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Abstract
Over the past decades, Corporate Social Reporting (CSR) has become an important topic in the world of business. Stakeholders are increasingly interested whether companies show responsible behavior towards social and environmental issues. The business community started to report on their social, environmental and ethical activities. The Dutch government tries to play an active role in promoting the use of guidelines and international standards. One of these actions is the Transparantiebenchmark. The purpose of this report is to give the ministry of Economic Affairs an overview of the transparency in reports of CSR activities, trends and progresses in the policy of the largest Dutch companies. Since 2007, companies in the Netherlands are examined on different aspects of quality in the CSR- and annual reports and ranked in a list every year with help of an index. This thesis investigates whether or not the Transparantiebenchmark sets its criteria in line with the international guidelines of the GRI. Using a self-made index to measure the degree of application of the GRI Guidelines, the Transparantiebenchmark is compared with the GRI. 42 companies who are both listed on the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 and the GRI Reporting list 2010 are used as sample population. Due to differences in the criteria between the Transparantiebenchmark and GRI the ranking of companies on the lists differ. My recommendation for the Transparantiebenchmark is to adjust the criteria based on these points of difference. In this way progress can be made, in line with the international guidelines, in the reports of Dutch companies 
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Chapter 1 : Introduction

1.1 Introduction
Over the past decades, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become an important topic in the world of business. Management of companies have come under increasing pressure to pursue socially responsive behavior from a variety of stakeholder groups including shareholders, employees, investors, consumers and managers (Brammer, 2007). These stakeholders are increasingly interested whether companies show responsible behavior towards social and environmental issues. The business community started to report on their social, environmental and ethical activities.
Corporate Social Responsibility became a hot topic in the Netherlands as well. MVO (Maatschappelijk Verantwoord Ondernemen) is the key word for business in the 21st century.  MVO is in line with the people-planet-profit-thinking of John Elkington (Elkington, 1998), and stands for the accountability of companies on doing sustainable business. 
Since 2004 The Ministry of Economic Affairs (MEZ) publishes a report conducted by PWC, and during the last two years by KPMG, about the transparency of CSR-reports of Dutch firms, named “Transparantiebenchmark”. The purpose of this report is to give an overview of the CSR activities, trends and progresses of the largest Dutch companies. The Transparantiebenchmark deals with the visibility of CSR in the company which encourages companies to make progress of CSR in their policies. Because of the visibility of CSR in sustainability reports, stakeholders are able to control and discuss efforts made by the company. With the help of an index, different aspects of quality in the CSR- and annual reports of 500 companies in the Netherlands in the year 2009 are examined and ranked in a list. 
1.2 Relevance of the topic

The Transparantiebenchmark judges sustainability reports using several performance indicators. It is possible companies respond on this way of judgment and only report explicitly on these indicators. In this way companies achieve a high rank on the Transparantiebenchmark, which is motivating because of the free and positive publicity. A consequence is that these companies do not meet all the criteria of the international ‘Sustainability Reporting Guidelines’ by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) anymore. However, as stated in the introduction of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 criteria-report, this year the score is made more up to date with help of the revised version of the RJ 400. In this revised version, the RJ 400 is more in line with the guidelines of the GRI. Is the Transparantiebenchmark made comparable again with the GRI Guidelines?
1.3 Research question
Because of the problem outlined in the paragraph above, the main research question is defined as: 
Is the ranking of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 comparable to the ranking of an index based on the guidelines of GRI?
First of all, some sub questions will be used to get a broader understanding of CSR, CSR disclosure and the existing indexes used in this research. These indexes will be discussed in the theoretical background of the thesis. The sub questions are formulated as follows:

-
What is CSR?
-
What are the motives for CSR?
-
What kind of reporting guidelines are available to report on strategy and results?
-
What is the status of CSR in the Netherlands?
-
What is the Transparantiebenchmark, published by the Ministry of Economic Affairs?
-
What are the guidelines of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)?
The research question will be tested via some sub questions and hypotheses. The sub questions are formulated as follows:
-
What are the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark?
-
What are the differences in criteria between the Transparantiebenchmark of the year
          2009 and 2010?
-
What are the GRI Guidelines?
-
How can the GRI Guidelines be measured as an index?

After answering the sub questions, I will be able to examine the following hypotheses:
-
The Transparantiebenchmark does not result in the same ranking list as the index based on GRI guidelines
-
The Transparantiebenchmark 2010 is more related to the index based on GRI guidelines than the Transparantiebenchmark 2009
1.4 Structure
The structure of the thesis is as follows: Chapter one consists of the introduction, including the background, relevance, problem definition and methodology. In chapter two, three and four, the theoretical background regarding CSR, CSR in the Netherlands and the Transparantiebenchmark is discussed. Also in chapter four is the explanation of the theoretical basis for the empirical part of this research. In chapter five the hypotheses development is described. Chapter six describes the research methodology and data gathered. Chapter seven presents the analysis of the results to answer the hypotheses. Chapter eight is the conclusion with the answer to the main question of this research and ends with limitations and possibilities for further research.
Chapter 2 : Theoretical background of CSR

In this chapter the theoretical background of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is presented. To get an understanding of the topic, first the concept and the history of CSR is explained. After that, different theoretical frameworks for CSR are discussed, the motives to implement CSR are explained and the guidelines of CSR are shown. This chapter ends with a summary of  the most important empirical research related to this topic.
2.1 Concepts of CSR
To gain more insight in the concept of CSR, the starting point of this chapter is to discuss several definitions. According the definition the European Commission maintains, CSR is “a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis.” (European Commission, 2001, p. 4) However, hundreds of  different definitions have been proposed trying to explain CSR at the best way.  The first formal definition is the one by Howard R. Bowen (1953) : “It refers to the obligations of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decision, or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society” The publication by Howard Bowen of his book ‘Social Responsibilities of the Businessman’ is argued to mark the beginnings of the modern period of literature on this subject. Fifty-eight years of research and development on this topic gave no formal and clear definition, but made CSR a diverse and complex concept which covers a wide range of ideas. To establish a better understanding, several methodological approaches are used trying to come to a clear definition of CSR. A summary of these approaches is presented by Dahlsrund (2006), in his analysis of several CSR-definitions. First of all, Carroll (1999) presented a literature review of CSR definitions in academic literature. He tries to trace the evolution of the concept and definition of CSR, with the start in 1950s and defining the growth and change of the concept during the following decades. Others follow this approach of available definitions in more or less the same way, e.g. Mior (2001). Another methodological approach is to conduct interviews. Azer (2001) presents three ‘well known’ definitions of CSR and explores them by interviewing business representatives. One of the conclusions from the paper is that CSR should be viewed as a process and not as a destination. Yet another approach is to construct a definition through theoretical reasoning. An example is the method of Van Marrewijk (2003). He combines literature review and philosophical analysis. Based on these variety of methodologies a conclusion can be made that there is not one definition for CSR, but that it should be seen as a broad concept. There is no standard recipe, corporate sustainability is a custom made process (Van Marrewijk and Werre, 2003). Van Marrewijk supports this view when he concludes that the ‘one solution fits all’ definition for CSR should be abandoned, accepting more specific definitions which match the development, awareness and ambition levels of organizations. 
The reason of all these different definitions and implementations is a result of the main goal of CSR. Managers of companies are trying to meet the objectives and goals of all their stakeholders by voluntary disclose information what is going beyond legal compliance. Resulting from increasing globalization and increased awareness of potentially unsustainable side-effects of economic success, stakeholders are all interested whether companies show responsible behavior towards social and economical values. But with customers, employees, suppliers, community groups, governments and some stockholders, many conflicting goals and objectives arise. In this research no specific definition will be used, but the concept of CSR should be clear.
As mentioned before, CSR covers a wide range of issues. Indeed, CSR Europe, a membership organization of large companies across Europe, in its reporting guidelines looks at the following areas (Mior, 2001) : Workplace (employees); marketplace (customer, suppliers); environment; community; ethics; and human rights. Business Impact (2000) tries to describe the basis of these areas in some key principles. These principles are formulated as follows:
· Treat employees fairly and equitably;

· Operate ethically and with integrity;

· Respect to basic human rights;

· Sustain the environment for future generations;

· Be a caring neighbor in their communities

The quantity of disclosed information is for every company different, because of the voluntary base of these guidelines. CSR can be disclosed in several ways. Both self-reporting by organizations and reporting about organizations by third parties; information in the annual report and any other form of communication; both public domain and private information; information in any medium, e.g. financial, non-financial, quantitative or non-quantitative. (Gray, 1995)
2.2 History of CSR
After studying the definition of CSR, the conclusion can be made that the first definition of CSR is changed over the years. Because of that, a short summary of the history is provided to get a complete picture of CSR.
Moratis and Van der Veen (Basisboek MVO, 2010) argue that corporate social responsibility is as old as capitalism. In 1759 Adam Smith already emphasized in his book ‘The theory of moral sentiments’ the importance of ethical forces: Free market force and international trading should be fostered with the agreement of constraints imposed because of justice and respect to others. However, the Industrial Revolution resulted in a large scale of economic production and growing power of companies. Because of the aggressive competition, there was no attention for the impact of the success on employees, direct society or the environment. Only in the second phase of the Industrial Revolution, during the late 19th century, the awareness raised that good care of employees was in advantage of the company itself. This resulted in building houses for employees, the construct of social services and take-care of companies. During the period of 1900-1960, the business society accepted to get other responsibilities than only making gain and satisfy legislation. 
The first important  literature about CSR dates from the 1950s. In these years, CSR was more often referred as social responsibility. As noted before, Bowen’s (1953) work is argued to mark the beginnings of the modern period of literature on this subject, and he is even called ‘The father of corporate social responsibility’. The decade of the 1960s market a significant growth in attempts to formalize and state what CSR means. The civil rights movement, consumerism, and environmentalism affected society's expectations of business. Based on the general idea that those with great power have great responsibility, many called for the business world to be more proactive in ceasing the cause of social problems starting to participate in solving them. One of the most prominent writers was Keith Davis, who became well known for his view on the relation between social responsibility and business power. He set forth his now-famous ‘Iron law of responsibility’ which held that social responsibilities of businessmen need to be commensurate with their social power (Davis, 1960).
From that moment, Elkington (1998) describes the development of CSR in three pressure waves. The first one takes place around the end of 1960s via some social events, like the foundation in 1969 of the Friends of the Earth, in 1970 of Greenpeace and in 1970 the first Earth Day is being organized. The second wave, at the end of the 1980s, was characterized by many scandals, including the explosion in the chemical factory in Bhopal (India), the disaster in 1986 in Tsjernobyl (Russia) and in 1989 the disaster with the Exxon Valdez in Alaska (United States). The third wave of Elkington was characterized by globalization. In 1987 the World Commission on Environment and Development published the ‘Brundtland-report’ in which sustainability was the main topic. Corporations throughout the whole world started discussions with each other and more worldwide agreements took place, like the Kyoto agreement in 1997.
A lot of aspects resulted in the increasing focus on CSR: The large scale production, growing power of companies, the aggressive competition, globalization, the power of media, the importance of the human factor and intangible assets like reputation and quality of life, the power of consumers and lots of  corporate scandals and environmental disasters makes CSR an important factor in today’s business.
2.3 Theoretical framework 
In this paragraph, theories will be identified which might explain active CSR. Disclose or report about CSR is a way to inform people about your policy. But the reason of adopting CSR varies. In the history of CSR so far, a lot of theories are used to explain why organizations might choose to adopt CSR activities in their businesses. In this paragraph, the most common theories are explained, e.g. the agency theory, stakeholder theory, legitimacy theory, social contracts theory and the triple-P bottom line theory.

