, former Czechoslovakia, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Switzerland, former Yugoslavia, Japan, Korea and a few countries of the former Soviet Union (which had commonly a socialist legal system). In addition, during the modernization the German code law influenced China. In addition the qualified as a part of the civil law tradition, although the Scandinavian law is less derivative of Roman law than the French and the German code law. In code law countries, accounting practices are highly influenced by political actors (Ball, Kothari & Robin 2000). Code law countries are being associated with the stakeholder model and have a planning oriented corporate governance model (Bartov, Goldberg & Kim 2005). In code law countries, politics will be strongly influencing national accounting rules and companies are subject to these influence. In these countries national accounting standards are established by the government or by quasi-governmental bodies. The code prescribes regulations ranging from abstract principles (for example prudence) to detailed procedures (for example the format of financial statements). The governments create and implement domestic accounting standards through key political groups, like banks, labor unions and other business associations (Ball, Kothari & Robin 2000). According to Ball et al. (2000), accounting income that companies earn would be divided among actors by these key political groups. The pay out of this income is influenced by the preferences of agents concerning these parties. Since stakeholders usually have access to private information, in code law countries, accounting asymmetry is being resolved through private communication within the organization (Prather-Kinsey, Jermakowicz & Vongphanith 2008). The agents are taken into corporate governance, which implies that information asymmetry is solved by inside communication. Consequently, the demand concerning public disclosure in code law countries is not immense. Because of the influence of many different groups besides shareholders, code law counties are being associated and linked with the stakeholder model. 

Common-law

The common law tradition includes the law of England and its former colonies that were influenced by England. The common law relies on a limited amount of statute law, which is interpreted by courts and each judgment becomes a legal precedent concerning future cases (Nobes, Alexander 2007). A common law rule seeks to provide an answer to a specific case rather than to formulate a general rule for the future (Nobes, Parker 2008). According to Mahoney (2001), because landed aristocrats and merchants wanted a system of law that would provide strong protections concerning property and contract rights, and limit the crown’s ability to interfere in markets the English common law was developed (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes and Shleifer 2008). In addition, England extended her legal influence in the British colonial era, like the United States, Canada, Australia, India, South Africa and many other countries. Common law includes accounting standards that is commonly accepted in practice and the accounting guidelines and practices would have been left much more to the professional judgment of auditors. Common law countries are associated with the shareholder model. In common law countries companies, shareholders elect members of the governing board. Payouts are less linked to current period accounting income and ownership (shareholder) and control (management) are separated. These shareholders have no over very less influence on corporate decision-making (Ding, Richard, and Stolowy 2008). When no effective stockholder control mechanism is available the separation of ownership and control between shareholders and management causes information asymmetry. According to the shareholder model, managers need to serve the interests of shareholders in the best possible way. The only way to ensure that managers would act in the shareholder’s best interests and solve the problem of the information asymmetry is by full disclosure. Consequently, the demand concerning public disclosure in common law countries is immense. 

List of Western Common law versus Code law

In the previous sections the overview of the differences between code law and common countries has outlined. Further, the legal systems, code law, and the common law have been linked to the stakeholder model respectively to the shareholder model. This paragraph provides a list of common law and code law countries. The classifications of these countries are based on the paper of LaPorta et al. (1996). All of these countries are relevant concerning the sample, which will use concerning the empirical of this research in chapter seven.
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Table 3:  Western legal system: Code and Common Law Countries

4.7
Summary

In this chapter the stakeholder theory has been commented, this will apply to sustainability reporting. In 1984 by R. Edward Freeman the stakeholder theory into strategic management was introduced and he defined the stakeholder concept as “a set of propositions that suggest that managers of firms have obligations to some group of stakeholders” (Freeman 1984, p. 25). Freeman warned that managers need to “take into account all of those groups and individuals that can affect, or are affected by, the accomplishment of the business enterprise” (Freeman 1984, p. 25). The organizations itself should be thought of as a grouping of stakeholders and the purpose of the organization should be to manage the interest, needs and viewpoints. Freeman elaborated with Evan his concept. This resulted in the principle of corporate legitimacy and stakeholder fiduciary principle. Afterwards, Freeman changed and renamed the two principles in three other principles: The stakeholder-enabling principle, the principle of director responsibility and the principle of stakeholder recourse. In addition, the definitions of stakeholders have been explained. In the current scientific literature, academics are not able to present one uniform definition of the term stakeholder, or to identify and classify stakeholders. Despite this lack of clarity to distinguish between different stakeholders, another approach is used, a framework, that will be applied to sustainability reporting. This approach to distinguish between different stakeholder types is based on the research of Friedman and Miles (2002). Friedman and Miles (2002) constructed a framework concerning classifying different stakeholder groups. Based on the contractual relationship between the organization and its stakeholders Friedman and Miles (2002) classified four different stakeholder types. Afterwards, based on the contractual relationship between the organization and its stakeholders the different stakeholder types are linked to the accountability of the organizations followed by a linkage to corporate governance. This resulted in the main question, to whom reporting companies are accountable and for what? For answering this question the stakeholder and the shareholder debate have commented and linked to the legal system. The legal system can be divided in two main legal systems: common law and code law. The code law countries are associated and linked with the stakeholder model and common law countries are associated and linked with the shareholder model. The theoretical findings and the previous research will be used to develop a set of hypothesis in chapter six. 
The next chapter will focus on previous research before developing hypotheses.
5
Prior research
5.1
Introduction
After a review of the theory that is related to voluntary disclosure as a whole, this chapter discusses the research performed on corporate social disclosure in order to understand the methods used by others and to investigate the results and conclusions of other researchers. This chapter will also extract elements from prior research to develop hypotheses in the next chapter. The review of several researches will be described in section 5.2. The table of empirical literature review will be given in the summary in section 5.3 
5.2
Prior research

5.2.1.
 Van der Laan et al. (2005)
In the research of Van der Laan et al. (2005), country of origin is considered an important determinant of the level and type of corporate social disclosure. In their research, they use the stakeholder theory to explain differences in social disclosure among countries. Van der Laan et al. argue that the manner in which the role of a corporation and its stakeholders is defined in a society will affect the extent and quality of corporate social disclosure (hereafter referred to as CSD) in annual reports. Their research based on a content analysis of 1998 and 1999 annual reports for 32 Norwegian/Danish companies and 26 US companies in the electric power generation industry, lend support to the stakeholder explanation for observed international differences in CSD.
In their research, they used several factors that influence stakeholder–firm relationships to identify countries with different emphasis on social issues and the resulting importance they place on a firm’s stakeholders. Van der Laan et al. hypothesize that firms from countries with stronger emphasis on social issues (Norway and Denmark) will have a stakeholder orientation and thus higher levels and quality of CSD in their annual reports than firms from countries with a weaker emphasis on social issues (US) and thus a shareholder orientation. Consistent with their predictions, results from content analyses of annual reports indicate that large companies from Norway/Denmark have a higher level and quality of CSD than do US companies, providing support for the hypothesized relationship between CSD and stakeholder theory. The same relationship did not exist for medium and small size companies in their sample. The results of their research have implications for parties concerned with diversity in CSD internationally. For organizations (e.g., EU, IASB, UN) developing legislation aimed at harmonizing CSD across countries, our results suggest that it may be important to consider the manner in which the role of a corporation and its stakeholders is defined in different societies. For corporations expanding globally, it is important that they understand the expectations of the society in which they are operating in order to communicate with the stakeholder groups that are important to that society. Our results suggest that companies will face differential CSD pressures in different countries and will have to adjust their disclosure strategy accordingly.

The research of Van der Laan et al (2005) has learned that the use of a sample extracted from one industry and two country sets limits the generalizability of a research. Further, the use of translated annual reports may also have affected the identification of CSD. The use of content analysis is also inherently subjective and may have impaired the measurement of the proxies concerning the level and quality of CSD. In addition, the research design, which is used in their research, is not able to isolate the relative contributions of different contextual factors to the cross-national differences in CSD, which they observe. Their research provides also several promising avenues of research. The results of their research provide evidence concerning the use of stakeholder theory to explain cross-national differences in CSD practices. They recommended an expanded set of countries to test the robustness and generalizability of stakeholder theory to analyze cross-national differences in CSD. Van der Laan et al (2005) recommended also a stronger methodological design including a more comprehensive measurement of CSD quality, which should provide clearer insights into the relationship between the stakeholder profile of a country and the level, and quality of CSD.

5.2.2.
Kolk et al. (2008)

The research of Kolk et al. 2008, explores the factors associated with voluntary decisions to assure social, environmental and sustainability reports. Drawing from extant literature in international auditing and environmental accounting, they focused on a set of country-level institutional factors to explain the adoption concerning sustainability assurance statements among an international panel of 212 Fortune Global 250 companies for the years 1999, 2002 and 2005. 
The results of their research provided evidence that companies operating in countries that are more stakeholder oriented and have a weaker governance enforcement regime are more likely to adopt a sustainability assurance statement. Further, the demand concerning assurance is higher in countries where sustainable corporate practices are better enabled by market and institutional mechanisms.  Their exploratory findings also indicated that the likelihood of choosing a large accounting firm as assurance provider increases for companies domiciled in countries that are shareholder oriented and have a lower level concerning litigation. 
The research of Kolk et al recommended that further research could replicate by using the same theoretical framework but with a use a larger sample including smaller and non-listed companies along an extended time span.  One of their recommendations concerning future research is to analyze the differential impact of judicial and regulatory regimes in the social and environmental arena, in combination with the adoption of voluntary sustainability assurance services standards issued by national accounting bodies.  According to Kolk et al., such research would contribute to comparative approaches aiming at elaborating a detailed predictive framework concerning national systems of corporate social responsibility. Another recommendation concerning future research is to consider whether the introduction of mandatory standards in the area may bring about the necessary progress in assurance quality, particularly in terms of stakeholder engagement and accountability. 
5.2.3.
Scholtens (2008)

The research of Scholtens (2008) aims to provide a framework to assess corporate social responsibility with international banks. Scholtens used the framework of Jeucken (2001) for a comparison. The banks, which were analyzed, were similar to those researched by Jeucken. The used three criteria in Jeuckens’ research were: 

1. a balance sheet of at least € 100 billion;

2. at most 50 banks in the sample; and 
3. at most three banks per country.

By using the model of Jeucken, Scholtens ended up with 34 banks from 15 countries. Scholtens focused on 32 large banks from North America, the Pacific, and Europe and illustrated the framework for this group for 2000 and 2005. In this research all of the selected large banks were assessed by their performance on several indicators.  In this research, 29 indicators on banks’ CSR have been used.  The CSR indicators were divided in four groups:
1. codes of ethics, sustainability reporting, and environmental management systems;

2. environmental management; 

3. responsible financial products and 

4. social conduct. 

Given this framework, Scholtens assessed the banks’ performance based on publicly available information, mainly from their own reporting, their websites, or information from international organizations and non-governmental organizations. The application of the framework of Jeucken resulted in a CSR score for 32 banks in fifteen countries and three regions. Comparing the three regions, Scholtens cannot find significant differences. However, significant differences were found on the CSR performance when the banks were compared by country and individually.  Banks from the Netherlands, Germany, France, and the United Kingdom on average achieve the highest CSR score. Those, from Sweden, Italy, and Japan had the lowest score. Individually, the Dutch Rabobank has the highest score. ABN Amro, Barclays, and HSBC are the runner up banks. The two Scandinavian banks are the poorest performers. In the research, in addition a positive and significant association has found between a bank’s CSR score and its financial size and quality. Furthermore, the research appears that social responsibility of these banks has significantly improved between 2000 and 2005.
5.2.4.
KPMG
The International survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting conducted by KPMG was designed to examine reporting trends among the world’s largest companies. The research is issued every three years. The goal of the research was to examine corporate responsibility related information issued by hundreds of companies from every sector and region in order to distill historic trends in corporate responsibility reporting and uncover new issues and practices that are emerging. The research sample included the top 250 companies listed on the Fortune Global 500 (hereafter referred to as G250) for the year 2007. In addition, the survey included the 100 largest companies by revenue (hereafter referred to as N100) from 22 countries, except in Sweden where the sample was limited to the largest 70.  Since the purpose of the survey was to examine trends in public disclosure, only corporate responsibility information available in the public domain was used. Sources were limited to:
· Corporate responsibility or sustainability reports;

· Company websites; and

· Annual financial reports.

According to the International survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2008 conducted by the KPMG, the context within which companies were reporting was being shaped by the following developments (KPMG 2008): 
· Worldwide demand for transparency and accountability at an all time high.

· Expansion of corporate governance expectations and a renewed commitment to ethics.

· Demand for a more complete picture of the health and stability of a company, where not only financial results are considered but also risk management practices and value-creation in the environmental and social arena.

· Significant discussions around regulation and mandatory transparency on governance, ethics, and other non-financial issues.