2.3.1 Agency Theory
Milton Friedman (1970) expressed that the mere existence of CSR was a signal of an agency problem within the firm. The agency theory assumes that a conflict of interest arises between creditors, shareholders and management because of differing goals. According to Jensen and Meckling (1976), these conflicting interests arise when managers hold little equity in the corporation, which leads managers to engage in non-maximizing behavior. Due this behavior of management, shareholders tend to control firms decisions. Corporations can reduce the shareholder’s monitoring cost by disclosing information, which result in a way of active disclosing.


2.3.2 Stakeholder theory
In contrast to the agency theory, Freeman (1984) presented a more positive view of managers’ support of CSR. Freeman’s stakeholder theory asserts that managers must satisfy a variety of groups or individual persons who can influence firm outcomes. According to this view, Clarkson (1995, p106) analyses these groups into primary and secondary stakeholders. He defines a primary stakeholder group as ‘one without whose continuing participation the corporation cannot survive as a going concern’ – with the primary group including ‘shareholders and investors, employees, customers and suppliers, together with what is defined as the public stakeholder group: the governments and communities that provide infrastructures and markets, whose laws and regulations must be obeyed, and to whom taxes and obligations may be due. 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’. Coming back to the problem: it is not sufficient for managers to focus exclusively on the needs of stockholders, or the owners of the corporation. Stakeholder theory implies that it can be beneficial for the firm to engage in certain CSR activities that non-financial stakeholders perceive to be important, because these groups might withdraw their support for the firm. 

2.3.3. Legitimacy theory
Suchman (1995, p. 574) defines legitimacy as ‘a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definition.’ In this respect, the legitimacy theory has a strong relationship with the previous described stakeholder theory. Lindblom (1994, cited in Gray et al., 1996) notes that legitimacy is not necessarily a benign process for organizations to obtain legitimacy from society. She argues that an organization may employ four broad legitimation strategies when faced with different legitimation threats:
· Seek to educate its stakeholders about the organization’s intentions to improve that performance;
· Seek to change the organization’s perceptions of event (but without changing the organization’s actual performance);

· Distract (i.e. manipulate) attention away from the issue of concern;

· Seek to change external expectations about its performance

Thus legitimacy might be seen as a key reason for undertaking corporate social behavior and also then using that activity as a form of publicity or influence. A way to inform shareholders and interested people about their corporate social behavior is by publishing a CSR report. Wood (1991) includes a ‘legitimacy principle’ in her framework of structural principles of CSR, whereby she assumed that businesses that abuse the power society grants them will lose that power.

2.3.4 Social responsibility theory
According to the societal approach, companies are responsible to society as a whole, of which they are an integral part. Business decisions have social consequences. Companies cannot only decide on the basis of the economic consequences. ‘When we conduct our business activity, we don’t leave any footprint on the earth - the earth is as healthy as it would have been had we not been there’ said Professor David Baron in the Stanford Business 
 The principle of the public or social responsibility theory derives from the work of Preston and Post (1975). Wood (2010, p. 54) expresses it as follows : ‘Businesses are responsible for outcomes related to their primary and secondary areas of involvement with society.’

2.3.5. Triple-P Bottom Line theory
One of the most widely accepted terms in CSR is the one of the triple-P bottom line. The term is introduced in the book ‘Cannibals with Forks’ from John Elkington (1997). Triple P concerns beside the drive for Profit, take account for the shareholders within and outside the company (People) and take care for the environmental impact (Planet). Elkington's starting point is that, in order to be labeled as a sustainable business, firms need to attain a certain minimum performance (i.e. the bottom line) in all these three areas, and find the right balance between those.
2.3.6 Used theory in this research
In the previous subchapters, several theories are used to explain why organizations might choose to adopt CSR activities in their business. Most theories are touching some close related points of reasoning to adopt CSR. However, the legitimacy theory is not comprehensive enough, because CSR is more than following the rules and laws. The agency theory, to reduce monitoring costs, is not the only reason why companies report nowadays. The stakeholders theory is more applied to disclosure as a whole instead of reporting about CSR. So, the theories who are mostly in line with this research are the social responsibility theory, who says that companies have their responsibilities to the social consequences of doing business and the Triple-P Bottom Line, who has specified the social responsibility theory about twenty years later in the P’s of planet and people. Both theories prescribe the reason of implementing CSR in business’ activities at most. CSR reporting is the best way to publish and inform interested people about their CSR activities in line with these two theories.
2.4 Motives to implement CSR 
During the last decades, many companies worldwide started to implement CSR. However, it is still not a commonly accepted view that CSR has only a good side. There are both positive and negative effects. One of the most heard negative comment is that CSR involves the undertaking of a set of actions which are potentially cost increasing, such as higher attention to labor conditions within the firm and the adoption of more environmentally, and often more costly, productive processes (Becchetti, 2005) . These sources of additional costs need to be compensated by some potential benefits to be economic sustainable. In this paragraph, some of these potential benefits will be explained. 
Reputation/Image
In a competitive market, corporation reputation and brand image has become an important tool. Having a good CSR image by acting ethical and responsible can create competitive benefits such as  improved sales, strengthen financial relations and harmonize employee relations. Examples of this could include decision to improve product quality or donate to medical research, both of which might have an initial detrimental impact on profitability but contribute to the improvement in the company’s market image which may translate to increases in both profitability and market valuation in the longer-term. (Bird, 2007)
Customer attraction
The improved sales mentioned before is in relation with customer attraction. Today’s customers are not only concerned about the quality or the price of products or series, but also about the way they have been produced and if the process has harmed the society, its resources or its people. ‘Consumers have become increasingly sensitive to the CSR performance of the companies from which they buy their goods and services’(Smith, 2003) 
Strengthen financial relations
Investors do not want to invest in an irresponsible and unethical business since those companies are less valued on the market. Therefore investors are more inclined to invest in businesses with outstanding reputation than one without (Smith, 2003). Also having a good image/reputation could in addition strengthen the financial relation with governments and other regulatory bodies which might impose significant costs on the company. An example of this might be taking action to voluntarily control pollution emission which may again come at an initial cost but might dissuade government from introducing regulations or taxes on the company which may have imposed even greater costs on the company.
Risk mitigation
In relation with the previous motives, risk mitigation is also a motive to implement CSR. According to Bassen et al. (2006) it is apparent that irresponsible corporate behavior may cause risk. One of the major risks of irresponsible corporate behavior is the threat of losing a good reputation. Referring to the paragraph of reputation/image, incidents caused by irresponsible behavior can damage the trust and the loyalty of stakeholders towards a company. If a company operates in a responsible manner, investors face a lower risk of consumer boycotts and are more likely to invest (which is according the strengthen financial relations). Engaging in CSR activities from the corporate governance point of view, e.g. transparent reporting, lowers the material risk (Bassen et al. 2006). To conclude CSR can lead to risk mitigation which can bring opportunities to, for example, financial indicators like annual sales level, improved debt assets ratio and a lower cost of capital.
Workers performance
Becchetti et all. (2005) argues that implementation of CSR has positive results on the market value of the firm by improving workers productivity. CSR brings more productive workers and greater employee loyalty. Good working condition and relations cannot only help companies to keep their human capital but also attract new people. Employees typically prefer to work for social responsible firms (Smith, 2003). 
2.5 CSR reporting standards and guidelines 
As mentioned in the paragraphs before, there are different motives  to implement CSR activities. To show that they pursue corporate social behavior, companies launch sustainability reports, e.g. CSR reports. In this way, they inform their shareholders and gather positive publicity. Because reporting about CSR is not mandatory, there are no specific requirements for the nature of such a report. In every country and even for different sectors,  different themes of CSR are important. There are several different guidelines and opinions created by different regulators and institutions. In this paragraph, only the most common guidelines for CSR reporting will be discussed.
The Global Reporting Initiative, originated from 1997, is developed to provide guidelines for sustainability reporting. The GRI Guidelines were developed by a group of stakeholders and auditors.  Different national guidelines, for example the Dutch Accounting Standard 400 of the Dutch Accounting Standard Board (DASB), are based on the framework of the GRI. The reporting framework of GRI 3 answers two questions: ‘What should be disclosed in the report? ‘and ‘What form should the disclosures take?’ The first question involves content and boundary setting; the second focuses on the quality of the sustainability report. More about the content of the GRI Guidelines will follow in Chapter 3.
Next to the GRI Guidelines, one of the best-known standards is published by the Institute for Social and Ethical Accountability (ISEA), the AA1000 Assurance Standard. Their standard on social and ethical accounting, auditing and reporting (SEAAR) is increasable regarded as an international standard. 
2.6 Empirical research
Literature on the subject of CSR is immense. Many studies are done to investigate all kind of different aspects of CSR. Some studies investigate what kind of corporate social topics are described by companies, or how much is disclosed. (Carroll, 1994; Wood, 1991) Others investigate the differences in CSR between sectors, companies or countries. (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001; Maignan and Ralston, 2002) Lately studies also investigate the impact of the financial crisis on CSR and disclosure (Karaibrahimoglu, 2010; Argandona, 2009) . However, most literature is written about the impact of CSR on the corporate financial performances. The reason of a high quantity of literature about this topic is due the different results. In this paragraph, prior research about the impact of CSR on the corporate financial performances is discussed and split up in subparagraphs with positive, negative, neutral results. 
Earlier theoretical articles (Ullmann,1985; Wood, 1991; Wood 2010) and empirical research reviews (Arlon and Gannon, 1982; Cochran and Wood, 1984; Frooman, 1994; Becchetti, 2005; Margolis et a., 2007)  identified numerous empirical research studies that have investigated the relationship between Corporate Financial Performance (CFP) and Corporate Social Performance (CSP, a measure of CSR). This literature review is build up based on these articles. 

Positive relationship
Most studies examine the relationship between social responsibility and accounting-based performance measures have found positive results. This means that although investments in CSR incur increased costs for companies, they have a positive effect on the firm’s value. Soloman and Hansen (1985, referred in Becchetti, 2005) find that the costs of having a high level of CSR are more than compensated by benefits in employee morale and productivity.  Bragdon and Marlin (1972), Bowman and Haire (1975), and Parket and Eibert (1975)  found positive associations but did not control for the possible effects of other variables. Later studies that have attempted to control for differences in risk have offered more cautious support for the relationship between CFP and CSR. Cochran and Wood (1984) found a positive correlation after controlling for the age of assets. Because financial risk and performance vary in different industries, Sturdivant and Ginter (1977) investigated the relationship with a different sample. They used industry averages instead of companies, which resulted in the conclusion that firms given a honorable mention had higher accounting-based performances than the other firms. 
Another reason for the positive association of CSR and corporate performance is because of the improved stakeholders relationship, found by for example Stanwick and Stanwick (1998) and by Verschoor (1998). Ruf et al. (2001) find that change in CSR is positively associated with growth in sales and that return on sales are positively associated with CSR for three financial periods. Simpson and Kohers (2002) investigated the relation between social and financial performance on a sample of banking firms and also found a positive link. More recent, Margolis et al. (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of 192 effects revealed in 167 studies. The overall effect is positive but small. The association between CSP and CFP is strongest for the analysis of charitable contributions, revealed misdeeds, and environmental performance. The association between CSP and CFP is also stronger when the performance are assessed with help of a self-made report. The association is weakest for the specific dimensions of corporate policies and transparency and when CSP is assessed more broadly trough third-party audits and mutual fund screens.
Negative relationship
Despite of the positive findings, also negative relationships are found. A possible explanation is that an improved social performance is only possible with higher costs. Some papers documenting a negative relationship are those of Freedman and Jaggi (1982), Ingram and Frazier (1983) and Waddock and Graves (1997), where Ingram and Frazier shows a negative interaction between CSR and corporate performances. A study by López, Garcia and Rodriguez (2007) shows that the re-allocation of assets to investments in CSR activities has a negative impact on companies performances in the short run. Preston and O’Bannon (1997) suggests that managers reduce expenditures on social performances to increase short-term profitability and their personal compensation, but when financial performances is poor they divert attention by expenditures on social programs. This negative relationship is in line with the neo-classical view, suggested by Aupperle et al,. (1985) They say that any expenditure on CSR activities will put the company at a competitive disadvantage and so result in a negative relationship between these activities and market performances.
Neutral relationship
Another group of papers finds no significant direction in the link between CSR and corporate performance. Aupperle, Carrol and Hatfield (1985) obtain neutral findings for the relationship between CSR and Return On Assets. A possible explanation of neutral findings can be that CSR shifts the focus from the maximization of shareholder’s value to that of the interest of a wider set of stakeholders. This can change the value for the shareholder, however it does not change the total value itself, since employee productivity may be higher as a result of higher worker’s intrinsic motivation (Ryan et al., 1991; Frey and Oberholzer-Gee, 1997; Kreps, 1997) and minimization of transaction costs with stakeholders (Freeman, 1984). Other papers finding inconclusive results are those of Anderson and Frankle (1980), Freedman and Jaggi (1982) and McWilliams and Siegel (2001) 
Reason of different outcomes
Griffin and Mahon (1997) did research to the relationship between CFP and CSP using 51 earlier theoretical articles and empirical research reviews. They reported that 33 papers reported a positive relationship, 9 had no relationship while 20 papers reported a negative relationship. This lead them conclude that ‘even though there is hope in the large number of studies that have a positive relationship, academics and practitioners alike should be concerned with the variability and inconsistency in these results’. They went on to report some reasons for these inconsistencies in outcomes: 
The first issue identified in the literature is the continual focus on large, cross-sectional studies that incorporate many industries. Despite numerous suggestions that future research on this topic needs to be conducted within specific industries (Wokutch and Spencer, 1987) and recognition that accounting measures of financial performances are inadequate for researcher making large cross-sectional comparisons across industries (Davidson and Worrell, 1990) nearly all of the research has focused on more than one industry (Griffin and Mahon, 1997). With many different industries in one study, the results may mask individual differences for measuring CSP and CFP. 
The second issue identified is the multiple dimensions used to measure corporate financial performances. Previous research has inconsistently used one or only a few measures to assess financial performance (for example, profitability measures such as net income (Friedman 1970) earnings per share (Vance, 1975) return to investors (Abbott and Monsen, 1979) and return on equity (Bowman and Haire, 1975)). Without repeated use of the same measures, it is difficult to develop validity or reliability checks for most of the financial measures. 
The third issue identified in the review of Griffin and Mahon is the need for multiple sources of corporate social performance measures. If researchers only use one source of assessing corporate social performance, probability of deficiencies arise. 
In summary, differences in findings across the groups of papers do not necessarily reflect mistakes or inaccuracies, but most often, differences in observation periods, companies included in the sample, measures of corporate performance and methodological approaches adopted for the empirical analysis. 
Chapter 3 : CSR, the Dutch context

Maatschappelijk Verantwoord Ondernemen (MVO) is de Dutch word for CSR. A separate chapter in this thesis is dedicated to CSR in the Netherlands. In this chapter the history, guidelines and CSR-related organizations specific for the Netherlands are discussed.

3.1 History of CSR in the Netherlands

In the first paragraph of chapter 2, the general history of CSR is discussed. The general development of CSR also applies for the Netherlands. In the period of the Industrial Revolution, also in the Netherlands there were already a few companies like Unilever and Philips, which provided housing, sports and healthcare for their employees. In the period after the Second World War, first the shattered economy should be back on stream, which changes the role of the companies. It is the government who took the social care during these years. But the government couldn’t do this alone, only with involvement of employers and employees. That’s why in 1950 the SER (Sociaal Economische Raad) is founded. Via the SER,  the business society has an role of advising the government, which is still valid.
During the sixties and seventies of the 20th century, people became aware of the consequences of an unlimited growth in welfare. This resulted in the foundation of several organizations and agencies. In 1960, the ASN Bank was founded. A Dutch general saving bank with the goal to lend the deposited funds  on a social responsible way. In 1968, SMO (Stichting Maatschappij & Onderneming) was introduced, founded by a few entrepreneurs who were concerned about the social order . This foundation acted as a centre of knowledge from and for companies. In 1972 the international foundation Club van Rome got well-known and tried to make people and companies aware of sustainable responsibilities. In the following years, awareness of MVO raises slowly and companies like the Body Shop and foundation Max Havelaar got well-known because of their socially responsible way of entrepreneurship. The concept of sustainable development received widespread attention in 1987 when the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) launched their report ‘Our Common Future’. This report, also known as the ‘Brundtland’ report, provides the basement for the interpretation of sustainable development. However, the majority of business was still not convinced.  In the Netherlands, thinking of CSR was greatly stimulated during the ‘90ies, after a number of incidents involving large companies: Brent Spar became an issue of public concern in 1996, when the British government announced its support for Shell’s application for disposal their oil storage in the Atlantic Ocean waters. A protest of Greenpeace resulted in damage for Shell. Another affaire of Shell was the moment people started to boycott the petrol stations of Shell, because of Shell’s attitude of ignoring the actions against apartheid in Africa, in combination with the environmental disasters caused by Shell in Nigeria. Also in 1996, Heineken collapsed after a boycott of consumers, who didn’t agree with the violation of human rights in Burma. These, and some other incidents, resulted in a more active attitude towards CSR of companies and industries. Some examples are the adoption of the in Canada introduced ‘Responsible care’-program by the chemical industry (VNCI), the foundation of the Social Venture Network (SVN) Europe by some Dutch members and the foundation of the ‘Vereniging van Beleggers voor Duurzame Ontwikkeling’  (VBDO), which is an association who defends the interests of sustainable investors and promotes a sustainable way of business by listed companies. In 2002, the MVO platform is founded to promote the collaboration between social organizations, and stimulate, facilitate and coordinate the impact of CSR together. In 2004, the knowledge centre MVO Nederland is introduced, which still is the biggest advisory task on this moment.
 The awareness around the year 2000 that CSR is not a hype but a change in doing business resulted in the development of guidelines and the growing development in advisory in for example websites, conferences and programs. In 1999 the Dutch translation of the GRI guidelines is available, even as the availability of the OESO-guidelines on the website of the NCMO (Nationaal Contactpunt Multinationale Ondernemingen) and the introduction of the SA 8000 in 1997, made by the Dutch Deborah Leipziger. The Sustainability Accounting 8000 is a leading standard in terms of working conditions. In the year 2000, the University of Nyenrode started with the lecture corporate sustainability, for students the availability to become familiar with this subject. Also the government gathers more impact, which will be explained in the following paragraph. 
3.2 Dutch Government and CSR

The Dutch government wants to help companies with total control of their CSR-policy. The government helps companies on several ways, for example by providing handbooks, combining knowledge and providing clear frameworks. The government supports several organizations who helps companies with information and advice about CSR, for example MVO Nederland. The government also tries to play an active role in the promotion to use guidelines and international standards. 
One of these active roles of the government is the expectation that Dutch companies follow the OESO-guidelines for multinationals. This is a comprehensive code of international recommendations on issues such as child labor, employment relationships, human rights, corruption- and environmental damage. Government helps exporting companies with investment subsidies and export credit guarantees. Only companies that adhere to the OESO guidelines are eligible for this account.
Another active role government plays with help of the Transparantiebenchmark. Whit this list,  the ministry of Economic Affairs provides insight in the transparency of the sustainability reports of Dutch companies. More about the content of the Transparantiebenchmark will be explained in the next chapter. The Transparantiebenchmark criteria are based on the guidelines of the Dutch RJ 400 and the ‘Handreiking voor Maatschappelijke Verslaggeving’. In this guide several recommendations for the content of the sustainability and its improving of quality are done. Furthermore, information is given about the information needs of various stakeholder groups, the scope of the report, data collection and methods of communication and publication. These guidelines are intended to give business a guiding framework. 
Sustainable procurement is another way of promoting CSR.
 The Dutch government, provinces and municipalities annually makes purchases for more than 50 billion Euros. With spending this amount on a sustainable way, the authorities encourage the market for sustainable products and services. Through sustainable procurement, buyers takes environmental and social conditions of products and services into account.
3.3 CSR-related organizations
In this paragraph, organizations in the Netherlands who stands for CSR will be discussed. The main goal is to see the impact of this organizations and the importance of them.