In the research, some results were found about stakeholder engagement.  Many G250 companies engage both informal and structured forms of dialogue with stakeholders. Fifty-four percent reported that they engaged in informal stakeholder dialogue, whereas 62 percent say they conduct formal or structured stakeholder engagement. This represents a doubling since 2005, up from 33 percent, of companies involved in formal engagements. The N100 are slightly less likely to engage, with 35 percent involved in informal dialogues and 42 percent taking structured approaches to stakeholder relations. 

Another result that has been found is that 65 percent of G250 companies disclose details of who their stakeholders are and how they are engaged. This trend is on the rise, up from 57 percent in 2005. This indicates greater transparency and implies greater comfort in relation to stakeholders. Less than half of the N100 companies (47 percent) disclosed information about whom they considered their stakeholders in their corporate responsibility reports, leaving them well behind their larger counterparts.
Another result of the survey is that the majority of the G250 companies utilize formal stakeholder engagement techniques concerning better understanding stakeholder expectations. This is an important step in the right direction, considering that the historical data show structured stakeholder engagement to be a new phenomenon and good stakeholder relationships are known to take time to forge.  Only 37 percent of the G250 companies, and 20 percent of the N100 companies use stakeholder dialogue to help define their corporate responsibility strategy. Therein lies an enormous opportunity concerning companies to better harness the information and insights they gain from these dialogues, especially to seek to reduce risks and exploit new creative business opportunities with corporate responsibility.
Stakeholder dialogue is an important element in the elaboration of corporate responsibility reports. Twenty-five percent of G250 companies and 14 percent of N100 companies claim to use stakeholder feedback for reporting purposes. From one perspective these figures may be seen as positive, as they may indicate the company is engaging with wider set of stakeholders concerning a wider set of purposes. On the other hand, these figures may also be considered low since without engaging directly with stakeholders, a company risks leaving key issues out of their reports.
5.2.5.
Berger (2008) 

The purpose of the research of Berger (2008) is to assess stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports in the oil industry.  The research has been performed with a randomly selected small sample size. This resulted in a small sample of 9 international oil companies in different countries. In this research the stakeholder theory is an important part. Based on the research of Friedman and Miles (2002), the different stakeholder groups have been classified and the different roles that stakeholders play in different countries have been discussed. In this research the shareholder and the stakeholder model has been linked to common-law countries respectively to code-law countries. Furthermore, the importance of stakeholder engagement has also been acknowledged by the reporting guidelines of Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and the International Petroleum Industry Environmental Conservation Association (hereafter referred to as IPIECA). Based on the work of Ernst & Young (2007), stakeholder engagement can be divided into four levels. These levels are:

Level 1: Stakeholder identification

Level 2: Stakeholder dialogue

Level 3: Stakeholder critique

Level 4: Stakeholder reaction

Each level represents a phase of the stakeholder engagement process (Ernst & Young, 2007, p. 11). These levels of stakeholder engagement are the basis concerning the scorecard that measures stakeholder engagement. Each level of stakeholder engagement contains one or more questions, which together result in a total stakeholder engagement score. The higher the score on the scorecard will be, the more a company takes input from stakeholder groups into account, and thus, the more a sustainability report is a report from stakeholder groups as opposed to a report solely concerning stakeholder groups. The scorecard is based on the Dutch Transparency Benchmark 2007. This benchmark is a research conducted by PricewaterhouseCoopers (2008) concerning the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs. In this research, the items related to stakeholder engagement are extracted from the original benchmark and in some cases adjusted. By using the content analysis method and non-parametric tests, the hypotheses are tested. 
The research of Berger had some results. The extent to which a sustainability report contains information about and from stakeholder engagement doesn’t differ among countries by their legal system. Furthermore, countries without reporting requirements enforced into law engage more with stakeholders than countries that have some mandatory reporting requirements. Sustainability reports written based on the GRI guidelines, achieve a lower stakeholder engagement score than reports that did not use the GRI guidelines as basis. Another interesting finding is that sustainability reports of oil companies that applied the reporting guidelines from the IPIECA engage more with stakeholders than reports that are not based on the IPIECA guidelines, and, in addition, achieve a higher score than the reports based on GRI guidelines. 
The research of Berger has learned that none of the results are statistically significant and the fact that the used research method has some limitations regarding the sample size and influence of subjectivity. Finally, it becomes clear that most companies fail to disclose results and reactions based on a dialogue with the company’s most important stakeholders. Most sustainability reports are reports that can be seen as reports concerning stakeholders, instead of reports from stakeholders. 

5.3
Summary
	Nr
	Author (Year)
	Study
	Sample
	Methodology
	Result

	1
	Van der Laan et al. (2005)
	Exploring differences in social disclosures internationally: A stakeholder perspective 
	58 electric power generation and distribution firms in Norway /Denmark and US from Lexis-Nexis Database for the period 1998 - 1999.
	T-test analysis and logistic regression analysis
	Firms from countries with a stakeholder orientation have a higher levels and quality of corporate social disclosure than firms from countries with a shareholder orientation.

	2
	Kolk et al. (2008)
	Determinants of the adoption sustainability assurance statements: An international investigation
	636 firm-year observations from companies listed on The Fortune's Global 250 for the years 1999, 2002 and 2005.
	Logistic regression model
	Firms from countries with a stakeholder orientation have a higher demand for assured sustainability reports than firms from countries with a shareholder orientation do.

	3
	Scholtens (2008)
	CSR in the International Banking Industry
	32 international banks; listed on DJSI, FTSE4Good, DSI, and ESI Europe over the period 2000-2005.
	The Jeucken model (2001)
	No significant differences between three regions. Significant differences on CSR scores between banks, individually and on country level.

	4
	KPMG (2008)
	KPMG International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2008
	Sample includes the Global Fortune 250, and the 100 largest companies in 22 countries for the year 2007
	Survey
	Much more companies involved in formal engagements. A doubling since 2005. The trend is on rise from companies, which knows who their stakeholders are and how they are engaged. 

	5
	Berger (2008)
	Sustainability reporting in the oil industry
	9 international listed oil companies
	Non-parametric tests
	No significant differences in stakeholder engagement between common-law countries and code-law countries. Adoption of different guidelines does not lead to a higher level of stakeholder engagement.


6
Hypotheses development

6.1
Introduction
Chapter one to four, can be qualified as the theoretical chapters of this research.  In the previous chapter several prior researches have been discussed.  In this chapter the hypotheses development will be described.  The aim of this research is to assess stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in an international context. To eliminate possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by differences among industries, concerning this research only the banking sector will be analyzed. In this research, the banking sector is divided in cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The following research question can be raised:

To what extent the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks within sustainability reports differ?

This chapter uses the insights from the theoretical chapters and the previous chapter to formulate two sets of hypotheses. These hypotheses will be tested in chapter eight. The hypotheses can be divided into two topics. The first set of hypotheses investigates the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement among common-law countries and code-law countries and between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks within these countries. The second set of hypotheses investigates the effect of using (or not) the GRI G3 guidelines or solely the GRI indicators on the level of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. 

6.2
Legal system 

In chapters two the several theoretical perspectives on voluntary disclosure and especially the legitimacy theory and the stakeholder theory has been commented. Afterwards, in chapter four, the stakeholder theory with the different roles of stakeholders has been commented. Finally, the shareholder model and the stakeholder model are linked to the legal system in different countries.  According to Ball, Kothari and Robin (2000), they characterize the shareholder and stakeholder corporate governance models of common and code law countries respectively as resolving information asymmetry by public disclosure and private communication (Ball, Kothari & Robin 2000). For example, France is a well represented code-law country with the continental accounting model and characterized by the stakeholder governance model, while the United States can be qualified as a common-law country with the Anglo-Saxon accounting model and characterized by the shareholder governance model (Li, Ding 2008). Consequently, the code-law countries are being characterized by the stakeholder model, while the common-law countries are being characterized by the shareholder model.  According to the stakeholder theory that is described in chapter four, it can be expected that code-law countries, which can be linked with countries with a stakeholder orientation, pay more attention to all of its stakeholders by providing a higher level of stakeholder engagement in their sustainability reports. Paying more attention to stakeholders here means that the attention will not go to shareholders only, but also to other kind of stakeholder groups in terms of Friedman and Miles (2002). 

Before developing hypotheses concerning investigating the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks within common-law and code-law countries, more general hypotheses will be investigated. According to award schemes in the United Kingdom and in The Netherlands, the cooperative banks score high in their disclosure of corporate sustainability reporting performance (paragraph 1.4). According to these award schemes, it can be expected that there is a difference in the level of stakeholder engagement in between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Therefore, the following null hypothesis will be investigated:

Hypothesis 1a: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. 

Common-law countries can be seen as the opposite of code-law countries in this research. Therefore, it can be expected that sustainability reports from common-law countries, which can be linked with countries with a shareholder orientation, pay more attention to shareholders and less to other stakeholders. In other words, companies from code-law countries are expected to pay more attention to stakeholder engagement in their sustainability reports and therefore are expected to get a higher score on the scorecard (the scorecard will be developed in chapter seven). Therefore, the following hypothesis will be investigated: 

Hypothesis 1b: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. 
As signaled earlier, cooperative banks score high in their disclosure of corporate sustainability reporting performance. It is interesting to investigate the level of stakeholder engagement of cooperative banks that may be influenced by their legal system. After the two general hypotheses, the following null hypothesis will be investigated: 

Hypothesis 1c: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and cooperative banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation.

It is also interesting to investigate the level of stakeholder engagement of commercial stock exchange quoted banks that may be influenced by their legal system. Therefore, the following null hypothesis will be investigated:

Hypothesis 1d: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between commercial stock exchange quoted banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and commercial stock exchange quoted banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation.

Concerning comparing the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks from code law countries or common law countries and commercial stock exchange quoted banks from code law countries or common law countries, the following null hypotheses will be investigated:
Hypothesis 1e: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and commercial stock exchange quoted banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation.

Hypothesis 1f: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between commercial stock exchange quoted banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and cooperative banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. 

6.3 
Voluntary guidelines 

The second set of hypotheses investigates the effect of using (or not) the GRI G3 guidelines or solely the GRI indicators on the level of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. In the GRI G3 guidelines, stakeholders take a central place. The guidelines describe in detail what stakeholders are and in which way stakeholder engagement should be perform by the reporting entity. Using the GRI G3 guidelines, concerning preparing a sustainability report, leads to the expectation that the reporting entity will pay more attention to stakeholder engagement and therefore will achieve a higher score on the scorecard (which will developed in chapter 7). It is also interesting to investigate the level of stakeholder engagement of cooperative banks that may be influenced by their use of guidelines (or not). Therefore, the following possible combinations are set as hypotheses and will be investigated:

Hypothesis 2a: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and cooperative banks that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report. 

It is also interesting to investigate the level of stakeholder engagement of commercial stock exchange quoted banks that may be influenced by their use of guidelines (or not).

Hypothesis 2b: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between commercial stock exchange quoted banks that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and commercial stock exchange quoted banks that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report.
Concerning comparing the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank types such as cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks and their use of guidelines (or not). The following hypotheses will be investigated:

Hypothesis 2c: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank types that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and bank types that only include a table with GRI Indicators in preparing their sustainability report.

Hypothesis 2d: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank types that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and bank types that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report.

Hypothesis 2e: 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank types that only include a table with GRI Indicators and bank types that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report.

6.4 
Summary
This chapter presented the research methodology, including the method that is used in this research.  The purpose of this research is to find an answer to the research question:

To what extent the level of stakeholder engagement differs between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks within sustainability reports?

In addition, to get a broader understanding of the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports, the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks must be measured. Before doing this, the insights from the theoretical chapters including previous research is used to formulate two set of hypotheses. These hypotheses are divided into two topics. The first set of hypotheses investigates the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement among common-law countries and code-law countries between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The second set of hypotheses investigates the effect of using (or not) the GRI G3 guidelines or solely the GRI indicators on the level of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks.
The next chapter will describe the research design of this research. 

7
Research design
7.1
Introduction 

To test the formulated hypotheses in chapter six, a kind of unobtrusive research method will be used of studying social behavior without affecting it. The differences in the level of stakeholder engagement on sustainability reporting by assessing stakeholder engagement in the banking sector will be investigated through comparative research. Specifically, the differences between the cooperative and the stock exchange quoted banks will be outlined. Comparative research is usually a qualitative method. For answering the main question, sustainability reports (qualitative data) will be used. However, in this research, quantification of content in terms of number will be the goal concerning assessing stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in different countries. For the quantification, a scorecard will be used. To test the formulated hypotheses in this chapter, the sample population will be analyzed via descriptive statistics and parametric tests. This chapter is divided into three paragraphs. In paragraph 7.2, the research methodology will be described. Afterwards, in which way the level of stakeholder will be measured is described in paragraph 7.3. In addition, this paragraph describes the dependent and the independent variables. Last, in paragraph 7.4, the focus will be on the sample selection of this research.