3.3.1 MVO Nederland 

The foundation MVO Nederland is the national knowledge-and network organization for CSR Around 1500 business organizations, companies and NGO’s work together to help entrepreneurs with (the start of) their sustainable entrepreneurship. Their main goal is to make CSR the most natural thing in the world, in a way that every entrepreneur sees CSR as the standard for business. MVO Nederland tries to translate sustainability in opportunities in the market, advice, practical examples and contact for every entrepreneur. Via websites, workshops, lectures, events and newsletters, MVO Nederland tries to help entrepreneurs to start with CSR. Besides that, they develop special products and services for big companies and work together with branches to focus on specific business situations.
3.3.2 MVO Platform

To stimulate, facilitate and coordinate the cooperation between sustainable organizations and unions, the network MVO Platform is founded. Beside trying to increase the social impact and reinforcing each other, the focus is on developing countries. After the start in 2002, nowadays the partnership of MVO Platform consist of 33 participating organizations. MVO Platform wants to define CSR more clear, and based on that definition define for every organization and for all together a strategy. Besides that, they want to set up a dialogue with business and government. Because of that, MVO Platform has developed the ‘MVO Referentiekader’ (a framework for references) in 2002.  Those references are a inventory of standards, agreements and operational aspects of CSR in an international role.
3.3.3 VBDO

The VBDO, the Dutch association of investors for sustainable development, is established in 1995. It is the only association of investors in the Netherlands who focuses specific on sustainable society. Their goal is to defend the interests of institutional and private investors who wish to contribute to sustainable development. VBDO tries with its action-oriented way of working to drive both the private or institutional investors and companies in which there will be invested to more sustainability. The idea of VBDO is to take people and environment in account, to keep a world where it’s worth living.
3.3.4 SER

As mentioned before, the SER (social-economical council) gives government and parliament advice on social-economic topics. The SER consist of entrepreneurs, employees and independent experts who wants to contribute to social consensus on national and international issues. The three main objectives are: a balanced economic growth consistent with sustainable development; maximize employment; a reasonable income distribution. One of the most important consequences was the advisory-report ‘Winst van Waarden’ published in the year 2000,  which resulted in a new policy of the government on CSR.
3.3.5 Nationaal Contactpunt (NCP)
The OECD, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) is a collaboration between 34 counties in the world who discuss, study and coordinate social and economical policies. The counties try to solve common problems and seek to align an international policy. Several guidelines are developed to encourage multinational companies to develop  their activities in a social responsible way. Some important recommendations are given in ten different topics : (I) Principles and (II) Human Rights, (III) Reporting, (IV) Labor rights, (V) Environment, (VI) Corruption, (VII) Consumer interest, (VIII) Science and Technology, (IX) Competition, and (X) Tax. 
Each member of the OECD is according the guidelines obliged to set up a National Contact Point (NCP) in their country.  Those NCP’s have two main tasks:
· Make companies familiar with the guidelines and promote the use of it; 

· Treatment of reports of individuals, organizations and businesses that have a disagreement about the application of the guidelines. 
3.3.6 Agentschap.nl
Agentschap.nl is a part of the Ministry of Economic Affairs, Agriculture and Innovation. It consist of 5 divisions with different themes with one management and one front office. The divisions of Agenschap.nl are involved in the implementation of government policies around the themes of sustainability, innovation and international . The topic ‘Sustainability’ consist of two divisions : Energy and Climate Division and the Living and Environment Division. Some objectives are contributing to a clean and safe environment, support local authorities in applying environmental regulations, contributing to a clean and secure energy supply and the stimulation of energy innovation and competitiveness. The topic ‘Innovation’ also consist of two division : The Innovation Division and the Patent Office Division. Their objectives are to strengthen innovative capacity of the Dutch economy and the growth of independent entrepreneurs with employees and more rapid growers. The last topic, ‘International’, consist of one division. Their objectives are to encourage and attract trade and investment from the Netherlands to foreign countries and vice versa, to develop and maintain a positive economic image of the Netherlands abroad, contribute to an international sustainable energy and water infrastructure and develop a healthy business climate and good infrastructure in emerging and developing countries. 
Chapter 4 : Theoretical background of the Transparantiebenchmark and GRI
In this chapter, the main subject of this thesis is more specified. After a general introduction of CSR and an outline of CSR in the Dutch context, this chapter continues in defining the subject. In the first paragraph, the theoretical background of the Transparantiebenchmark is discussed. In the following paragraphs, the criteria points of the Transparantiebenchmark of the years 2009 and 2010 are explained. In the fourth and fifth paragraph, the same is done for the GRI Guidelines and the criteria points of the GRI. After this chapter, it is possible to compare the points of criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark and the GRI. The same can be done between the Transparantiebenchmark of 2009 and 2010, which both is done in the following chapter. 
4.1 Transparantiebenchmark
The government asks companies to be transparent about their CSR policy and activities. With good reporting stakeholders are able to discuss with the company about their efforts. That gives the company the opportunity to strengthen with constructive criticism of its stakeholders. To provide more insight in the way Dutch companies report their CSR activities, since 2004 the Transparantiebenchmark is performed. The Transparantiebenchmark is a ranking list of companies, based on a score of performance in transparency. The audit firm PricewaterhouseCoopers conducted, commissioned by and under responsibility of the Ministry of Economic Affairs, an annual survey to improve transparency in reports of the largest Dutch companies regarding corporate social responsibility. In the year 2010 and the coming year 2011, KPMG performs this survey. For a proper understanding of the Transparantiebenchmark it is important to emphasize that the transparency in reporting is measured and not a company’s actual activities or results in the field of CSR. With this benchmark, companies can systematically compare their results of sustainability reporting with those of others. This comparison with other companies is useful to make progress in the way of reporting.
In December 2010, the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 is published. In this version, new criteria are handled for reports of the year 2009. With updating the scores, the revised ‘Richtlijn 400’ and ‘Handreiking voor Maatschappelijke Verslaggeving’ is used. This revised version of the RJ 400 is more in line with the guidelines of the GRI. There is a distinction made between on the one hand objective scoring criteria and on the other hand criteria who needs the judgment of a panel of experts. First of all, companies are asked to full in a questionnaire (a self assessment). Using this questionnaire, companies are able to judge their own degree of transparency. These questionnaires are used  by a committee who assesses them and provide the objective scores. As second step in the process, a panel of experts criticize the sustainability reports of twenty companies with the highest objective scores. The scores are able to be adjusted after this review of experts. In the last step of the assessment process, three reports are nominated and presented to a independent panel of judges who is responsible for choosing the final winner. The winner receives ‘The Kristal’ price for the most transparent CSR report. Also some other smaller prices are available, for example the most innovative report. The objective criteria are separated in content-oriented and quality-oriented criteria. The so-called ‘gross’ score is an average result of the scores on these content- and quality-oriented criteria. The ‘net’ score is determined including the judgment of the panel of experts. This panel of expert is able to adjust the objective score on one of more quality-oriented categories. This ‘net’ score is realized taking the average of the content-oriented and adjusted quality-oriented score. 

Besides the new criteria, also a new research sample size is used. Instead of the fixed research group, consisting of 183 companies in 2009, in 2010 the 500 largest companies are used. Companies are also able to subscribe voluntary. Companies belonging to the permanent research team are listed on the AEX and AMX and/or belonging to the 500 largest companies using the RJ 400. For the selection of the 500 largest Dutch companies following the RJ 400, 2 of the 3 following conditions are required:

-
Total assets amounts at least €17,5 million
-
The net sales of the commercial part is more than €35 million
-
During the fiscal year, on average more than 250 employees are working
According to the website of the Ministry of Economic Affairs 
 may in addition, companies that do not meet the requirements, but still like to participate voluntary sign. In order of application, the companies are placed on the list until the number of 500 companies is reached. The ministry has mainly encouraged SMEs to register voluntarily. The final ranking list is build on terms used by cycle racing. First, there are the three ‘winners’, followed by the ‘leading group’, consisting number 3 to 20. Number 21 to 43 are the ‘followers’, and after that the ‘platoon’ consisting of number 44 to 191. The companies with the lowest scores are called the ‘laggards’, which are number 191 to 226. Finally, 235 companies received no score because of no public available accounting information or accounting firms whose information is only available questioning the Kamer van Koophandel. This group is called the ‘broom wagon’, in Dutch ‘bezemwagen’.

4.2 Criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010
Besides the ranking list, every year a special publication called ‘Transparantiebenchmark – Criteria year X’ is released. In this article, the criteria are mentioned where the score of that year will be based on. The whole publication of criteria can be found on the website www.transparantiebenchmark.nl, but a summary of the year 2010 is given in the table below. An explanation of the table is given in the subparagraphs after the table.
	Objective score based on questionnaires

	Content-related criteria (100 points)
	Quality-related criteria (100%)

	Profile (15 points)
	Relevance (100%)

	Strategy and policy (20 points)
	Clarification (100%)

	Company structure and management approach (25 points)
	Reliability (100%)

	Results (30 points)
	Stakeholder engagement (100%)

	Social reporting policy (10 points)
	Contextual relationship (100%)

	

	Criteria for assessment by a panel of experts

	
	Relevance (± 15%)

	
	Clarification (± 15%)

	
	Reliability (± 15%)

	
	Stakeholder engagement (± 15%)

	
	Contextual relationship (± 15%)


4.2.1. Content-related criteria
A maximal total of 100 points will be assigned to a company who meets all content-related criteria’s. First of all, a report should include a clear profile of the company (15 points). Some general information is provided, even as a description of the core processes and –activities, the extent of her activities, the impact on people, environment and society, and a short overview of the value chain a company operates in. To receive the next 20 points, the report should include a clear view of their strategy and policy. A company should clarify her strategy and her vision and strategy related to CSR. Also an elaboration should be given on the most important risks and possibilities related to the development of CSR. 25 points will be achieved for a complete way of reporting about the company structure and management approach. A company should mention the names, background and function of the Board. Insight is provided in the organizational structure of the company and there is a description of the roles and responsibilities within the organization regarding CSR. The report shows how social outcomes are taken into account when determining executive pays. Related to the management process, from the reporting should be clear how the involvement in CSR is embedded in the company. Also a description should be given of the process of managing and controlling CSR and responsibilities in the value chain. The most content-related criteria are in the subject results (30 points). De company should clarify the obtained sustainable results, including an analysis of differences between the results and previously stated objectives. Furthermore, results and objectives related to different aspects of operations should be mentioned and clarified. These are the economic aspects, environmental aspects like de degree of protection, social aspects like the degree of guarantee of rights or the activities who contributes society. The last topic of content-oriented criteria is the social reporting policy (10 points). A company should clarify the underlying reporting policy and process, even as the scope of the report, which parts of the company will be in the report and the period being reported. The company should also explain whether or not to verify the sustainability report by an independent person with expertise. 
4.2.2 Quality-related criteria
The quality-related criteria have a percentage as proxy, with a total score of maximal 100%. On all of the following topics, a total score of 100% can be received. An average of the scores will give the ending score for the quality-related criteria. One of the topics is relevance, with several conditions. Reported subjects should be material and include firm- or sector specific characteristics of CSR. Sustainable responsible information should be reported on time and should give insight in the possible issues and problems involving the company. The second topic is clarification. The report consist of a specific summary of the most important results on economic, environmental and social performance. The report also includes a glossary or comparable index with both financial and non-financial topics, and should be accessible and easy to find. The third topic is reliability. The report should include a statement of adequacy and/or obtained results of the company in respect to CSR, plus a statement of an independent expert who have verified the content of the report and judges about the reliability of the presented information. This independent party agrees the report related to the criteria. The next topic is the stakeholder engagement. In the report should be mentioned which organizations and groups are seen as important stakeholders by the company, and how this involvement of stakeholders is ensured. Furthermore, the report shows the involvement of stakeholders in specific sustainable aspects, the in account taking of information needs of stakeholders in the content and establishment of the report, and contact information. The last topic is the contextual relationship. A company should give an explanation of the CSR-policy in the broader context of sustainable development. It also should give an explanation how the chosen CSR strategy relates to the general business strategy, and how the results of CSR are associated to relevant internal and external developments.
4.2.3 Criteria for assessment by a panel of experts
The panel of experts can adjust the score of the quality-related criteria upwards or downwards. Every topic discussed in the previous subparagraph, the quality-oriented criteria, can be adjusted with a maximum of 15%. Several aspects of relevance are judged : Materiality, design of the report, scope of the report, a right cut off of the information needs of users, and the possibility to compare with other companies. The panel of experts look to understandability, visibility and accessibility of a report when it comes to the topic clarification. Under the topic of reliability, the panel of experts looks to completeness, correctness, balance of positive and negative events, adequacy, neutrality and prudence of information. The aspects of stakeholder engagement are the adequacy of information, the courage to be vulnerable in not avoiding sensitive issues in her report, and the focus on stakeholders. The last topic, contextual relationship will be judged on the same aspects as explained in the subparagraph before.
4.3 Criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2009
Besides the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010, also the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 should be discussed to give an answer on the research question in this thesis. The whole publication of criteria can be found on the website www.transparantiebenchmark.nl. In the year 2010, the way of judgment is changed and the criteria have been extended in comparison with the criteria of 2009. For example, in 2009 no judgment by a panel of experts or separation between content- and quality oriented criteria were made. The differences of 2009 and 2010 are further explained in the next chapter, but first in this paragraph the criteria of 2009 are discussed.
In 2009, the most important CSR themes are separated in 10 categories which are judged with equal importance. This means that in every category 10 points can be achieved, up to 100 points in total. In the category ‘Profile’ is looked to the way of reporting about general information: The core processes and activities, the countries where it operates, total employees etc. In the category ‘Vision and strategy’ criteria are included about possible internal or external guidelines and showing the strategy related to CSR . The next category, ‘Company structure and management approach’, has as primary subject the structure of the company and a description of the roles and responsibilities within the organization regarding CSR. Also points can be achieved with reporting about risks, used guidelines, the strategy used related to CSR and a view on the construction of executive pays. ‘Chain responsibility’ becomes a more important factor of CSR and is the following category. A company who shows responsibility for their operating chain should be transparent about it, e.g. risks, guidelines and role in the chain. The next category is ‘Stakeholders’. Involvement of stakeholders is an important topic and receives explicit attention in this category. Companies should report about how their stakeholders are selected, how the dialogue with them will take place and what their impact is. The following three categories are quite clear as important factor of CSR reporting. The economical-, environmental- and social aspects of business should be outlined in a clear and extensive way. Information about the policy, targets and results  should be provided on all of the three subjects. Another 10 points can be received when the report and content of it is verified by an independent party, in the category ‘Verification’. The statement of independence should show the scope and nature of the activities and the degree of assurance. The last category is about ‘Results’. A company should clarify the underlying reporting policy and processes, even as the scope of the report and the guidelines used.
4.4 Guidelines of GRI
The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is a network-based organization that pioneered the world’s most widely used sustainability reporting framework. GRI is committed to the framework’s continuous improvement and application worldwide.
 The GRI Reporting Framework should serve as a generally accepted system for reporting on economic, environmental and social performance of an organization. The system is designed for use by any organization regardless of size, industry or location. The Reporting Framework includes general and industry-specific content to the shared understanding of a root number of stakeholders from around the world is generally applicable in reporting about the sustainability performance of an organization. The cornerstone of the Framework is the Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. The third version of the Guidelines – also known as the G3- was published in 2006. The guidelines of GRI include principles for determining the content of the report, and for ensuring the quality of information. It also includes standard items of information, consisting of performance indicators and other information, and guidelines on specific technical issues of reporting. Companies are free to use the Framework with the Sustainability Reporting Guidelines. Sustainability reports based on the GRI Framework can be used to demonstrate organizational commitment to sustainable development, to compare organizational performance over time and to measure organizational performance with respect to laws, norms, standards and voluntary initiatives. GRI promotes a standardized approach to reporting to stimulate demand for sustainability information – benefitting both reporting organizations and report users
 
4.5 Criteria of the GRI Guidelines
The guidelines of sustainability reporting consist of principles for defining the report content and ensuring the quality of reported information. The reporting principles describe the outcomes a report should achieve and guide decisions throughout the reporting process, such as selecting which topics and indicators and how to report on them. Together, the principles are intended to help achieve transparency – a value and a goal that underlies all aspects of sustainability reporting transparency can be defined as the complete disclosure of information on the topics and indicators required to reflect impacts and enable stakeholders to make decisions. (GRI Guidelines, 2006) Using this principles, an index can be build to give a score to all the aspects which should be included in a report following the guidelines of GRI. In this paragraph, the criteria of the GRI are briefly explained. GRI separates her criteria in two main parts. The first part consist of the principles defining the report content, quality and boundary. The second part specifies the base content that should appear in a sustainability report.
4.5.1 Part 1 of the GRI Guidelines
Part 1 of the GRI guidelines discusses three main elements of the reporting process.  These elements are considered to be equal in weight and importance. To help determine what to report on, this section covers some reporting principles. The reporting principles mentioned in this subparagraph are underlined.  
The first element which is discussed are the reporting principles for defining the content of a report. This element consist of the following reporting principles:
Materiality : The information in a report should cover topics and indicators that reflect the organization’s significant economic, environmental, and social impacts, or that would substantively influence the assessments and decisions of stakeholders. Materiality is the threshold at which an issue or indicator becomes sufficiently important that it should be reported. A combination of internal and external factors should be used to determine whether information is material. Besides defining these factors, the report should emphasize information on performance regarding the most material topics.
Stakeholder inclusiveness : The reporting organization should identify its stakeholders and explain in the report how it has responded to their reasonable expectations and interests. For some decisions about the content, such as the report scope or boundary of a report, the reasonable expectations and interests of a wide range of stakeholders will need to be considered. It is important to document the processes and approach taken in making these decisions. The reporting organization should document its approach for defining which stakeholders it engaged with, how and when it engaged with them, and how engagement has influenced the report content and the organization’s sustainability activities. 
Sustainability context : The report should present the organization’s performance in the wider context of sustainability. The underlying question of sustainability reporting is how an organization contributes, or aims to contribute in the future, to the improvement or deterioration of economic, environmental, and social conditions, developments, and trends at the local, regional, or global level. Reporting only on trends in individual performance will fail to respond to this underlying question. Also the relationship between sustainability and organizational strategy should be made clear, even as the context within which performance is reported.
Completeness : Coverage of the material topics and indicators and definition of the report boundary should be sufficient to reflect significant economic, environmental, and social impacts and enable stakeholders to assess the reporting organization’s performance in the reporting period. Completeness primarily encompasses the dimensions of scope, boundary, and time. Scope refers to the range of sustainability topics covered in a report. Boundary refers to the range of entities (e.g. subsidiaries, joint ventures, etc.) whose performance is represented by the report. Time refers to the needs for the selected information to be complete for the time period specified by the report. As far as practicable, activities, events and impacts should be presented for the reporting period in which they occur.
The second element which is discussed are the reporting principles for defining quality. This section contains principles that guide choices on ensuring the quality of reported information, including its proper presentation. The quality of information enables stakeholders to make sound and reasonable assessments of performance, and take appropriate action.
Balance : The report should reflect positive and negative aspects of the organization’s performance to enable a reasoned assessment of overall performance. The overall presentation of the report’s content should provide an unbiased picture of the reporting organization’s performance. The report should avoid selections, omissions, or presentation formats that are reasonable likely to unduly or inappropriately influence a decision or judgment by the report reader.
Comparability : Issues and information should be selected, compiled, and reported consistently. Reported information should be presented in a manner that enables stakeholders to analyze changes in the organization’s performance over time, and could support analysis relative to other organizations.  Comparability is necessary for evaluating performance. Consistency in reporting allowed internal and external parties to benchmark performance and assess progress as part of rating activities, investment decisions, advocacy programs and other activities
Accuracy : The reported information should be sufficiently accurate and detailed for stakeholders to assess the reporting organization’s performance. The accuracy of qualitative information is largely determined by the degree of clarity, detail, and balance in presentation within the appropriate report boundary. The accuracy of quantitative information may depend on the specific methods used to gather, compile and analyze data.
Timeliness : Reporting occurs on a regular schedule and information is available in time for stakeholders to make informed decisions. The usefulness of information is closely tied to whether the timing of its disclosure to stakeholders enables them to effectively integrate it into their decision-making. The timing of release refers both to the regularity of reporting as well as its proximity to the actual events described in the report.
Clarity : Information should be made available in a manner that is understandable, accessible and usable to stakeholders using the report. A stakeholder should be able to find desired information without unreasonable effort. An example is graphics and consolidated data tables who can help make the information in the report accessible and understandable.
Reliability : Information and processes used in the preparation of a report should be gathered, recorded, compiled, analyzed, and disclosed in a way that could be subject to examination and that establishes the quality and materiality of the information. Stakeholders should have confidence that a report could be checked to establish the veracity of its contents and the extent to which it has appropriately applied reporting principles. The information and data included in a report should be supported by internal controls or documentation that could be reviewed by individuals other than those who prepared the report. The decision-making process underlying a report should be documented in a manner that allows the basis of key decisions to be examined. 

The third element is the reporting guidance for boundary setting. In parallel with defining the content of a report, an organization must determine which entities performance will be represented by the report. The following figure could help (GRI Guidelines 2006) :
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Figure 1 : Decision tree for boundary setting


4.5.2 Part 2 of the GRI Guidelines
The second part of the GRI Guidelines contains the standard disclosures that should be included in sustainability reports. Reporting organizations are encouraged to follow this structure in compiling their reports. It identifies information that is relevant and material to most organizations and of interest to most stakeholders for reporting the three types of standard disclosures :
Strategy and profile : Disclosures that set the overall context for understanding organizational performance such as its strategy, profile, and governance.
Management Approach : Disclosures that cover how an organization addresses a given set of topics in order to provide context for understanding performance in a specific area.
Performance Indicators : Indicators that elicit comparable information on the economic, environmental, and social performance of the organization.
These standard disclosures are made clear in several points of aspects which should be included in a sustainability report. To indicate that a report is GRI-based, report makers should declare the level to which they have applied the GRI Reporting Framework via the ‘Application Levels’ system. In this system there are three levels titled C, B, and A. The reporting criteria at each level reflect a measure of the extent of application or coverage of the GRI Reporting Framework. A ‘plus’(+) is available at each level if external assurance was utilized for the report.
The criteria for the ‘Application Levels’ system are listed in the so-called ‘G3 Content Index’. This index consist of all the aspects which should be mentioned in a sustainability report to receive the highest grade following the GRI Guidelines. This G3 Content Index will be used to develop the self-made index in this research, which is explained in Chapter 7. This list can be seen in Appendix A. 