7.2 
Research methodology

To test the hypotheses of this research, this paragraph develops a suitable research method. In this research, content analysis will be applied as a technique or a method of codifying the text or content of a piece of writing into various groups or categories depending on selected criteria (Weber 1988). The technique or method has been widely used in determining the extent and nature of corporate social reporting (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995). This research will analyze corporate sustainability reports. The use of annual sustainability reports conducting research has some advantages instead of other documents. According to Unerman, sustainability reports are widespread distributed and have a high degree of credibility (Unerman, Bennett 2004). It is in most cases the main form of corporate communication. Furthermore, the general acceptance of sustainability reports as social important documents can be considered as another reason concerning the use of these reports in studies. Based on these arguments the choice concerning annual sustainability reports in this research can be justified. Concerning measuring stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports, this research uses content analysis. 

Content analysis 

Content analysis of annual or sustainability reports is a technique concerning gathering data. In order to derive patterns in the presentation and reporting of information, the technique involves codifying qualitative and quantitative information into pre-defined groups or categories. Content analysis seeks to analyze published information systematically, objectively and reliably (Krippendorff 2004). To evaluate the extent of disclosure of various items content analysis has been commonly used in sustainability accounting and reporting literature (Hackston, Milne 1996). Content analysis is a method of codifying the text of writing into various groups or categories based on selected criteria. It assumes that frequency indicates the importance of the subject matter (Krippendorff 2004). Concerning an effective content analysis, technical requirements should be met (Guthrie, Mathews 1985). Guthrie et al. (2004) comment that for companies three requirements exist that are necessary concerning a successful content analysis:

· The categories of classification need to be clearly and operationally defined (units of analysis). 
· Data capture need to be systematic; it must be clear that an item either belongs or does not belong to a particular category. 
· Content analysis needs to demonstrate some characteristics concerning reliability and validity (Guthrie et al. 2004). 
Content analysis requires the selection of a unit of analysis. According to Holsti, a recording unit is “the specific segment of content that is characterized by placing it into a given category” (Holsti 1969, p. 58). According to Unerman, unit of analysis can be divided in two parts: first, the documents that are being used in the content analysis, second, the method of measuring within a particular document (Unerman 2000). In accounting literature, a debate has arisen regarding the use of words, sentences, paragraph, or portions of pages as the basis for the coding (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995). Different authors use different units of analysis, consequently, no definite conclusion exists about what the best method of measurement is. Usefully Unerman presented arguments concerning measuring the volume of social and environmental reporting disclosures in terms of “proportions of a page”, taking into account non-narrative social and environmental reporting disclosures for example charts, tables, and photographs (Unerman 2000). Unerman prefers the use of “proportions of a page” as unit of analysis (Unerman 2000). This method takes, as opposed to other units of analysis, non-textual elements like pictures and charts into account (Unerman 2000). Because information about stakeholder engagement is often disclosed in non-textual elements such as charts and tables, to measure stakeholder engagement, the use of “proportions of a page” as unit of analysis is preferable. Additionally, charts and tables create better insights in the meaning of information (as opposed to for example word counting). 

Researcher bias 

However, the method of content analysis has some disadvantages. In this research, the given scores depend only on the perception of one single coder (the author of this research) which implies that the results are subject to a certain level of subjectivity (researcher bias).  The process of coding has to be reliable and valid (Beattie et al, 2004, p. 215).  According to the research of Beattie et al. (2004, p. 217), three types of reliability can be identified:

(1) Stability (the extent to which the same coder is consistent over time when coding the same content);

(2) Reproducibility or inter-coder reliability (the extent to which different coders produce the same results when coding the same content);

(3) Accuracy (the extent to which the classification of text corresponds to a standard or norm) (Krippendorff, 2004, pp. 130-2).

The most frequently reported measure is inter-rater or inter-coder reliability. This instead of stability, which is a weak measure of reliability, and standard coding norms, which seldom exist (Beattie et al, 2004, p. 217). The inter-rater reliability can be measured by the Cohen’s Kappa, which is defined as follows:
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Cohen’s Kappa = proportion of units on which the raters agree - the proportions of units for which agreement is expected by change /  1 - the proportions of units for which agreement is expected by change.
In addition,  Landis & Koch (1977, p. 165) have suggested the following benchmark for interpreting kappa:
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 In this research, to evaluate the reliability of this content analysis, the Cohen’s Kappa will be used.  Moreover, in this qualitative research, validation takes the form of triangulation by incorporating multiple raters/coders. In addition, content analysis has some other limitations. These limitations will be commented in chapter nine, paragraph 9.3 Limitations. To test the formulated hypotheses in chapter six, parametric tests will be conducted. In this research the statistical program SPSS will be used to perform the parametric tests. 

7.3
Measuring stakeholder engagement


As signaled earlier, the measurement of CSR disclosure will be performing by using a scorecard. Especially, the level of stakeholder engagement will be measured by using a scorecard. In the following subsections, a distinction will be present between the dependent variables and the independent variables.
7.3.1
 Dependent variable

In this research, the dependent variable is the voluntary CSR disclosure. CSR disclosure is measured by the use of a scorecard. Especially, within voluntary CSR disclosure measuring the level of stakeholder engagement. Stakeholder engagement refers within this research to the extent to which a company takes the interest of different relevant stakeholder groups into account especially between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Hereby, input from different stakeholder groups is essential. A scorecard will be used concerning measuring stakeholder engagement. Based on the work of The Environment Council, a London-based nonprofit organization that specializes in stakeholder engagement, in 2004 had created a first version of a stakeholder scorecard, named the “Stakeholder Score”. The “Stakeholder Score” can be used both in the public and in private sectors. It was first used concerning ACCA’s UK Awards concerning Sustainability Reporting and was then integrated into The Environmental Council’s Corporate Partners Program. In 2008, the “Stakeholder Score” in association with the University of Cambridge was further developed and made available for free public use (The Environment Council 2008). It is important to notice that the Stakeholder Score is developed by making use of other documents like AccountAbility's AA1000 series and the GRI G3 Guidelines. 

Method of weighting

The “Stakeholder Score” can be divided into 7 aspects. These aspects of stakeholder engagement are the basis for the Stakeholder Score that measures the level of stakeholder engagement. Each aspect contains two or more questions, which together result in a total stakeholder engagement score. The Stakeholder Score is a best practice guide and an evaluation tool concerning companies’ stakeholder programs. It consists of 40 questions, each of which emphasizes one factor that can improve a company’s stakeholder engagement program. Companies are evaluated based on, for example, in which way they manage their engagement programs, what stakeholder engagement methods they use, and in which way they report on their engagement activities and on their sustainability or Corporate Social Responsibility programs in general. The scorecard reward two points for each answered question that is signaled in a particular sustainability report. The maximum score is 80 points for 40 questions. Each of the stakeholder score’s 40 questions can be answered with a yes (2 points), partially (1 point), or no (0 points). Zero points are also appropriate when not enough information is available to determine whether the criteria have been met. The higher the score on “The Stakeholder Score” will be, the more a company takes input from stakeholder groups into account, and consequently, the more the company is in interaction with its stakeholders. The scorecard, shown in appendix D, is based on “The Stakeholder Score” 2008. The scorecard in chapter eight will be used to measure the level of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reports of cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. 
In addition, the Stakeholder Score can be linked to the different theories on voluntary disclosure in chapter two. The Stakeholder Score has some characteristics of several theoretical perspectives commented in chapter two, but the stakeholder theory commented in chapter four, is still the most relevant theory concerning the scorecard. 

7.3.2
 Independent variables
In this research, the independent variables are legal system and the use of voluntary guidelines of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The indicators for legal system are code-law and common-law. The indicators concerning the use of voluntary guidelines are the use of GRI G3 guidelines, GRI Indicators, and the non-use of guidelines. 
7.4 
Sample selection 

In chapter six, 11 hypotheses are developed. The first six hypotheses will investigate the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between (or within) commercial stock exchange quoted banks and cooperative banks in common-law and code-law countries. The other five hypotheses is investigating for differences in the level of stakeholder engagement caused by the use of guidelines (or not) between (or within) commercial stock exchange quoted banks and cooperative banks. Guidelines can be the GRI guidelines or other (sector-specific) guidelines used by the banks. The sample concerning this study was selected using a stratified sampling procedure. First, the companies chosen concerning this study were selected based on the following criterion: 

Firm size

The largest commercial and cooperative banks around the world from the Fortune Global 500 list, as defined by market capitalization, which is a commonly used selection criteria (Jenkins, Yakovleva 2006). The focus on the largest companies offers a better prospect of finding disclosures, since earlier research suggests that quality of corporate social disclosure is linked to firm size (Gray, Kouhy & Lavers 1995). 

Industry type

The annual ranking of the world’s largest corporations stock exchange quoted on the Fortune Global 500 were matched in terms of industry. The industry type Banks: Commercial and savings is chosen. The result of this match was that the list of 500 corporations was reduced to 62 corporations. For this research, the Fortune Global 500 list of 2009 as published on 20 July 2009 is chosen to select the 62 banks. This because the Fortune Global 500 list of 2010 as published on 26 July 2010 is not split into industry type.

Country of origin

After this match, the 62 banks were classified by country of origin. All countries that did not match with the western legal system, presented in table 2 Western legal systems: Code and Common law countries (see also paragraph 5.6.3) were not chosen. In this study, only the following code-law countries are included: France, The Netherlands, Germany, and Austria. For the common-law countries are The United States, The United Kingdom, Canada, and Australia included. After this selection, the amount of banks reduced from 62 banks to 37 commercial and saving banks in these countries. 

Organization type

All 37 banks were scrutinized concerning their organization type. Websites were visited to actively search for their organization type. Only 4 of the 37 banks were cooperative banks: 1 bank from The Netherlands, 2 banks from France and 1 bank from Germany. Afterwards, the 12 highest ranked commercial stock exchange quoted or stock-owned banks were selected and added to the sample. In addition, the 4 highest ranked cooperative banks were added to the sample. To get in total 24 banks, 8 other cooperative banks are randomly selected and added to the sample. 

Secondly, websites were visited to actively search for most recent corporate sustainability reports. Either this could be a separate report or, if not available, the annual financial report if it contained this kind of information (in addition, called integrated report). All reports that are being used in this research are sustainability reports or integrated reports from the year 2008. This eliminates the possibility that differences in the results are being caused by the fact that the content of the reports covers different periods and probably the absence of sustainability reports from the year 2009. See appendix C for the overview of the sample of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks.

In addition, the sample size in this research can be justified. It is common to find a relatively small sample size in other studies (Kumar 2007). Examples from recent few studies using the methodology with a small sample size are (Guthrie, Petty 2000), [20 largest Australian Companies] (Hartman, Rubin & Dhanda 2007), [16 EU-based and US-based multinationals]. Compared to the number of companies included in these studies the sample size of 24 sustainability reports of 24 banks used in this research seems to confirm adequately the norm and consequently appropriate to perform proper research.
7.5 
Summary 

This chapter presented the research design, including the methods that are used in this research. In this research, content analysis will be applied as a technique/method of codifying the text or content of a piece of writing into various groups or categories depending on selected criteria (Weber 1988). In addition, content analysis has some limitations. These limitations will be commented in the limitations section in chapter nine. 
Concerning conducting a content analysis, it is necessary to use a measurement scale concerning measuring stakeholder engagement. In this research the Stakeholder Score will be used. The Stakeholder Score that will be used to investigate the stakeholder engagement is stated in appendix D. 
The sample concerning this research was selected using a stratified sampling procedure. First, the companies chosen concerning this study were selected based on the following criterion: the largest commercial and cooperative banks around the world from the Fortune Global 500 list, as defined by market capitalization, which is a commonly used selection criteria (Jenkins, Yakovleva 2006). In this research, only the following code-law countries are included: France, The Netherlands, Germany, and Austria. For the common-law countries are The United States, The United Kingdom, Canada, and Australia included. Secondly, websites were visited to actively search concerning the most recent corporate sustainability reports. Either this could be a separate report or, if not available, the annual financial report if it contained this kind of information (in addition called integrated report). All reports that are being used in this research are sustainability reports or integrated reports from the year 2008. The sample size of this research ended up to 24 sustainability reports of 24 banks in 4 code-law and 4 common-law countries.

The next chapter will describe the empirical results and analysis of this research.
8
Empirical results & analysis 

8.1
Introduction

Where chapter seven has provided the research design, this chapter will present the empirical result of the statistical tests. Based on the scorecard that is used in the previous chapter, the level of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reports of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks will be investigated. In the next paragraph, the results of the content analysis of the sustainability reports and/or CSR reports will treat. Paragraph 8.3 describes the statistical overview of the sample followed by the descriptive analysis of the legal system in paragraph 8.4. Finally, the descriptive analysis of the effect of voluntary guidelines will be presented in paragraph 8.5.

8.2
Reliability content analysis
To guarantee the reliability of this content analysis, firstly a sample of two banks (one cooperative bank and one commercial stock exchange quoted bank) are randomly selected within the overall sample of 24 banks. The selected banks are VanCity Bank and ING Bank Group. Hereafter, two different coders are selected concerning coding the same content by using the sustainability report and the Stakeholder Score (see appendix K). Hereafter, the sample has been coded and the Cohen’s Kappa test has been conducted.
Table 4: Cross tabulation Coder 1 versus Coder 2; VanCity Bank
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Table 5: Symmetric Measures; VanCity Bank 
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The Cohen’s Kappa in this test is 0,624, which implies that the strength of the agreement is substantial and almost a satisfactory level of reliability. 
Table 6: Cross tabulation Coder 1 versus Coder 2; ING Bank
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Table 7: Symmetric Measures; ING Bank
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The Cohen’s Kappa in this test is 0,410, which implies that the strength of the agreement is moderate and not a satisfactory level of reliability. 

8.3
Statistical overview sample

To start the analysis of the scores achieved on the stakeholder engagement scorecard, a general overview of these scores provides some insights into the most important characteristics of the dataset.
8.3.1
Introduction: Statistical method

Before testing the hypotheses developed in chapter six, it is necessary to test the distribution of the sample concerning normality. First, the total sample will be tested. Second, the sample will be divided in bank type. The statistical procedures that will use to test the hypotheses in the upcoming paragraphs depend on the normality of the sample distribution. Normally distributed datasets should be tested by the standard parametric tests and not normally distributed datasets should be tested by so-called non-parametric tests. Concerning testing to measure whether the total sample differs significantly from a normal distribution, to test concerning normality the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test will be used.  Concerning testing to measure whether the second sample (which will be divided in 12 commercial stock exchange quoted banks and 12 cooperative banks) differs significantly from a normal distribution, it is necessary to use the Shapiro-Wilk test concerning normality (when sample sizes are small n < 50). A final remark should make about the confidence level in the tests: all statistical tests within this research that will perform use a 95% confidence interval (α = 0,05).
8.3.2
Results: Frequencies and descriptive statistics total sample 
Table 8: Frequencies
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Table 9: Descriptive Statistics
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Figure 9: Histogram stakeholder engagement score
The tables 8 and 9 show the result of the frequencies respectively the descriptive statistics: The sample consists of 24 international banks, with an average stakeholder engagement score of 55,42, and a standard error of 2,902. 
Analysis makes clear that the distribution of the sample is strange. Generally, the mean is larger than the median when the distribution is positively skewed and the mean is less than the median when the distribution is negatively skewed. In this sample, the mean is larger than the median, however, the distribution is not positively skewed. A negatively skewed distribution indicates that the tail on the left side of probability density function is longer than the right side. The bulk of the values including the median lie to the right of the mean while a zero value indicates that the values (scores in the sample) are relatively evenly distributed on both sides of the mean. This implies a symmetric distribution or evenly balanced distribution. It can be concluded that the sample is not symmetrically distributed. Furthermore, the sample has a negative kurtosis value. A kurtosis value near zero indicates a shape close to normal. A negative kurtosis indicates a shape flatter than normal. Both negative values suggest that maybe the data from the sample is not normally distributed. 
8.3.3
Results Test of Normality total sample; Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 
Table 10:  One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test
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Table 10 shows the results of One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z indicates a probability of 0,849. The large significance value indicates that the distribution of the total scores does not differ significantly from normal. 
8.3.4
Results: Descriptive statistics bank type 

Table 11: Descriptive Statistics
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The tables 11 show the result of the descriptive statistics: The first sample consists of 12 commercial stock exchange quoted banks, with an average stakeholder engagement score of 58,50, and a standard error of 4,003. Analysis makes clear that the distribution of the sample is negatively skewed, the mean is less than the median. It can be concluded that the scores in the sample of 12 commercial stock exchange quoted banks are not symmetrically distributed. Furthermore, the sample of 12 commercial stock exchange quoted banks has a negative kurtosis value. The second sample consists of 12 cooperative banks with an average stakeholder engagement score of 52,33, and a standard error of 4,180. Analysis makes clear that the distribution of the sample is negatively skewed, however, the mean is higher than the median , which indicated generally a positively skewed distribution. It can be concluded that in addition, the sample of 12 cooperative banks has a strange distribution. When the sample is negatively skewed, the mean must be less than the median. Furthermore, the sample of 12 cooperative banks has a negative kurtosis value. Both findings about the negative skewness value and the negative kurtosis or peakedness value within both samples, suggest that maybe the data from both samples are not normally distributed. 
8.3.5
Results Test of Normality bank type; the Shapiro-Wilk Test

Table 12: Test of Normality; the Shapiro-Wilk test

[image: image22.wmf]
The significance of 0,226 concerning commercial stock exchange quoted banks and the significance of 0,924 concerning cooperative banks implies that the both distributions are not significantly different from a normal distribution. 

The fact the test distribution concerning both samples is normal. This has some implications concerning the statistical procedures that will be used to test the hypotheses of chapter six. Normally distributed datasets should be tested by the standard parametric tests. Consequently, the statistical tests that will be used in upcoming paragraphs are the so-called parametric tests. 
8.4
Legal system

This paragraph will comments the main findings of the research conducted to investigate the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement caused by the legal systems of 24 banks divided in 12 cooperative banks and 12 commercial stock exchange quoted banks in different countries. The results will be related to the hypotheses formulated in chapter seven. The scores that the banks achieved on the scorecard are shown in the end of this research, in the appendices. As signaled in chapter seven, some limitations exist that may violate the validity of the results. These limitations will be outlined in chapter 9 paragraph 9.4. 

8.4.1
Introduction: Statistical method

Based on chapter two to five, six hypotheses have been developed to test possible differences in the level of stakeholder engagement caused by legal systems of countries. First, two general hypotheses will be investigated (H1a and H1b). First, the group statistics of bank type and the group statistics of common-law and code-law countries will be presented. Afterwards, an independent sample t-test will be performed. The independent sample t-test is a test using the t-statistics that establishes whether two means collected from independent samples differ significantly (Field 2009). The test will show whether the mean, in this case the level of stakeholder engagement, between the group of bank type and/or between  the group of common and code-law countries, differ significantly from each other or not. Concerning both hypotheses H1d and H1e, also an independent sample t-test will be performed. Concerning testing hypothesis H1e and hypothesis H1f, a Univariate Analysis of Variance will be used. With the Univariate Analysis of Variance, more hypotheses can be tested. One hypothesis about the main effect of bank type (in this case; commercial stock exchange quoted banks versus cooperative banks), one hypothesis about the main effect of legal classification (in this case; common-law countries versus code-law countries) and one hypothesis about the bank type by legal classification interaction. The two hypotheses in this research are derived from the last hypothesis about the bank type by legal classification interaction. Both hypotheses by Univariate Analysis of Variance will be tested at once. Concerning hypothesis H1e and H1f, the results on the scorecard can be found in appendix I.

8.4.2
Results Independent Samples Test; bank type 

Table 13: Group Statistics T-Test
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Table 14: Independent Samples Test
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Concerning hypothesis H1a, the results on the scorecard of cooperative banks are shown against the scores of commercial stock exchange quoted banks (see appendix F). The results in table 13 show that the average scores of cooperative banks are lower than for commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The Levene’s Test is not significant, the variances of both bank types are not significantly different. The variances of both bank types are approximately equal. Moreover, table 14 shows that the 2-tailed significance score is 0.298, consequently the null hypothesis H1a will be accepted. No significant difference exists between the means of the total score of commercial stock exchange quoted banks and the cooperative banks.

8.4.3
Results Independent Samples Test; legal classification 

Table 15: Group Statistics T-Test
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Table 16: Independent Samples Test
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Concerning hypothesis H1b, the results on the scorecard of common-law countries are shown against the scores of code-law countries (see appendix G). 

The results in table 15 show that the average scores of code-law countries are lower than common-law countries. The Levene’s Test is significant, the variances of both bank types are significantly different. The variances of both groups (code-law versus common-law countries) are approximately unequal. Consequently, the Equal variances not assumed row would be used concerning the t-test. The 2-tailed significance that is stated as a probability is shown in table 16. As usual, probabilities less than 0,05 indicate that the null hypothesis should reject. In this case, the score is 0.637, consequently the null hypothesis H1b will be accepted. No significant difference exists between the means of the total score of code law countries and common law countries. 

8.4.4
Results Independent Samples Test; legal classification of cooperative banks 

Table 17: Group Statistics T-Test
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Table 18: Independent Samples Test
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Concerning hypothesis H1c, the results on the scorecard of cooperative banks in code law countries are shown against the scores of cooperative banks in common-law countries (see appendix H). The results in table 17 show that the average scores of cooperative banks in code law countries are higher than cooperative banks in common-law countries. Levene’s test concerning Equality of Variances shows that the variances of both legal classifications of cooperative banks among countries are not significantly different. Consequently, the Equal variances assumed row will be used concerning the t-test. The 2-tailed significance that is stated as a probability is shown in table 18. As usual, probabilities less than 0,05 indicate that the null hypothesis should reject. In this case, the score is 0.406. This implies that no significant difference exists between the means of the total score of cooperative banks in code-law countries and cooperative banks in common law countries.  Consequently H1c will be accepted. 
8.4.5
Results Independent Samples Test; legal classification of commercial stock exchange quoted banks 

Table 19: Group Statistics T-Test
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Table 20: Independent Samples Test
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Concerning hypothesis H1d, the results on the scorecard of commercial stock exchange quoted banks from code law countries are shown against the scores of commercial stock exchange quoted banks from common-law countries (see also appendix H). The results in table 19 show that the average scores of commercial stock exchange quoted banks in code law countries are lower than commercial stock exchange quoted banks in common-law countries. The Levene’s Test is not significant, the variances of both legal classifications of cooperative banks among countries are not significantly different. The variances of both legal classifications of cooperative banks among countries are approximately equal. Moreover, table 20 shows that the 2-tailed significance score is 0.106, consequently the null hypothesis H1d will be accepted. Consequently, no significant difference exists between the means of the total score of commercial stock exchange quoted banks in code-law countries and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in common law countries.
8.4.6
Results Univariate Analysis of Variance; bank type versus legal classification 

Table 21: Between-Subject Factors
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Table 22: Descriptive Statistics
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Table 23: Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
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Table 24: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
[image: image34.wmf]
The statistical information in table 21 show that the average scores of cooperative banks in code law countries with a stakeholder orientation are lower than commercial stock exchange quoted banks in common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. The average scores of commercial stock exchange quoted banks in code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation are higher than cooperative banks in common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. However, because all p-values are greater than 0,05 (α ), the statistical information in table 24 of the Univariate Analysis of Variance shows no significant differences. No main effect exists of bank type (cooperative banks versus commercial stock exchange quoted banks) on the level of stakeholder engagement.  In addition, no main effect exists of legal classification (common-law versus code-law) on the level of stakeholder engagement. The main finding in this analysis is that no significant interaction effect exists of bank type by legal classification. It can be concluded that no difference in the level of stakeholder engagement exists between cooperative banks in code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in common-law countries with a shareholder orientation (H1e). In addition, no difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between commercial stock exchange quoted banks in code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and cooperative banks in common-law countries with a shareholder orientation (H1f). Consequently, both hypotheses are accepted.
8.5
Voluntary guidelines

This paragraph will comments the main findings of the research conducted to investigate the differences in the level of stakeholder engagement caused by the use (or partially use or not) of GRI G3 guidelines. The results will be related to the hypotheses described in chapter seven. The scores that the banks achieved on the scorecard are shown in the appendix.

8.5.1
Introduction: Statistical method

Based on chapter two to five, to test possible differences in the level of stakeholder engagement caused by the use, non-use or partially use of the GRI G3 guidelines, five hypotheses have been developed. Before comparing the scores of cooperative banks versus commercial stock exchange quoted banks, it is interesting to look to the individual scores of cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The first two hypotheses will be tested concerning possible differences within cooperative banks respectively commercial stock exchange quoted banks. As signaled earlier, cooperative banks score high in their disclosure of corporate sustainability reporting performance. It is interesting to investigate the level of stakeholder engagement of cooperative banks that may be influenced by their use of guidelines (or not). Concerning hypothesis H2a, the results on the scorecard are shown in appendix J. Concerning testing hypothesis H2a an independent sample t-test will be used. It is also interesting to investigate the level of stakeholder engagement of commercial stock exchange quoted banks that may be influenced by their use of guidelines (or not). Concerning hypothesis H2b, the results on the scorecard are also shown in appendix J. Concerning testing the second hypothesis an independent sample t-test will be used. Concerning testing hypothesis H2c until hypothesis H2e, a Univariate Analysis of Variance will be used. With the Univariate Analysis of Variance, more hypotheses can be tested. One hypothesis about the main effect of bank type, about the main effect of the use of the GRI guidelines and one hypothesis about the bank type by use of GRI guidelines interaction. The three hypotheses in this research are derived from the last hypothesis about the bank type by use of GRI guidelines interaction. All hypotheses will be tested by Univariate Analysis of Variance at once. Concerning hypothesis H2c and H2e, the results on the scorecard can be found in appendix J.