4.6 Prior studies
Not much prior research is done about the Transparantiebenchmark. In other words, only one article is written with doubts about the usefulness of this list. This article is a column of C. Knoops in the Dutch magazine ‘Maandblad voor Accountancy en Bedrijfseconomie’ (Knoops, 2010) In this article, some doubts about the progress of sustainability reporting in practice are coming forward. At first, Knoops gives an explanation of the guidelines and frameworks, particularly the guidelines of the GRI. The next paragraph is an explanation of the Transparantiebenchmark and the progress in the last year, 2010,  to improve the research. The doubts that Knoops has are related to the nature of voluntary- and personal responsibility of the guidelines. Aspects and elements are formulated in such general terms that there is enough space for your own interpretation. According to the opinion of Knoops, there should rise a more mandatory character of legislation and regulation. In this way, the existing idea that transparency in reporting solves sustainability problems could left behind. The view of Knoops is that companies should see reporting as a tool to stimulate CSR and that reporting (as much as they can) should not be their goal itself. However, the ministry of Economic Affairs gives with their Transparantiebenchmark a new boost to companies, especially the possibility to compare their own CSR related performance to those of other companies in their sector.
Most prior studies related to the guidelines of GRI are about the impact of the guidelines on different performance indicators of companies. An example is Alan Willis (2003), who investigated the role of the GRI’s guidelines in the social screening of investments. According to Willis, the GRI and its sustainability reporting guidelines have the potential to significantly improve the usefulness and quality of information reported by the companies. This will be a welcome and efficient supplement to the questionnaires, interviews, press releases, media reports and other sources of information traditionally used for screening in investment decision making. His investigation on the Dow Jones Sustainability Group Index, the Jantzi Social Index and the Innovest EcoValue’21 analytical platform are all likely to benefit from GRI-style sustainability reports.
Another survey, from Hedberg and von Malmborg (2003) analyses the phenomenon of CSR in general and the use of the GRI guidelines particular of Swedish companies. The main questions at issues are why companies have chosen to use the GRI guidelines and how this has affected CSR and environmental management. From interviews with all Swedish companies that use the guidelines, they have found that companies produce CSRs mainly to seek organizational legitimacy, and that the main reason for use of the GRI guidelines is an expectation of increasing credibility of the CSR. Besides that, it also provides a template for how to design a report. A similar study is done in 2008, by Guthrie and Farneti. They analyzed voluntary sustainability reporting practices in seven Australian public sector organizations which uses the GRI guidelines. With help of GRI indicators, they identified the type of information disclosed. Disclosures were generally non-monetary and narrative in nature. These findings suggest that the G3 Guidelines are too generic for all public sector organizations. (Guthrie and Farnete, 2008)
Chapter 5 : Hypotheses development

Using the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2009, 2010 and the GRI Guidelines in the previous chapter, the hypotheses are developed in this chapter. In the first paragraph the first hypothesis is outlined using an explanation of the differences between the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 and the GRI Guidelines. In the second paragraph, the second hypothesis is outlined using an explanation of the differences between the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 and 2010. After this chapter it is possible to perform the research.  


5.1 Development first hypothesis
To answer the research question “Is the Transparantiebenchmark comparable to the GRI Guidelines?”,  one should first compare the ranking of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 to the ranking of same companies based on GRI guidelines. No prior studies have investigated this topic. Because both indexes are based on a list of criteria, some assumptions can be made looking at the differences between them. 
Both indexes have the same way of assigning points: If the criteria appears in the report, the points for that criteria are granted. Both the Transparantiebenchmark and GRI separate their framework of criteria in different parts. The Transparantiebenchmark has quality- and content-oriented criteria, which are both included in the index for the same amount. The GRI uses another approach. They first discuss the three main elements of the reporting process, which consist both of quality and content elements. However, points are not explicitly assigned to the elements they discuss, but incorporated in the second part, the three types of standard disclosures. These standard disclosures are made clear in several points of aspects which should be included in the report. The index is based on the degree of presence of these aspects.
Another difference is the degree of the aspects which are awarded. Overall, the same subjects are mentioned in the aspects. However, the aspects of the Transparantiebenchmark are more general, with for example the sentence ‘there is an explanation of at least two of the following points’, where the GRI Guidelines separates most of these points and assumes that all of them should be mentioned in the report. 
The first difference mentioned above result in a difference in objectivity. The GRI Guidelines gives a content index where it is only possible to give an objective judgment, an aspect is present or it is not. The Transparantiebenchmark, on the other hand, gives also points to quality-based criteria, which are subjective points. If the criteria are for example clear formulated, understandable or relevant is for every person different to assess. To reduce the subjectivity, the Transparantiebenchmark has a independent panel of experts who can adjust the given points on the quality-based aspects. 
Because of these differences, the following hypothesis is stated : 
The Transparantiebenchmark 2010 does not result in the same ranking list as the index based on GRI guidelines
5.2 Development second hypothesis
The introduction of the publication of new criteria from the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 states the following sentence : ‘To update the scores, this year the revised RJ 400 and the ‘Handreiking voor Maatschappelijke Verslaggeving’ is used. In this revised RJ 400 an explicit connection is made with the GRI Guidelines’ (Transparantiebenchmark – Criteria 2010) This means that the connection between the Transparantiebenchmark and the GRI Guidelines should be increased since 2010. 
Looking to the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 and 2010, many differences can be noted. In 2009, 10 different categories of equal importance are judged, where you can receive a maximum total of 100 points. In 2010, the way of judgment is changed and the criteria have been extended in comparison with the criteria of 2009. The separation between quality- and content-oriented criteria is made, adopted from the GRI Guidelines. More aspects are added to the criteria which resulted in a possibility to achieve a total of 200 points. An example of added aspects are mostly quality-based, like clarification, reliability and relevance. Because these criteria are subjective to judge, also the assessment of a panel of experts will be included in the final score.
Because of the extended criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010, the second hypothesis is stated as follow:   
The Transparantiebenchmark 2010 is more related to the index based on GRI Guidelines than the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 is?
Chapter 6 : Methodology
In this chapter, the methodology of the research is explained. The research should answer the hypotheses of this thesis. In the previous chapter, the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark and the GRI Guidelines are explained. The score of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 is based on an average of the scores of content-oriented and quality-oriented criteria. At every point of criteria a company can receive points which result in a total score of 200 points. A content analysis of CSR-reports and annual reports is done to gather the evidence. To compare the result of the Transparantiebenchmark with the guidelines of the GRI, also an index for the criteria of the GRI should be made. The self-made index is explained in the first paragraph. The second paragraph describes the sample size. 

6.1 Self-made index for GRI Guidelines
As described in the previous chapter, GRI launched an ‘Application Level’ system
, to indicate the extent of application or coverage of the GRI Reporting Framework. In this system, companies who report on a certain amount of criteria mentioned in the G3 Content Index receives the highest score, an A-rank. To create a more separated and specified rank, I ascribe different amounts of points to every indicator which is mentioned in the G3 Content Index, e.g. the company with the most listed indicators receives the highest grade. In this way, it is possible to rank the companies exactly on the degree of application. The ascription of the points per indicator is as follows : 
Strategy and profile disclosures
+ 0 : Indicator is not reported
+ 1 : Indicator is reported
Performance indicators
+ 0 : Indicator is not reported
+ 1 : Indicator is reported, but only qualitative or concise
+ 2 : Company reports that the indicator is not relevant for them
+ 2 : Indicator is reported both qualitative as quantitative
It is possible to achieve 42 points on the subject of strategy and profile disclosure, because there are 42 indicators. Furthermore, there are 79 performance indicators, so a possibility to receive another 158 points. The maximum score to receive in this self-made GRI index is 200 points. In Appendix A the G3 Content Index with all the indicators is shown.
The disclosures on Management Approach should provide a brief overview of the organization’s management approach to the aspects defined under each indicator category. A company is free to choose the structure of its disclosure, it could cover the full range of aspects under a given category or group its responses on the aspects differently, as long as it address all of the aspects. The disclosure on Management Approach is intended to address an advanced level of detail of the organization’s approach to managing the sustainability topics associated with risks and opportunities. Several guidance should be followed: Reporting on trends, use of protocols, presentation of data, data aggregation and metrics. Besides measuring the presence, it is hard to measure the guidance in points of completeness. Because of this subjective character of criteria, the management approach won’t be included in the index. Also the sector-specific criteria won’t be taken into account. For every sector, there are different additional criteria to report on. When these criteria will be included, it won’t be possible to compare companies of different sectors. 
6.2 Sample size
The sample size used in this research should meet a number of conditions. The first condition is the presence on the Transparantiebenchmark. In the year 2010 there are 500 companies in total. The list contains of 183 companies from the year 2009, supplemented with companies of the prior FEM 500 and voluntary jointed companies. In the list of 2010, which is based on the CSR reports and annual reports of the year 2009, 235 companies received no score because only payable accessibility or no accessibility at all to their accountable information. The remain sample size consist of 265 Dutch companies.

Companies that meets the following requirements are included in the research group
: 

-
AEX or AMX noted (and/or) ;
-
Belonging to the 500 largest Dutch companies following the RJ 400  

For the selection of the 500 largest Dutch companies following the RJ 400, two of the three following conditions are required:

-
Total assets amounts at least €17,5 million
-
The net sales of the commercial part is more than €35 million
-
During the fiscal year, on average more than 250 employees are working

The second condition is that these companies should have prepared their sustainability report using the GRI Framework. Every reporter needs to publish a GRI Content Index in order to be classified as ‘GRI reporting’. Reporters are free to choose any Index format as long as the content that is communicated through the Index corresponds with the requirements.



6.3 Selection of the sample size
For the first hypothesis, companies should both be listed on the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 and the GRI Reports list 2010. First of all, a study of Dutch companies (because the Transparantiebenchmark is only about Dutch companies) on the GRI Reports list resulted in a total of 69 companies. Of these 69 companies 46 companies are also available on the Transparantiebenchmark 2010. Of these 46 companies, 4 companies (DAF Trucks, Essent, Nutreco and Unilever) have no GRI Index available online, both not on their website or published in their sustainability report, and didn’t respond on the question to send the GRI Index by mail. This resulted in a total sample size of 42 companies. The sample size for the first hypothesis is shown, including the result, in Appendix B.
For the second hypotheses, also the companies from the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 should be included in the sample size. The total amount of companies in that year was only 183 investigated participators. The companies used during this research consist of all the companies who are investigated in both the 2009 and 2010 version of the Transparantiebenchmark. To investigate the differences in indexes, the companies who are present in both lists of the Transparantiebenchmark should also be classified as GRI reported on the GRI Reports list 2010 and 2009. First of all, the 42 companies of the first hypothesis were taken. From those 42 companies is investigated if they are also presented on both the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 and the GRI Reporting list 2009. 11 Companies did not satisfy this condition, which resulted in a total of 31 companies. However, from 5 companies of this total, no GRI Index is available online or answer is received on the question if they could send the index by mail. These companies are AkzoNobel, Delta Lloyd, Ricoh, Roto Smeets Group and The Greenery. This resulted in a final sample size of 26 companies.
Chapter 7 : Analyzing the results

In this chapter, the results from the survey are analyzed. In the first paragraph the results of the first hypothesis is analyzed, and in the second paragraph this is done for the second hypothesis. In both paragraphs a table is attached to give an overview of the results. After this chapter it is possible to answer the main question of this research.

7.1 Analysis of the first hypothesis
First of all, a table with necessary results to answer the first hypothesis of this research is provided below. In the first column the 42 companies in the sample of this research are given in alphabetical order. In the second column the total received points on the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 is given in a percentage per company. The maximum total of 200 points received on the index of criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 refers to 100% in the table. The third column is the official level of application of the GRI Framework. The fourth column shows the score based on the self-made index based on the GRI guidelines. Again a total of 200 points received on the self-made index based on the GRI guidelines refers to 100% in the table. The fifth column is the difference of percentage between the second and fourth column. When it is a positive number, it means the self-made index of the GRI is higher than the index of the Transparantiebenchmark. In opposite, a negative number means the score on the self-made index of the GRI is lower than the index of the Transparantiebenchmark. 