8.5.2
Results Independent Samples Test; use of GRI by cooperative banks
Table 25: Group Statistics T-Test
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Table 26: Independent Samples Test
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The total group contains 8 cooperative banks (see table 25), which 5 cooperative banks use the GRI G3 guidelines and 3 cooperative banks do not use a specific guideline (concerning testing hypothesis H2a 4 other cooperative banks that use only the GRI G3 Indicators concerning preparing their sustainability report are excluded).
The results in table 25 show that the average scores of cooperative banks, which use the GRI G3 guidelines, are higher than cooperative banks, which do not use the GRI Guidelines. The Levene’s Test is not significant, the variances of both groups (the use of GRI and non-use of GRI) are not significantly different. The variances of both groups are approximately equal. Moreover, table 26 shows that the 2-tailed significance score is 0.003, consequently the null hypothesis H2a will be rejected. Consequently, no significant difference exists between the means of the total score of cooperative banks which use the GRI G3 guidelines concerning preparing their sustainability report and cooperative banks which do not use the GRI guidelines concerning preparing their sustainability report

8.5.3
Results Independent Samples Test; use of GRI by commercial stock exchange quoted banks

Table 27: Group Statistics T-Test
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Table 28: Independent Samples Test
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The results in table 27 show that the average scores of commercial stock exchange quoted banks, which use the GRI G3 guidelines, are higher than cooperative banks, which do not use the GRI Guidelines. The Levene’s Test is not significant, the variances of both groups (the use of GRI and non-use of GRI) are not significantly different. The variances of both groups are approximately equal. Moreover, table 28 shows that the 2-tailed significance score is 0.035, consequently the null hypothesis H2b will be rejected. A significant difference exists between the means of the total score of commercial stock exchange quoted banks which use the GRI G3 guidelines concerning preparing their sustainability report and commercial stock exchange quoted banks which do not use the GRI guidelines concerning preparing their sustainability report.

8.5.4
 Results Univariate Analysis of Variance;  bank type versus use of GRI

Table 29: Between-Subject Factors
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Table 30: Descriptive Statistics
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Table 31: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
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Table 32: Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
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Table 33: Estimated Marginal Means
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Table 33: Post Hoc Tests
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The general statistical information in table 29 show that 11 banks uses the GRI G3 guidelines, 8 banks uses solely the GRI Indicators and 5 banks use no specific guidelines concerning preparing their sustainability report. The results in table 30 show that the average scores of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks which uses the GRI G3 Guidelines are higher than cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks which only use the GRI Indicators concerning preparing their sustainability report. The average scores of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks which uses the GRI G3 Guidelines in addition, are higher than cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks which do not use the GRI guidelines concerning preparing their sustainability report. In addition, this creates a higher score concerning the average scores of cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks which uses the GRI Indicators against cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks which do not use the GRI guidelines concerning preparing their sustainability report. 

According to the statistical information in table 31, the Univariate Analysis of Variance did find one significant difference, because one of the three p-value is lower than 0,05 (α). No main effect of bank type exists on the level of stakeholder engagement. However, a main effect exists of the use of GRI guidelines on the level of stakeholder engagement. Consequently, to analyze this main effect a Post Hoc Test (Bonferroni procedure) will be performed. Before performing a Bonferroni procedure, the Levene’s test concerning Equality of Error Variances will be performed.

The results in table 32 show that the significance of the test (p-value) is equal to 0.088. Consequently evidence exists to support the hypothesis of equality of variances. This implies that the Bonferroni procedure can be used. 
The Post Hoc Tests in table 33 show that two out of three groups vary. The non use of GRI versus the use of only the GRI Indicators has a sig. of 0.003, which is lower than the significance level of 0.05 (α = 0,05). These groups vary from each other. The non-use of GRI versus the use of the GRI G3 guidelines has a sig. of 0.00, which is lower than the significance level of 0.05 (α = 0,05). In addition these groups vary from each other. Only the use of the GRI G3 guidelines versus the use of only the GRI Indicators concerning preparing sustainability reports does not vary. The use of GRI G3 guidelines has a sig. of 0.186, which is higher than the significance level of 0.05 (α = 0,05). It can be concluded that these groups do not vary. 

The main finding in table 31 in this analysis is that no significant interaction effect exists of bank type by the use of GRI. This leads to the acceptance of hypotheses H2c until H2e. It can be concluded that no difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank type and the use of GRI G3 Guidelines, GRI Indicators or non-use of the GRI guidelines. 
The next chapter contains the conclusion.

9
Conclusion 

9.1
Introduction
This chapter presents the research summary and the conclusions of this research in paragraph 9.2 and furthermore gives attention to its limitations in paragraph 9.3. Finally, paragraph 9.4 provides recommendations concerning future research.

9.2
Research summary and conclusions

Need exists of transparency in reporting. Sustainability reporting is used by organizations to communicate voluntarily information on environmental and other non-financial performance like social and economic performance to their stakeholders. It is recognized as an important mechanism concerning improving corporate sustainability performance. If a lack of transparency in reporting exists, by stakeholders a problem can existing in their decisions. On the other hand, organizational transparency through sustainability reporting is the key to meaningful stakeholder engagement. To eliminate possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by differences among industries only the banking sector were analyzed. This research focused on sustainability reporting and stakeholder engagement by cooperative and stock exchange quoted commercial banks. Research on report disclosures focused only on commercial stock exchange quoted banks and in scientific research, cooperative banks were neglected. It was interesting to find out whether possible differences in stakeholder engagement were being caused by the different types of organizations like cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. It was interesting to find out whether possible differences in stakeholder engagement were being caused by the different legal systems in different countries and possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by the use of the GRI G3 guidelines, GRI indicators or no guidelines concerning preparing sustainability reports. As signaled in the introduction, the purpose of this research is to assess stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in 2008. The following research question has been formulated (chapter 1): 

To what extent the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks within sustainability reports differ?

Before the empirical research in chapter eight, first a literature study has been conducted in chapter two to six, followed by the research design in chapter seven that has lead to two sets of hypotheses about the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The insights from the theoretical chapters, especially from chapter five and six, are used to formulate two sets of hypotheses. These hypotheses are divided into two topics, legal system, and voluntary guidelines. These (null) hypotheses are as follows: 

First set of hypotheses: Legal system

H1a 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. (Result: H1a = accepted).
H1b 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. (Result: H1b = accepted).
H1c 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and cooperative banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. (Result: H1c = accepted).
H1d
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between commercial stock exchange quoted banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and commercial stock exchange quoted banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. (Result: H1d = accepted).
H1e
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and commercial stock exchange quoted banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. (Result: H1e = accepted). 

H1f
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between commercial stock exchange quoted banks from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation and cooperative banks from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation. (Result: H1f = accepted).

Second set of hypotheses: Voluntary guidelines

H2a 
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and cooperative banks that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report. (Result: H2a = rejected).
H2b
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between commercial stock exchange quoted banks that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and commercial stock exchange quoted banks that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report. (Result: H2b = rejected).
H2c
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank types that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and bank types that only include a table with GRI Indicators in preparing their sustainability report. (Result: H2c = accepted).
H2d
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank types that make use of the GRI G3 guidelines and bank types that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report. (Result: H2d = accepted).
H2e
No difference exists in the level of stakeholder engagement between bank types that only include a table with GRI Indicators and bank types that do not use the GRI G3 guidelines in preparing their sustainability report. (Result: H2e = accepted).

Recapitulate, the research question concerning this study is ‘’to what extent the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks within sustainability reports differ?’’ The organizational type of banks will not lead to significant differences in the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports. The possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by the different legal system in different countries did not lead to a significant difference in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The result is that cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks did not differ from each other. The possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by the use or non-use of the GRI G3 guidelines or just a table of GRI indicators concerning preparing sustainability reports did not lead to a significant difference in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Only the use of the GRI G3 guidelines or the use of the GRI indicator in contrast with the non-use of the GRI guidelines by a specific bank type differs in the level of stakeholder engagement. Because the GRI guidelines embedded stakeholder inclusiveness in their standard concerning preparing sustainability reports, this can be expected. In general, the result is that cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks did not differ from each other. 
Prior scientific studies have shown mixed results. Firms from code-law countries with a stakeholder orientation have higher levels and quality of corporate social disclosure and a higher demand for assured sustainability reports than firms from common-law countries with a shareholder orientation (Van der Laan et al., 2005; Kolk et al., 2008). However, the possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by the different legal system in different countries did not lead to a significant difference in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The conclusion is not consistent with the study of Van der Laan et al. (2005) and Kolk et al. (2008). The study of Scholtens (2008) has shown no significant difference between exists in three regions in the overall CSR scores of banks based on 29 indicators. However, according to the study of Scholtens (2008), there significant differences have found on CSR scores between banks individually and on country level. In addition, the conclusion is not consistent with the study of Scholtens (2008). This, because the study of Scholtens depends on the scores on the 29 indicators instead of The Stakeholder Score, used in this research. However, concerning future research it is interesting to found significant differences on CSR scores between banks individually and on country level. 
According to the research of Berger (2008), there no significant differences have found in the level of stakeholder engagement of oil companies between common-law countries and code-law countries. In addition, no significant differences have found that the adoption of the different guidelines lead to a higher level of stakeholder engagement. The conclusion is that no significant differences have found in the level of stakeholder engagement between common-law countries and code law countries which is consistent with the study of Berger (2008). However, the possible differences in stakeholder engagement caused by the use or non-use of the GRI G3 guidelines or just a table of GRI indicators concerning preparing sustainability reports did not lead to a significant difference in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The conclusion is consistent with the study of Berger (2008). Furthermore, only the use of the GRI G3 guidelines or the use of the GRI indicator in contrast with the non-use of the GRI guidelines by a specific bank type differs in the level of stakeholder engagement. The conclusion is not consistent with the study of Berger (2008).
9.3
Limitations 

Several limitations regarding the present research can be signaled. These limitations may have negative consequences concerning the validity of the results and conclusions of this research. First sustainability accounting and reporting is currently a voluntary activity. Not all banks currently subscribe to the principles of corporate sustainability. This study is about cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in the countries: The Netherlands, Austria, Germany, France, The United Kingdom, Australia, The United States of America, and Canada. This implies that the results may not generalize concerning all cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in all code-law or common-law countries. Besides, other kind of banks is excluded from the sample. There maybe exist other results when the sample is included them. Another remark is about the sample selection related to cooperative banks. It was difficult to select cooperative banks from a specific database. No specific database exists concerning selecting only cooperative banks. In this research only the legal origin and the use of the GRI guidelines, as variables has been taken into account to explain possible differences in the level of stakeholder engagement between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. However, in addition, other variables exist that can influence and explain the level of stakeholder engagement. Other specific variables are amongst others mandatory requirements, ownership structure, cultural and/or cross-national differences, managerial influences, societal pressures. Many other factors have an influence on the level of stakeholder engagement. However, it is not always possible to include all these variables. 

Furthermore, in this study a single year is tested. Only sustainability reports published in 2009 but relate to the reporting year 2008 are used. This implies that this study is a snapshot of one reporting year. Using more sample years may lead to other results. Furthermore, the total sample is too small to be able to generalize the results within this research. Generally, most of the (null) hypotheses are accepted. This implies why the statistical test do not show significant results. The sample solely consists of sustainability reports that are published separately by banks, while some banks publish additional information about stakeholder engagement online on their website or in other relevant documents. This may lead to incorrect scores (to high or to low) on some aspects on the stakeholder score. According to Unerman, the information based on separate sustainability reports is somewhat incomplete (Unerman 2000). 

In addition, the research design of this research is subject to several limitations. Another limitation is about the use of content analysis. In this research, content analysis has been used to investigate the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. The first limitation of content analysis is that it captures quantity of disclosure rather than quality characteristics. The second limitation of content analysis is that content analysis is very subjective. The subject matter being investigated must capture the level of stakeholder engagement, in this case the stakeholder scorecard as a coding instrument. In other words, content analysis need to demonstrate the reliability of the coding instrument (the stakeholder scorecard) and the reliability of the data collected using the coding instrument (a reliable coder) to permit replicable and valid inferences to be drawn from data derived from content analysis (Milne, Adler 1999). In this research, the given scores depend only on the perception of one single coder (the author of this research) which implies that the results are subject to a certain level of subjectivity.  At last, another issue is about the reliability related to the coding instrument. It is not clear whether the stakeholder score is in align with the GRI G3 guidelines. If not, this may decrease he suitability of the scorecard concerning investigating differences in the level of stakeholder engagement within GRI based and non-GRI based sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. 
9.4
Recommendations concerning future research 

As signaled in the previous paragraph, in this research the focus was only on the voluntary approach, because sustainability accounting and reporting is currently a voluntary activity. However, some countries in the sample have also a minimum level of mandatory requirements concerning sustainability accounting and reporting. Future studies would need to consider whether mandatory requirements are necessary to assess stakeholder engagement between cooperative banks and commercial stock exchange quoted banks in different countries.  Another remark concerning future research is whether other variables, which were excluded in this research, may explain possible differences in the level of stakeholder engagement within sustainability reports between cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks. Examples of other variables are; ownership structure, cultural influences, national culture, managerial influences, societal pressures etc.

Another recommendation exists related to the research design. In this research, a mixture of qualitative and quantitative research design is used. Concerning answering the main question, the content of sustainability reports is used (qualitative data) and coded in quantitative data. In this study only available sustainability reports are used, which means that other relevant information is excluded. Future research could consider whether other sources of information about stakeholder engagement can be included when the quality of sustainability reports will evaluate by a measurement scale (e.g. Stakeholder Score). Furthermore, future research could consider more countries and therefore more cooperative and commercial stock exchange quoted banks into the sample that may show different effect on the current research. Another recommendation is about the usage of sustainability reports published in 2009 but relate to the reporting year 2008. Sustainability reporting will have evolved through time, therefore adding more reporting years in the sample may lead also to other results. Finally, concerning future research it is necessary concerning a higher reliability to use more coding instruments rather than one coding instrument (the stakeholder score) and concerning a higher reliability of the coder it is also necessary to use more coders concerning verifying the scores. At last, it is also possible to use a mixed method. Besides a content analysis, a survey can be conducted concerning a higher reliability.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Reasons for and against mandatory and voluntary approaches
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Appendix B: Explanation of variety of codes, standards and frameworks

Global Compact

The United Nations Global Compact is launched in July 2000 and is a both a policy platform and a practical framework concerning companies that are committed to sustainability and responsible business practices. The core idea behind the Global Compact initiative is to establish a set of ten principles that aim to influence the values of corporations in relation to human rights, labor, the environment, and corruption, and "give a human face to the global market" (Akhtarkhavari 2010). 
UN Norms 

The United Nations Norms concerning Business represent a major step forward in the process of establishing a common global framework concerning understanding the human rights responsibilities of businesses. The Norms are a restatement of existing internationally recognized standards of human rights that are proposed as new obligations concerning business. An expert body of the United Nations Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights put the norms together. UN Sub-Commission does not create new legal obligations, but simply explain in which way existing obligations under international law are relevant to organizations’ global operations. The Norms do not seek to impose inappropriate responsibilities on businesses. They clearly state that organizations only have responsibilities within their respective spheres of activity and influence (Hillemanns 2003). However, the UN Norms provide organizations with a morally authoritative code of conduct that goes beyond the notion of voluntary and the norms should be qualified as a template that organizations could use to set standards (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004).

OECD Guidelines concerning Multinational Enterprises

The Organization concerning Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Guidelines forms voluntary recommendations concerning business practices. These recommendations are related to human rights, disclosure of information, anti-corruption, labor relations, taxation, and environment and consumer protection. The guidelines are part of the OECD declaration on international investment and multinational enterprises that was aimed at improving the international investment climate and to strengthening the basis of mutual confidence between multinational enterprises and the societies in which they operate (Carasco, Singh 2010). The guidelines are from nature voluntary but the guidelines are officially endorsed by all 30 member states of the OECD plus Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Estonia, Israel, Lithuania and Slovenia (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004). 

SA8000

SA 8000 is the first global certification system concerning supply chain labor standards. The SA 8000 is a voluntary standard, based on ILO Conventions and UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, linked to UN norms and overseen by a multi-stakeholder forum (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004). It has strong support from the international trade union movement. The standard aimed safeguarding the fundamental social rights of workers and employees worldwide. The core idea behind the standards to put them into practice by developing a management system that includes policies on and procedures concerning issues such as human rights. Organizations like brands and suppliers can choose to be certified according to their compliance with the standard (Leipziger 2010). 

ISO14001

The International Organization for Standardization in 1996 developed ISO14001 (ISO). ISO14001 is one of the most widely adopted standards in the ‘corporate responsibility’ area. It is well recognized as an international standard concerning environmental management. ISO14001 is a standard to improve environmental performance of organizations by using a management system (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004). If an organization meets ISO14001 requirements, it may obtain certification of its environmental management system.

Dow Jones Sustainability Index

The Dow Jones Sustainability Index was the first index to try an integrated assessment of economic, environmental and social criteria with a strong focus on long-term shareholder value. The focus is on best in class companies in specific sectors with a yearly review and continuous monitoring of these companies. It is forward looking, and aims to capture not simply end-of-pipe performance but the drivers and enablers that set sustainability leaders apart in their ability to achieve long-term shareholder value. The index’s methodology appears to work in identifying future value potential. The assessment process is assured by PricewaterhouseCoopers. The DJSI has outperformed the base index over the past three years (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004). 

Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX)

The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (often shortened to SOX) is legislation enacted in response to the high profile Enron and WorldCom financial scandals to protect shareholders and the public from accounting errors and fraudulent practices in the enterprise. The Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) administrates the act. It establishes mandatory and statutory regulatory requirements on public companies and their auditors in relations to corporate governance and accounting procedures in order to protect investors. All United States stock exchange quoted public companies and their auditors (foreign or domestic) are obliged to conform to the SOX. The act includes non-financial aspects of risk and reporting, which have so far been given low profile, but are likely to be a key driver in the development of non-financial disclosure (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004).
AA1000 Series

AccountAbility's AA1000 series are principles-based standards concerning helping organizations become more accountable, responsible and sustainable. AA1000 series consists of the AA1000 AccountAbility Principles Standard (AA1000APS), the AA1000 Assurance Standard (AA1000AS) and the AA1000 Stakeholder Engagement Standard (AA1000SES). AA1000 series provides a framework to help organizations build their accountability and social responsibility through quality social and ethical accounting, auditing and reporting. It addresses the need concerning organizations to integrate their stakeholder engagement process into their daily activities. The framework provides guidance to users on in which way to establish a systematic stakeholder engagement process that generates the indicators, targets, and reporting systems needed to ensure greater transparency, effective responsiveness to stakeholders and improved overall organizational performance (AccountAbility and WBCSD 2004).


GRI 

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) was founded as a joint initiative in 1997 by the Coalition concerning Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) and United Nations Environmental Program (UNEP). The GRI became an independent organization in 2002; with a global headquarter in Amsterdam. The Global Reporting Initiative is the best-known framework concerning voluntary reporting of environmental and social performance by business worldwide. The GRI created a disclosure framework concerning voluntary use by organizations reporting on the economic, environmental, and social dimensions of their activities, products, and services. The purpose of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) was that the sustainability reporting guidelines will become generally accepted, broadly adopted, worldwide framework concerning preparing and communicating information about organizational sustainability performance. The GRI intends to establish their guidelines as an internationally accepted framework that promotes comparable sustainability reporting. 
Appendix C: Overview of sample of cooperative and stock exchange quoted banks
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Nr:

Company name

Country of origin

Ranking 2009 

within industry 

type: Commercial 

and Saving Banks

Global 500 

Rank 2009

Bank type

Classification

GRI :

1

ING Group

The Netherlands

1

8

Commercial Bank

Code-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

2

HSBC Holdings

United Kingdom

3

21

Commercial Bank

Common-law

GRI Indicator

3

BNP Paribas

France

4

24

Commercial Bank

Code-law

no

4

Bank of America corp

United States

6

37

Commercial Bank

Common-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

5

Royal Bank of Scotland

United Kingdom

7

38

Commercial Bank

Common-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

6

Citigroup

United States

8

39

Commercial Bank

Common-law

GRI Indicator

7

Sociéte Générale

France

9

43

Commercial Bank

Code-law

GRI Indicator

8

Deutsche Bank

Germany 

13

70

Commercial Bank

Code-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

9

Landesbank Baden-Württemberg 

Germany 

30

162

Commercial Bank

Code-law

GRI Indicator

10

Royal Bank of Canada

Canada

35

211

Commercial Bank

Common-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

11

ANZ Bank

Australia

42

247

Commercial Bank

Common-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

12

Erste Group Bank

Austria

57

446

Commercial Bank

Code-law

no

13

Credit Agricole

France

10

46

Cooperative Bank

Code-law

GRI Indicator

14

Groupe Caisse d'Épargne

France

18

110

Cooperative Bank

Code-law

GRI Indicator

15

Rabobank

The Netherlands

32

165

Cooperative Bank

Code-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

16

Österreichische Volksbank

Austria

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Code-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

17

DZ Bank

Germany 

41

245

Cooperative Bank

Code-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

18

VanCity

Canada

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Common-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

19

Cooperative Bank UK

United Kingdom

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Common-law

GRI G3 Guidelines

20

Credit Union Australia

Australia

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Common-law

no

21

Desjardins Group

Canada

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Common-law

GRI Indicator

22

Raiffeisen Zentralbank

Austria

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Code-law

GRI Indicator

23

Alterna Bank

Canada

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Common-law

no

24

Teachers Credit Union

Australia

na

na

Cooperative Bank

Common-law

no


Appendix D: Empty scorecard to measure stakeholder engagement
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Aspect 1: Engagement Methods (18 Points)

1) Does the company utilize stakeholder engagement?

2) Does the company use a range of different stakeholder engagement techniques?

3) Does the company engage stakeholders at both the local/community level and national/

international level?

4) Does the company have an official policy or statement that commits it to conducting

stakeholder engagement?

5) Does the company seek to engage opposition voices regularly over time?

6) Does the company accommodate unique stakeholder needs and capacity requirements?

7) Does the company utilize multi-stakeholder engagement processes that involve real-time

interaction between several different stakeholder groups?

8) Does the company have a standing, corporate-level stakeholder panel or committee?

9) Does the company provide an online forum where stakeholders interact with the company

regarding CSR/sustainability issues?

Points

Aspect 2: Stakeholder Identification (8 Points)

10) Does the company identify which groups of people it considers to be its stakeholders?

11) Does the company's list of stakeholders include all key groups?

12) Does the company describe its method for identifying and selecting the specific

13) Are stakeholders involved in the process of identifying other stakeholder organizations that

should be involved in the company's engagement program?

Points

Aspect 3: Sustainability Communication (10 Points)

14) Does the company describe its process and organizational structure for managing

sustainability issues?

15) Does the company communicate the criteria it uses to identify its material corporate social

responsibility (CSR) issues?

16) Is stakeholder feedback used by the company to help determine its material CSR issues?

17) Has the company set and reported progress against sustainability performance goals?

18) Does the company communicate challenges and/or shortfalls in its sustainability and

corporate responsibility activities?

Points

Assessing stakeholder engagement: The Stakeholder Score

 

[image: image48.wmf]Aspect 4: Engagement Reporting (18 Points)

19) Is the history of engagement discussed?

20) Is the strategic rationale for engagement explained?

21) Does the company list examples of specific engagement activities it has undertaken?

22) Does the company describe in detail the engagements it has undertaken?

23) Are case studies presented that involve stakeholder engagement as a key element?

24) Is an in-depth analysis of stakeholders presented?

25) Does the company report a variety of specific stakeholder concerns?

26) Does the company systematically respond to specific stakeholder concerns?

27) Is stakeholder commentary included in the report?

Points

Aspect 5: Feedback Opportunities (4 Points)

28) Does the company provide a feedback mechanism for its corporate social responsibility

29) Does the company provide issue-specific contact information?

Points

Aspect 6: Improvement Processes (10 Points)

30) Are formal evaluations of engagement processes undertaken, using stakeholder feedback?

31) Does the company show that they have changed (or will change) their stakeholder

engagement strategy in response to stakeholder feedback?

32) Has the company set goals for its future stakeholder engagement efforts?

33) Are these goals specific, measurable, and time-bound?

34) Does the company report its previous stakeholder engagement goals, and measure

Points

Aspect 7: Information Quality and Accessibility (12 Points)

35) Does the company's report align with the Global Reporting Initiative?

36) Does the company go beyond standard practice in making CSR and sustainability

37) Does the company go beyond standard practice in guiding stakeholders on how to find

information of interest to them?

38) Does the company provide sustainability data for specific facilities, divisions, products, etc.?

39) Does the company allow their sustainability data to be easily downloaded for use by

stakeholders?

40) Is the company’s CSR report independently assured?

Points

Total points:


Aspect 1: Engagement methods: This is the first aspect of The Stakeholder Score. Engagement methods are the means by which stakeholders are involved in decision-making and stakeholder views and opinions are sought. There is no single method to involve stakeholders in any given decision. The scorecard contains nine questions within this aspect of stakeholder engagement. 
Aspect 2:  Stakeholder Identification: This is the second aspect of The Stakeholder Score. Stakeholder identification describes the extent to which relevant stakeholders are identified in the sustainability report. The scorecard contains four questions within this aspect of stakeholder engagement. Stakeholder groups can be defined by using the stakeholder model of Friedman & Miles (2002), described in chapter five. The scorecard gives 2 points concerning each question.