Table 1 : Overview of results for hypothesis 1
	
	Amount on TB 2010 in %
	Amount by GRI Report list of 2009
	Self-made index based on GRI 2010 in %
	Difference of %

	Achmea
	87,5
	A+
	64
	-23,5

	Aegon
	74,5
	B+
	65,5
	-9

	Ahold
	62
	B+
	47,5
	-14,5

	Alliander
	59,5
	B+
	73,5
	+14

	AkzoNobel
	78
	C+
	56,5
	-21,5

	ASML
	67
	A
	66
	-1

	Corio
	67
	B
	71
	+4

	CSM
	40,5
	Undeclared
	33
	-7,5

	De Nederlandsche Bank
	72,5
	B+
	76
	+3,5

	Delty Lloyd
	60
	B+
	70
	+10

	DHV
	80
	B+
	53
	-27

	DSM
	97,5
	A+
	71
	-26,5

	FMO
	71
	B+
	64
	-7

	Grontmij
	44
	B+
	76,5
	+ 32,5

	Friesland Campina
	61,5
	B
	78
	+16,5

	Heineken
	71,5
	Undeclared
	82
	+10,5

	ING
	86
	A+
	69
	-17

	BAM
	77,5
	B+
	53,5
	-24

	KPN
	98,5
	A+
	81
	-17,5

	NS
	51
	C
	38
	-13

	Nuon
	82
	A+
	87
	+5

	NXP Semiconductors
	22,5
	A
	76
	+53,5

	OBT
	41
	C
	40
	-1

	OCÉ
	81
	B+
	57
	-24

	Philips
	98
	A+
	70
	-28

	Port of Rotterdam
	70,5
	B+
	89
	+17,5

	Rabobank
	83
	A+
	63,5
	-19,5

	Ricoh
	28
	B
	20
	-8

	Roto Smeets Group
	41,5
	Undeclared
	45,5
	+4

	Royal Dutch Shell
	75
	A+
	85,5
	+10,5

	Royal Wessanen
	35,5
	C
	48,5
	+13

	SBM Offshore
	48
	C+
	25,5
	-22,5

	Schiphol Group
	64,5
	B+
	90,5
	+25,5

	SNS Reaal
	55,5
	C
	70,5
	+15

	TenneT TSO
	60
	C
	79
	+19

	The Greenery
	57
	C
	43,5
	-13,5

	TNT
	95
	A+
	70,5
	-24,5

	Van Gansewinkel
	79
	B+
	47
	-32

	Van Lanschot
	46.5
	C
	42,5
	-4

	Vopak
	48
	C
	33,5
	-14,5

	Wavin
	65,5
	B
	75
	+9,5

	Wolters Kluwer
	57
	B
	66,5
	+9,5


The results from the table can be analyzed in different ways. First the Transparantiebenchmark compared to the self-made index and the Transparantiebenchmark compared to the GRI rating are separately analyzed. After that, a general analysis is conducted to give an answer on the first hypothesis.

7.1.1The Transparantiebenchmark compared to the self-made index based on GRI Guidelines
To compare the index of the Transparantiebenchmark and the self-made index based on GRI Guidelines, the last column in table 1 is useful. In this column the difference in percentages of the total received points between the Transparantiebenchmark and the self-made index is shown. The differences are both negative and positive. A total of 24 companies have a negative score, which means that they have received a higher score on the Transparantiebenchmark than on the self-made index. The average deviation of the companies with a negative difference  is 16,5%. In total 18 companies have a positive score, which means that they received a higher score on the self-made index than on the Transparantiebenchmark. The average deviation of the companies with a positive difference is 15,2%. Excluding the huge positive difference of NXP Semiconductors (+53,5%), this average is 12,9%. Overall, the total score received on the Transparantiebenchmark is 67,9% and on the self-made index 62,3%. The total difference between these indexes is -5,6%. Despite the little difference in the total received score, there are some extreme outliers which should be discussed.
Some companies, like Achmea, AkzoNobel, DHV, BAM, Océ, SBM Offshore and Van Gansewinkel have a higher score on the Transparantiebenchmark than on the self-made index based on GRI Guidelines. More important are TNT, Philips and DSM, who also have a high negative percentage but are in the top 4 of the Transparantiebenchmark. They meet almost all the criteria to score the highest rank on the Transparantiebenchmark, but meets lots less criteria on the GRI Guidelines.  Reason of this gap is the composition of the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark. The criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark are mostly in line with the core performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines. However, most added performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines are not included in the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark. The companies listed before report very well on the core performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines, but are not transparent on the added indicators. To score a higher rank on the self-made index based on GRI Guidelines, also the added performance indicators should be taken into account.
In contrast there are a few companies like Grontmij, NXP Semiconductors and Schiphol Group who received a higher score on the self-made index than on the Transparantiebenchmark (a positive difference). A possible explanation is that they received the extra points with explaining the reason of omission of indicators. In the GRI Application Level Criteria (2010-2011, p.2) 
 is stated that companies should communicate in their GRI Content Index which GRI disclosures have been reported, and the reason why certain disclosures have not been reported. So, giving an explanation of not reporting an indicator meets the criteria of the GRI Guidelines, but not the one of the Transparantiebenchmark. 

7.1.2 The Transparantiebenchmark compared to the GRI rating
When the Transparantiebenchmark and the GRI Guidelines are perfectly related, both ranking lists should be the same. That means that the percentages of the Transparantiebenchmark should give the same ranking list from 100% to 0% as the GRI Application level from A to C. To analyze this statement, another table is made. A new ranking list is created with not an alphabetic order but a ranking from high to low percentage of the Transparantiebenchmark-index. 

Table 2 : Ranking list based on the Transparantiebenchmark index
	KPN
	98,5%
	A+
	Wavin
	65,5%
	B

	Philips
	98%
	A+
	Schiphol Group
	64,5%
	B+

	DSM
	97,5%
	A+
	Ahold
	62%
	B+

	TNT
	95%
	A+
	Friesland Campina
	61,%
	B

	Achmea
	87,5%
	A+
	Delta Lloyd
	60%
	B+

	ING
	86%
	A+
	Tennet TSO
	60%
	C

	Rabobank
	83%
	A+
	Alliander
	59,5%
	B+

	Nuon
	82%
	A+
	The Greenery
	57%
	C

	Océ
	81%
	B+
	Wolters Kluwer
	57%
	B

	DHV
	80%
	B+
	SNS Reaal
	55,5%
	C

	Van Gansewinkel
	79%
	B+
	NS
	51%
	C

	AkzoNobel
	78%
	C+
	SBM Offshore
	48%
	C+

	BAM
	77,5%
	B+
	Vopak
	48%
	C

	Royal Dutch Shell
	75%
	A+
	Van Lanschot
	46,5%
	C

	Aegon
	74,5%
	B+
	Grontmij
	44%
	B+

	De Nederlandsche bank
	72,5%
	B+
	Roto Smeets Group
	41,5%
	-

	Heineken
	71,5%
	  -
	OBT
	41%
	C

	FMO
	71%
	B+
	CSM
	40,5%
	-

	Port of Rotterdam
	70,5%
	B+
	Royal Wessanen
	35,5%
	C

	Corio
	67%
	B
	Ricoh
	28%
	B

	ASML
	67%
	A
	NXP
	22,5%
	A


Because the GRI verifies the application level a company intends to meet, it is possible to measure the degree of companies where the Transparantiebenchmark gives companies another rank. Three companies (Heineken, Roto Smeets Group and CSM) are not usable in this investigation, because they have not declared their sustainability rapport to the GRI. These companies are noted with a ‘-’.  Furthermore, the ranking of companies without a plus can be doubtful, because it means that their reports are not externally verified. In this case there is no assurance if the companies gave themselves a truthful level of application. An example is NXP Semiconductors who gives herself an A-rank while the Transparantiebenchmark gives them the lowest index of the sample size. 
Overall, the Transparantiebenchmark gives companies an index which is comparable to the application level of the GRI. However, there are some exceptions. AkzoNobel received 78% of the total points while the GRI gives only a C. In opposite Royal Dutch Shell only received 75% of the total points while it has an A-rank, and companies like Océ, DHV and Van Ganzewinkel receives more points while they have a B-rank. Grontmij received 44% of the total points and is ranked between several C-ranked companies while it received a B-rank from the GRI. 
Furthermore, some companies like ASML, Tennet TSO, Wolters Kluwer and Ricoh have rankings which are not in line with the ranking order, but because they have no external verification of their application level, it can also be a wrong judgment of the company itself. 

7.1.3 General analysis of first hypothesis
The total average difference in percentage between the indexes of the Transparantiebenchmark and the self-made GRI index is only -5,6%. A first impression says that this difference is small and perhaps even negligible. However, this difference is small because there are both substantial positive and negative differences which reduce each other. Some results are remarkable, because the result of the Transparantiebenchmark is not in line with the Application level of the GRI or the self-made index. When the result of both the Application level and the self-made index of the GRI are not in line with the one of the Transparantiebenchmark, a certain conclusion can be made that the stated hypothesis is right that the Transparantiebenchmark is not in line with the GRI Guidelines. AkzoNobel total received score of 78% on the Transparantiebenchmark is too high compared to the C+ and 56,6% of the GRI index. Also DHV (80% versus B+ and 53%) and Océ (81% versus B+ and 57%)  scored too much points. SBM Offshore has the right GRI Index, but still has a too high score on the Transparantiebenchmark (48% versus C+ and 25,5%). Grontmij and NXP Semiconductors are two companies who clearly received not enough points. Grontmij only received 44% of the points, while the GRI index gave a total of 76,5%, and an B+-rank. NXP Semiconductors received 22,5% of the points, while the GRI index gave a total of 76% and an A-rank. 
Further more there are companies where the result of the Transparantiebenchmark is in line with the Application level of the GRI, looking to the ranking in table 2, but not in line with the self-made index. These companies are Achmea, DSM, BAM, Philips, Schiphol Group, TNT and Van Gansewinkel. A possible explanation is that these companies satisfy the minimal criteria for a certain Application level, but do not meet all other points of aspects of the GRI Guidelines. 
7.2 Analysis of the second hypothesis
Also for this hypothesis, first a table with results is given. Table 3 is comparable to table 1. The same information is given but now also includes the year 2009. The 26 companies covering the sample size of the second hypothesis are given in alphabetic order.  The only difference in explanation of the columns is that the total amount on the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 is not 200 points for 100% but 100 points.
Just like the first hypothesis, this results can be analyzed on different ways. First of all the results of the year 2009 are analyzed. This is done on the same way as before in the previous paragraph with the results of the year 2010. Both results are used to analyze the difference between those two years and form a general analysis of the second hypothesis.