Aspect 3: Sustainability communication: This is the third aspect of The Stakeholder Score. Sustainability communication is the communication of the company on sustainability topics. To what extent the company fulfills the desire of various company stakeholders to uncover and get in dialogue with various stakeholders about company practices on sustainability topics. The scorecard contains five questions within this aspect of stakeholder engagement.

Aspect 4: Engagement reporting: This is the fourth aspect of The Stakeholder Score. Engagement reporting is a tool concerning monitoring. Once engagement activities have taken place, stakeholders will want to know which of their suggestions have been taken into account, what risk, or impact mitigation measures will be put in place to address their concerns, and in which way, concerning example impacts are being monitored. The scorecard contains nine questions within this aspect of stakeholder engagement.
Aspect 5: Feedback opportunities: This is the fifth aspect of The Stakeholder Score. Feedback opportunities are opportunities given by the company concerning its stakeholders to provide comments on the company’s Corporate Social Responsibility program and the opportunity concerning different stakeholders to contact different individuals within the organization.  The scorecard contains two questions within this aspect of stakeholder engagement.
Aspect 6: Improvement processes: This is the sixth aspect of The Stakeholder Score. Improvement processes are processes undertaken by the company to improve the stakeholder engagement processes like formal evaluations of engagement processes, refining the company’s engagement strategy, setting communication goals, which are SMART-formulated, and measuring progress on past goals. The scorecard contains five questions within this aspect of stakeholder engagement.

Aspect 7: Information quality and accessibility: This is the seventh and last aspect of The Stakeholder Score. Information quality and accessibility contains concerning example that a company’s report align with regulation and guidelines, that the sustainability information of the company is understandable to a variety of stakeholders and that the company go beyond standard practice in guiding stakeholders on in which way to find information of interest to them. Information quality and accessibility contains also that company must provide sustainability data concerning specific facilities, divisions and products. The company must allow their sustainability data easily downloaded concerning use by stakeholders. Finally, it contains also that the company’s sustainability report independently is assured. The scorecard contains six questions within this aspect of stakeholder engagement. 

Appendix E: Results total sample

Dataset overview: 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 Score:

Nr: Company name

1 ING Group

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

2 HSBC Holdings

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 66

3 BNP Paribas

2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 1 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 2 42

4 Bank of America corp

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 43

5 Royal Bank of Schotland

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

6 Citigroup

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 65

7 Sociéte Générale

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 54

8 Deutsche Bank

2 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 54

9

Landesbank Baden-

Württemberg 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2

55

10 Royal Bank of Canada

2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 69

11 ANZ Bank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 73

12 Erste Group Bank

2 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33

13 Credit Agricole

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2 52

14 Groupe Caisse d'Épargne

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 46

15 Rabobank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 71

16 Österreichische Volksbank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 52

17 DZ Bank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 56

18 VanCity

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 68

19 Cooperative Bank UK

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

20 Credit Union Australia

2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 26

21 Desjardins Group

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 0 49

22 Raiffeisen Zentralbank

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 59

23 Alterna Bank

2 2 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 38

24 Teachers Credit Union

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 2 37

Total score

47 47 43 41 45 43 24 46 36 44 39 10 10 47 21 31 42 41 9 36 37 28 26 22 29 29 4 38 33 30 30 33 34 30 30 37 36 42 46 34 1330

Average score

2 2 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.8 1 1.9 1.5 1.8 1.6 0.4 0.4 2 0.9 1.3 1.8 1.7 0.4 1.5 1.5 1.2 1.1 0.9 1.2 1.2 0.2 1.5833 1.375 1.3 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.8 1.9 1.4 55.42

Information Quality & 

Accessibility

Question

Sustainability 

Communication

Engagement Reporting Feedback 

Opportunity

Improvement 

processes

Engagement Methods Stakeholder 

Identification 


Appendix F: Results legal system; stock exchange quoted versus cooperative banks

Dataset overview: Commercial stock exchange quoted versus Cooperative banks
[image: image50.emf]1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 Score:

Commercial listed banks

1 ING Group

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

2 HSBC Holdings

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 66

3 BNP Paribas

2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 1 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 2 42

4 Bank of America corp

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 43

5 Royal Bank of Schotland

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

6 Citigroup

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 65

7 Sociéte Générale

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 54

8 Deutsche Bank

2 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 54

9

Landesbank Baden-

Württemberg 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2

55

10 Royal Bank of Canada

2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 69

11 ANZ Bank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 73

12 Erste Group Bank

2 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33

Total score 24 24 24 19 23 23 16 22 16 24 23 7 8 24 15 16 20 21 5 20 21 16 12 10 18 17 0 18 16 18 18 16 17 17 16 18 18 22 22 18 702

Average score 2 2 2 1.6 1.9 1.9 1.3 1.8 1.3 2 1.9 0.6 0.7 2 1.3 1.3 1.7 1.8 0.4 1.7 1.8 1.3 1 0.8 1.5 1.4 0 1.5 1.3333 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.5 58.50

Cooperative banks

13 Credit Agricole

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2 52

14 Groupe Caisse d'Épargne

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 46

15 Rabobank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 71

16 Österreichische Volksbank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 52

17 DZ Bank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 56

18 VanCity

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 68

19 Cooperative Bank UK

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

20 Credit Union Australia

2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 26

21 Desjardins Group

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 0 49

22 Raiffeisen Zentralbank

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 59

23 Alterna Bank

2 2 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 38

24 Teachers Credit Union

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 2 37

Total score 23 23 19 22 22 20 8 24 20 20 16 3 2 23 6 15 22 20 4 16 16 12 14 12 11 12 4 20 17 12 12 17 17 13 14 19 18 20 24 16 628

Average score 1.9 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.7 0.7 2 1.7 1.7 1.3 0.3 0.2 1.9 0.5 1.3 1.8 1.7 0.3 1.3 1.3 1 1.2 1 0.9 1 0.3 1.6667 1.4167 1 1 1.4 1.4 1.1 1.2 1.6 1.5 1.7 2 1.3 52.33
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Appendix G: Results legal system; Code-law versus Common-law countries

Dataset overview: Code-law versus Common-law countries

[image: image51.emf]1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 Score:

Code-law countries

1 ING Group

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

3 BNP Paribas

2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 1 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 2 42

7 Sociéte Générale

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 54

8 Deutsche Bank

2 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 54

9

Landesbank Baden-

Württemberg 

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2

55

12 Erste Group Bank

2 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33

13 Credit Agricole

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2 52

14 Groupe Caisse d'Épargne

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 46

15 Rabobank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 71

16 Österreichische Volksbank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 52

17 DZ Bank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 56

18 Raiffeisen Zentralbank

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 59

Total score 24 24 24 20 23 23 12 24 20 22 20 1 2 24 9 13 21 23 4 18 18 13 14 10 13 12 2 14 16 11 11 17 18 15 15 18 18 22 22 18 648

Average score 2 2 2 1.7 1.9 1.9 1 2 1.7 1.8 1.7 0.1 0.2 2 0.8 1.1 1.8 1.9 0.3 1.5 1.5 1.1 1.2 0.8 1.1 1 0.2 1.1667 1.3333 0.9 0.9 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.8 1.8 1.5 54.00

Common-law countries

2 HSBC Holdings

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 66

4 Bank of America corp

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 43

5 Royal Bank of Schotland

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

6 Citigroup

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 65

10 Royal Bank of Canada

2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 69

11 ANZ Bank

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 73

12 VanCity

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 68

13 Cooperative Bank UK

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

14 Credit Union Australia

2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 26

15 Desjardins Group

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 0 49

16 Alterna Bank

2 2 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 38

17 Teachers Credit Union

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 2 37

Total score 23 23 19 21 22 20 12 22 16 22 19 9 8 23 12 18 21 18 5 18 19 15 12 12 16 17 2 24 17 19 19 16 16 15 15 19 18 20 24 16 682

Average score 1.9 1.9 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.7 1 1.8 1.3 1.8 1.6 0.8 0.7 1.9 1 1.5 1.8 1.5 0.4 1.5 1.6 1.3 1 1 1.3 1.4 0.2 2 1.4167 1.6 1.6 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.7 2 1.3 56.83
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Appendix H: Results legal system 

Dataset overview: Cooperative banks versus legal classification

[image: image52.emf]Nr Company name Legal classification

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40

Total score

13 Credit Agricole Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2

52

14 Groupe Caisse d'Épargne Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2

46

15 Rabobank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

71

16 Österreichische Volksbank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2

52

17 DZ Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0

56

18 Raiffeisen Zentralbank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 0

59

Total score 12 12 12 12 12 12 6 12 12 10 8 0 0 12 2 7 11 12 1 8 9 7 8 8 6 6 2 8 12 3 3 11 11 8 9 10 10 12 12 8 336.00

Average score 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1.7 1.3 0 0 2 0.3 1.2 1.8 2 0.2 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.3 1.3 1 1 0.3 1.33 2 0.5 0.5 1.8 1.8 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.7 2 2 1.3 56.00

19 VanCity Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2

68

20 Cooperative Bank UK Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

74

21 Credit Union Australia Common-law

2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0

26

22 Desjardins Group Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 0

49

23 Alterna Bank Common-law

2 2 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2

38

24 Teachers Credit Union Common-law

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 2

37

Total score 11 11 7 10 10 8 2 12 8 10 8 3 2 11 4 8 11 8 3 8 7 5 6 4 5 6 2 12 5 9 9 6 6 5 5 9 8 8 12 8 292.00

Average score 1.8 1.8 1.2 1.7 1.7 1.3 0.3 2.0 1.3 1.7 1.3 0.5 0.3 1.8 0.7 1.3 1.8 1.3 0.5 1.3 1.2 0.8 1.0 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.3 2.0 0.8 1.5 1.5 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.8 1.5 1.3 1.3 2.0 1.3 48.67
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Dataset overview: Commercial stock exchange quoted banks versus legal classification

[image: image53.emf]Nr Company name Legal classification

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40

Total score

1 ING Group Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

74

3 BNP Paribas Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 1 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 2

42

7 Sociéte Générale Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2

54

8 Deutsche Bank Code-law

2 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

54

9

Landesbank Baden-

Württemberg  Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2

55

12 Erste Group Bank Code-law

2 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

33

Total score 12 12 12 8 11 11 6 12 8 12 12 1 2 12 7 6 10 11 3 10 9 6 6 2 7 6 0 6 4 8 8 6 7 7 6 8 8 10 10 10 312.00

Average score 2 2 2 1.3 1.8 1.8 1 2 1.3 2 2 0.2 0.3 2 1.2 1 1.7 1.8 0.5 1.7 1.5 1 1 0.3 1.2 1 0 1.00 0.67 1.3 1.3 1 1.2 1.2 1 1.3 1.3 1.7 1.67 1.7 52.00

2 HSBC Holdings Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2

66

4 Bank of America corp Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2

43

5 Royal Bank of Schotland Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

74

6 Citigroup Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0

65

10 Royal Bank of Canada Common-law

2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0

69

11 ANZ Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

73

Total score 12 12 12 11 12 12 10 10 8 12 11 6 6 12 8 10 10 10 2 10 12 10 6 8 11 11 0 12 12 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 12 12 8 390.00

Average score 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.8 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.7 1.3 2.0 1.8 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.3 1.7 2.0 1.7 1.0 1.3 1.8 1.8 0.0 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 2.0 2.0 1.3 65.00
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Appendix I: Results Bank type versus legal classification

Dataset overview: Bank type versus legal classification

[image: image54.emf]Nr Company name Bank type

Legal 

classification

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40

Total 

score

1 ING Group Commercial Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

3 BNP Paribas Commercial Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 1 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 2 42

7 Sociéte Générale Commercial Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 54

8 Deutsche Bank Commercial Bank Code-law

2 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 54

9

Landesbank Baden-

Württemberg 

Commercial Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2 55

12 Erste Group Bank Commercial Bank Code-law

2 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33

Total score

12 12 12 8 11 11 6 12 8 12 12 1 2 12 7 6 10 11 3 10 9 6 6 2 7 6 0 6 4 8 8 6 7 7 6 8 8 10 10 10 312.00

Average score

2 2 2 1.3 1.8 1.8 1 2 1.3 2 2 0.2 0.3 2 1.2 1 1.7 1.8 0.5 1.7 1.5 1 1 0.3 1.2 1 0 1 0.7 1.3 1.3 1 1.2 1.2 1 1.3 1.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 52.00

2 HSBC Holdings Commercial Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 66

4 Bank of America corp Commercial Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 43

5 Royal Bank of Schotland Commercial Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

6 Citigroup Commercial Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 65

10 Royal Bank of Canada Commercial Bank Common-law

2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 69

11 ANZ Bank Commercial Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 73

Total score

12 12 12 11 12 12 10 10 8 12 11 6 6 12 8 10 10 10 2 10 12 10 6 8 11 11 0 12 12 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 12 12 8.0 390.00

Average score

2 2 2 1.8 2 2 1.7 1.7 1.3 2 1.8 1 1 2 1.3 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.3 1.7 2 1.7 1 1.3 1.8 1.8 0 2 2 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 2 2 1.3 65.00

13 Credit Agricole Cooperative Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2 52

14 Groupe Caisse d'Épargne Cooperative Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 46

15 Rabobank Cooperative Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 71

16 Österreichische Volksbank Cooperative Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 52

17 DZ Bank Cooperative Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 56

18 Raiffeisen Zentralbank Cooperative Bank Code-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 59

Total score

12 12 12 12 12 12 6 12 12 10 8 0 0 12 2 7 11 12 1 8 9 7 8 8 6 6 2 8 12 3 3 11 11 8 9 10 10 12 12 8.0 336.00

Average score

2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1.7 1.3 0 0 2 0.3 1.2 1.8 2 0.2 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.3 1.3 1 1 0.3 1.33 2 0.5 0.5 1.8 1.8 1.3 1.5 1.7 1.7 2 2 1.3 56.00

19 VanCity Cooperative Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 68

20 Cooperative Bank UK Cooperative Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

21 Credit Union Australia Cooperative Bank Common-law

2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 26

22 Desjardins Group Cooperative Bank Common-law

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 0 49

23 Alterna Bank Cooperative Bank Common-law

2 2 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 38

24 Teachers Credit Union Cooperative Bank Common-law

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 2 37

Total score

11 11 7 10 10 8 2 12 8 10 8 3 2 11 4 8 11 8 3 8 7 5 6 4 5 6 2 12 5 9 9 6 6 5 5 9 8 8 12 8.0 292.00

Average score

1.8 1.8 1.2 1.7 1.7 1.3 0.3 2 1.3 1.7 1.3 0.5 0.3 1.8 0.7 1.3 1.8 1.3 0.5 1.3 1.2 0.8 1 0.7 0.8 1 0.3 2.00 0.8 1.5 1.5 1 1 0.8 0.8 1.5 1.3 1.3 2 1.3 48.67


Appendix J: Results Bank type versus use of GRI

Dataset overview: Bank type versus use of GRI

[image: image55.emf]Nr Company name Use of GRI

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22 Q23 Q24 Q25 Q26 Q27 Q28 Q29 Q30 Q31 Q32 Q33 Q34 Q35 Q36 Q37 Q38 Q39 Q40

Total 

score

1 ING Group GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

8 Deutsche Bank GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 54

4 Bank of America corp GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 43

5 Royal Bank of Schotland GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

10 Royal Bank of Canada GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 69

11 ANZ Bank GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 73

Total score

12 12 12 9 12 12 8 10 10 12 11 6 8 12 10 8 10 10 3 10 12 8 6 8 10 10 0 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 12 10 10 12 12 10 387.00

Average score

2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 1.3 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.8 1.0 1.3 2.0 1.7 1.3 1.7 1.7 0.5 1.7 2.0 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.7 1.7 0.0 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.7 1.7 2.0 2.0 1.7 64.50

7 Sociéte Générale GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 54

9

Landesbank Baden-

Württemberg 

GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 2 55

2 HSBC Holdings GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 1 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 66

6 Citigroup GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 0 65

Total score

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 4 8 8 0 0 8 4 6 8 8 1 8 7 6 4 2 6 4 0 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 4 8 8 8 8 6 240.00

Average score

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.0 0.3 2.0 1.8 1.5 1.0 0.5 1.5 1.0 0.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 60.00

3 BNP Paribas no

2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 1 2 2 1 0 2 0 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 2 42

12 Erste Group Bank no

2 2 2 0 1 2 0 2 1 2 2 0 0 2 1 2 1 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33

Total score

4 4 4 2 3 3 0 4 2 4 4 1 0 4 1 2 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 3 0 2 0 2 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 2 75.00

Average score

2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.5 1.5 0.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 0.5 0.0 2.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 37.50

15 Rabobank GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 71

16 Österreichische Volksbank GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 52

17 DZ Bank GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 56

19 VanCity GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 68

20 Cooperative Bank UK GRI G3 Guidelines

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 74

Total score

10 10 10 10 10 10 8 10 10 10 8 2 2 10 6 8 10 10 3 10 10 8 8 8 6 6 4 8 8 4 4 8 8 6 10 10 10 10 10 8 321.00

Average score

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.6 0.4 0.4 2.0 1.2 1.6 2.0 2.0 0.6 2.0 2.0 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.2 1.2 0.8 1.6 1.6 0.8 0.8 1.6 1.6 1.2 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.6 64.20

13 Credit Agricole GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 2 2 52

14 Groupe Caisse d'Épargne GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 46

18 Raiffeisen Zentralbank GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 2 0 2 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 0 59

22 Desjardins Group GRI Indicator

2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 2 0 49

Total score

8 8 8 8 8 8 0 8 8 6 6 0 0 8 0 3 7 7 0 4 5 4 6 4 4 6 0 6 8 4 4 5 5 4 4 6 6 8 8 4 206.00

Average score

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 1.5 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.8 1.8 1.8 0.0 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.0 1.5 0.0 1.5 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.5 2.0 2.0 1.0 51.50

21 Credit Union Australia no

2 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 0 26

23 Alterna Bank no

2 2 1 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 38

24 Teachers Credit Union no

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 2 2 37

Total score

5 5 1 4 4 2 0 6 2 4 2 1 0 5 0 4 5 3 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 1 4 4 4 4 3 0 3 2 2 6 4 101

Average score

1.7 1.7 0.3 1.3 1.3 0.7 0.0 2.0 0.7 1.3 0.7 0.3 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.3 1.7 1.0 0.3 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.7 0.7 2.0 1.3 33.67

Commercial listed banks

Cooperative banks



Appendix K: Scorecards second coders

[image: image56.emf]VanCity

Aspect 1: Engagement Methods (18 Points)

1) Does the company utilize stakeholder engagement? 2

2) Does the company use a range of different stakeholder engagement techniques? 2

3) Does the company engage stakeholders at both the local/community level and national/ 1

international level?

4) Does the company have an official policy or statement that commits it to conducting 2

stakeholder engagement?

5) Does the company seek to engage opposition voices regularly over time? 2

6) Does the company accommodate unique stakeholder needs and capacity requirements? 2

7) Does the company utilize multi-stakeholder engagement processes that involve real-time 2

interaction between several different stakeholder groups?

8) Does the company have a standing, corporate-level stakeholder panel or committee? 2

9) Does the company provide an online forum where stakeholders interact with the company 2

regarding CSR/sustainability issues?

Points 17

Aspect 2: Stakeholder Identification (8 Points)

10) Does the company identify which groups of people it considers to be its stakeholders? 2

11) Does the company's list of stakeholders include all key groups? 2

12) Does the company describe its method for identifying and selecting the specific 2

13) Are stakeholders involved in the process of identifying other stakeholder organizations that 2

should be involved in the company's engagement program?

Points 8

Aspect 3: Sustainability Communication (10 Points)

14) Does the company describe its process and organizational structure for managing 2

sustainability issues?

15) Does the company communicate the criteria it uses to identify its material corporate social 2

responsibility (CSR) issues?

16) Is stakeholder feedback used by the company to help determine its material CSR issues? 2

17) Has the company set and reported progress against sustainability performance goals? 2

18) Does the company communicate challenges and/or shortfalls in its sustainability and 2

corporate responsibility activities?

Points 10

Aspect 4: Engagement Reporting (18 Points)

19) Is the history of engagement discussed? 0

20) Is the strategic rationale for engagement explained? 2

21) Does the company list examples of specific engagement activities it has undertaken? 2

22) Does the company describe in detail the engagements it has undertaken? 2

23) Are case studies presented that involve stakeholder engagement as a key element? 2

24) Is an in-depth analysis of stakeholders presented? 0

25) Does the company report a variety of specific stakeholder concerns? 0

26) Does the company systematically respond to specific stakeholder concerns? 0

27) Is stakeholder commentary included in the report? 0

Points 8

Aspect 5: Feedback Opportunities (4 Points)

28) Does the company provide a feedback mechanism for its corporate social responsibility 2

29) Does the company provide issue-specific contact information? 1

Points 3

Aspect 6: Improvement Processes (10 Points)

30) Are formal evaluations of engagement processes undertaken, using stakeholder feedback? 2

31) Does the company show that they have changed (or will change) their stakeholder 2

engagement strategy in response to stakeholder feedback?

32) Has the company set goals for its future stakeholder engagement efforts? 0

33) Are these goals specific, measurable, and time-bound? 0

34) Does the company report its previous stakeholder engagement goals, and measure 0

Points 4

Aspect 7: Information Quality and Accessibility (12 Points)

35) Does the company's report align with the Global Reporting Initiative? 2

36) Does the company go beyond standard practice in making CSR and sustainability 2

37) Does the company go beyond standard practice in guiding stakeholders on how to find 2

information of interest to them?

38) Does the company provide sustainability data for specific facilities, divisions, products, etc.? 2

39) Does the company allow their sustainability data to be easily downloaded for use by 2

stakeholders?

40) Is the company’s CSR report independently assured? 2

Points 12

Total points:

62

Assessing stakeholder engagement: The Stakeholder Score

Name second coder: Drs. A. Davarci

Profession: Lecturer Business Economics

Company: Hogeschool Rotterdam

Mail: a.davarci@hro.nl


[image: image57.emf]ING

Aspect 1: Engagement Methods (18 Points)

1) Does the company utilize stakeholder engagement? 2

2) Does the company use a range of different stakeholder engagement techniques? 2

3) Does the company engage stakeholders at both the local/community level and national/ 2

international level?

4) Does the company have an official policy or statement that commits it to conducting 2

stakeholder engagement?

5) Does the company seek to engage opposition voices regularly over time? 2

6) Does the company accommodate unique stakeholder needs and capacity requirements? 2

7) Does the company utilize multi-stakeholder engagement processes that involve real-time 2

interaction between several different stakeholder groups?

8) Does the company have a standing, corporate-level stakeholder panel or committee? 2

9) Does the company provide an online forum where stakeholders interact with the company 2

regarding CSR/sustainability issues?

Points 18

Aspect 2: Stakeholder Identification (8 Points)

10) Does the company identify which groups of people it considers to be its stakeholders? 2

11) Does the company's list of stakeholders include all key groups? 2

12) Does the company describe its method for identifying and selecting the specific 0

13) Are stakeholders involved in the process of identifying other stakeholder organizations that 1

should be involved in the company's engagement program?

Points 5

Aspect 3: Sustainability Communication (10 Points)

14) Does the company describe its process and organizational structure for managing 2

sustainability issues?

15) Does the company communicate the criteria it uses to identify its material corporate social 1

responsibility (CSR) issues?

16) Is stakeholder feedback used by the company to help determine its material CSR issues? 1

17) Has the company set and reported progress against sustainability performance goals? 2

18) Does the company communicate challenges and/or shortfalls in its sustainability and 0

corporate responsibility activities?

Points 6

Aspect 4: Engagement Reporting (18 Points)

19) Is the history of engagement discussed? 2

20) Is the strategic rationale for engagement explained? 2

21) Does the company list examples of specific engagement activities it has undertaken? 2

22) Does the company describe in detail the engagements it has undertaken? 2

23) Are case studies presented that involve stakeholder engagement as a key element? 2

24) Is an in-depth analysis of stakeholders presented? 2

25) Does the company report a variety of specific stakeholder concerns? 2

26) Does the company systematically respond to specific stakeholder concerns? 2

27) Is stakeholder commentary included in the report? 0

Points 16

Aspect 5: Feedback Opportunities (4 Points)

28) Does the company provide a feedback mechanism for its corporate social responsibility 1

29) Does the company provide issue-specific contact information? 1

Points 2

Aspect 6: Improvement Processes (10 Points)

30) Are formal evaluations of engagement processes undertaken, using stakeholder feedback? 2

31) Does the company show that they have changed (or will change) their stakeholder 2

engagement strategy in response to stakeholder feedback?

32) Has the company set goals for its future stakeholder engagement efforts? 2

33) Are these goals specific, measurable, and time-bound? 2

34) Does the company report its previous stakeholder engagement goals, and measure 2

Points 10

Aspect 7: Information Quality and Accessibility (12 Points)

35) Does the company's report align with the Global Reporting Initiative? 2

36) Does the company go beyond standard practice in making CSR and sustainability 2

37) Does the company go beyond standard practice in guiding stakeholders on how to find 2

information of interest to them?

38) Does the company provide sustainability data for specific facilities, divisions, products, etc.? 2

39) Does the company allow their sustainability data to be easily downloaded for use by 2

stakeholders?

40) Is the company’s CSR report independently assured? 2

Points 12

Total points:

69

Assessing stakeholder engagement: The Stakeholder Score

Name second coder: J.J. Laare Msc

Profession: Projectcontroller 

Company: Balance

Mail: jj.laare@pzh.nl


Economic;


Legal;


Ethical; and


Philanthropic responsibilities.
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