Table 3 : Overview of results for hypothesis 2
	
	Year 2010
	Year 2009

	
	Amount on TB in %
	Amount by GRI (2010)
	Self-made index based on GRI 
	Difference of %
	Amount on TB in %
	Amount by GRI (2009)
	Self-made index based on GRI
	Difference of %

	Achmea
	87,5
	A+
	64
	-23,5
	77
	Undeclared
	76
	-1

	Aegon
	74,5
	B+
	65,5
	-9
	55
	Undeclared
	60
	+5

	Ahold
	62
	B+
	47,5
	-14,5
	56
	B
	42
	-14

	Alliander
	59,5
	B+
	73,5
	+14
	58
	C+
	68,5
	+10,5

	ASML
	67
	A
	66
	-1
	48
	A
	65
	+17

	CSM
	40,5
	Undeclared
	33
	-7,5
	53
	Undeclared
	32
	-21

	DHV
	80
	B+
	53
	-27
	67
	B+
	51,5
	-15,5

	DSM
	97,5
	A+
	71
	-26,5
	78
	A+
	72
	-6

	Grontmij
	44
	B+
	76,5
	+32,5
	31
	C
	28
	-3

	Heineken
	71,5
	Undeclared
	82
	+10,5
	63
	Undeclared
	84
	+21

	ING
	86
	A+
	69
	-17
	81
	A+
	69
	-12

	BAM
	77,5
	B+
	53,5
	-24
	55
	C
	38
	-17

	KPN
	98,5
	A+
	81
	-17,5
	56
	B+
	78
	+22

	Nuon
	92
	A+
	87
	-5
	67
	A+
	87,5
	+20,5

	OCÉ
	81
	B+
	57
	24
	75
	B+
	57
	-18

	Philips
	98
	A+
	70
	-28
	69
	B+
	54
	-15

	Port of R’dam
	70,5
	B+
	89
	+18,5
	53
	Undeclared
	63,5
	+10,5

	Rabobank
	93
	A+
	63,5
	-29,5
	94
	A+
	58,5
	-35,5

	Royal Dutch Shell
	75
	A+
	85,5
	+10,5
	73
	A+
	95,5
	+22,5

	SBM Offshore
	48
	C+
	25,5
	-22,5
	48
	C+
	28,5
	-19,5

	Schiphol Group
	64,5
	B+
	90,5
	+25,5
	65
	B
	86,5
	+21,5

	SNS Reaal
	55,5
	C
	70,5
	+15
	44
	C
	70,5
	+26,5

	TNT
	95
	A+
	70,5
	-24,5
	78
	A+
	70,5
	-7,5

	Van Gansewinkel
	79
	B+
	47
	-32
	61
	B+
	48
	-13

	Vopak
	48
	C
	33,5
	-14,5
	37
	C
	32
	-5

	Wolters Kluwer
	57
	B
	66,5
	+9,5
	52
	B
	65
	+13


7.2.1 The Transparantiebenchmark 2009 compared to the self-made index based on GRI Guidelines
To compare the results of the Transparantiebenchmark 2009 and the self-made index based on GRI Guidelines in that year, the last column of table 3 is used. This table shows the differences in percentage between those two. Just as in the year 2010, there are both positive and negative differences. A total of 15 companies have a negative score, which means that they have received a higher amount on the Transparantiebenchmark than the self-made index. The average deviation of the companies with a negative difference is 13,5%. In total 11 companies have a positive score, which means that they have received a higher amount on the self-made index than on the Transparantiebenchmark. The average deviation of companies with a positive difference is 17,3%. Overall, the total score received on the Transparantiebenchmark is 61,31% and on the self-made index 60,81%. The total difference between these scores is -0,5%. Despite the minimal difference in the total received score, there are some extreme outliers. Six of the eight big differences are positive, e.g. Heineken, KPN, Nuon,  Royal Dutch Shell, Schiphol Group and SNS Reaal. A possible reason is explained for the year 2010 in the paragraph before and may also apply for the year 2009. Rabobank and CSM are the two companies who have a high negative difference. A possible reason for this negative difference is also explained in de paragraph before.

7.2.2 The Transparantiebenchmark compared to the GRI rating in the year 2009
Just as in the year 2010, both the ranking list of the Transparantiebenchmark and the GRI Guidelines should be the same when they are perfectly related. That means that the percentages of the Transparantiebenchmark should give the same ranking list from 100% to 0% as the GRI Application level from A to C. To analyze this statement, another table is made. A new ranking list is created with not an alphabetic order but a ranking from a high to low percentage of the Transparantiebenchmark-index.

Table 4 : Ranking list based on the Transparantiebenchmark index 2009
	Rabobank
	94%
	A+
	Alliander
	58%
	C+

	ING
	81%
	A+
	Ahold
	56%
	B

	DSM
	78%
	A+
	KPN
	56%
	B+

	TNT
	78%
	A+
	Aegon
	55%
	 -

	Achmea
	77%
	   -
	BAM
	55%
	C

	Océ
	75%
	B+
	CSM
	53%
	 -

	Royal Dutch Shell
	73%
	A+
	Port of R’dam
	53%
	 -

	Philips
	69%
	B+
	Wolters Kluwer
	52%
	B

	DHV
	67%
	B+
	ASML
	48%
	A

	Nuon
	67%
	A+
	SBM Offshore
	48%
	C+

	Schiphol Group
	65%
	B
	SNS Reaal
	44%
	C

	Heineken
	63%
	  -
	Vopak
	37%
	C

	Van Gansewinkel
	61%
	B+
	Grontmij
	31%
	C


Six companies (Achmea, Heineken, Aegon, CSM and Port of Rotterdam) are not usable in this investigation, because they have not declared their sustainability rapport to the GRI. These companies are noted with a ‘-’.  Furthermore, the ranking of companies without a plus can be doubtful, because it means that their reports are not externally verified.

In this table, only  ASML is an extreme outlier in rang order. ASML received only 48% of the points on the Transparantiebenchmark, while it has an A as Application level. However, because they  miss a plus for external verification, ASML may wonder if they gave themselves a truthful level of application.
Furthermore, some small wrong ranks can be noted. Océ received 75% while it has a B+ rank, where Nuon only received 67% with an A+ rank. Another notable rank is the one of Alliander, who received 58% with a C+ rank, where Wolters Kluwer received 52% with a B rank. 

7.2.3 Comparison of the differences between GRI and the Transparantiebenchmark of the year 2009 and 2010
In table 3 the difference between the scores of the GRI and the Transparantiebenchmark are provided for every company in both years. With comparing these differences, it is possible to investigate if companies adjust their report to score a good rank on the Transparantiebenchmark. In table 5, the difference for both years between the score of the GRI and the Transparantiebenchmark is provided, followed by the difference between these percentages. 
Table 5 : Comparison of the differences in percentage of the year 2009 and 2010
	Companies
	2009
	2010
	Difference
	Companies
	2009
	2010
	Difference

	Achmea
	-1
	-23,5
	-22,5%
	Nuon
	+20,5
	-5
	-25,%

	Aegon
	+5
	-9
	-14%
	Océ
	-18
	-5
	+13%

	Ahold
	-14
	-14,5
	-0,5%
	Philips
	-15
	-28
	-13%

	Alliander
	+10,5
	+14
	+3,5%
	Port of R’dam
	+10,5
	+18,5
	+8%

	ASML
	+17
	-1
	-18%
	Rabobank
	-35,5
	-29,5
	+6%

	CSM
	-21
	-7,5
	+13,5%
	Royal Dutch Shell
	+22,5
	+10,5
	-12%

	DHV
	-15,5
	-27
	-11,5%
	SBM Offshore
	-19,5
	-22,5
	-3%

	DSM
	-6
	-26,5
	-20,5%
	Schiphol Group
	+21,5
	+25,5
	+4%

	Grontmij
	-3
	+32,5
	+35,5%
	SNS Reaal
	+26,5
	+15
	-11,5%

	Heineken
	+21
	+10,5
	-10,5%
	TNT
	-7,5
	-24,5
	-17%

	ING
	-12
	-17
	-5%
	Van Gansewinkel
	-13
	-24,5
	-11,5%

	BAM
	-17
	-24
	-7%
	Vopak
	-5
	-14,5
	-9,5%

	KPN
	+22
	-17,5
	-39,5%
	Wolters Kluwer
	+13
	+9,5
	-3,5%



A negative percentage in 2009 or 2010 means that the company received a higher score on the Transparantiebenchmark than on the self-made GRI index. Conversely, a positive percentage means that the company scored higher on the self-made GRI index than on the Transparantiebenchmark. When the difference between the percentages of 2009 and 2010 is negative, it means that the company scored in 2010 more points on the Transparantiebenchmark than on the GRI compared with the year 2009. A total of 19 companies of the sample have a negative difference. This means that nearly 75% of all companies in this sample have made the difference between the Transparantiebenchmark en the GRI bigger, in favor of the Transparantiebenchmark. It could be assumed that these companies adjust their reporting to score a good rank on the Transparantiebenchmark, without paying attention to the criteria of the GRI Framework. 

7.2.4 General analysis of second hypothesis
In this general analysis of the second hypothesis the results of the year 2010 is compared to the result of the year 2009. The results of 2009 are analyzed in the sub-paragraphs before. To have the possibility to compare the two years, the same sample size should be taken. Because in paragraph 7.1 another sample size of the year 2010 is taken, first the differences in percentages of the 26 companies in the year 2010 are given.  The total average score of the Transparantiebenchmark is 73,17%, and of the self-made index 65,06%. The total difference between these scores is -8,11%. 
First a small table is given to see a clear overview of the results : 


Table 6 : Overview of total average results in percentage
	
	2009
	2010

	Transparantiebenchmark
	61,31%
	73,17%

	Self-made index
	60,81%
	65,06%

	Differences
	-0,5%
	-8,11%



The results in table 6 shows that companies became more transparent in 2010. They received more points on the Transparantiebenchmark (11,86%) and meets more points of criteria on the self-made index of GRI criteria’s (4,25%). But because the total received points of the Transparantiebenchmark increases more than the points of the GRI Guidelines, the difference between those two also increases (7,61%) This means that the Transparantiebenchmark deviates more from the GRI in 2010. This is not conform the expectation and the stated hypothesis. A possible explanation is that companies focus on the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark, and try to optimize these points of criteria without paying attention to other criteria which are included in the GRI Guidelines and not in the Transparantiebenchmark. Another explanation is that the criteria which are updated in the year 2010 are less conform the GRI Guidelines. This is in contrast with what is stated in the introduction of the criteria 2010, where is stated that this year explicitly connection is made with the GRI Guidelines.
Chapter 8 : Conclusion
8.1 Introduction
Over the past decades, Corporate Social Reporting (CSR) has become an important topic in the world of business. The first important literature about CSR dates from the 1950s, with Bowen’s work (1953) as the begin of a new modern period of literature. During 1960-1970’s management of companies came under increasing pressure to pursue socially responsive behavior from a variety of stakeholder groups including shareholders, employees, investors, consumers and managers (Brammer, 2007). These stakeholders are increasingly interested whether companies show responsible behavior towards social and environmental issues. The business community started to report on their social, environmental and ethical activities. Positive benefits like reputation, customer attraction, strengthen financial relations, risk mitigation and good workers performance forces business to launch sustainability reports. In every country and even for different sectors, different themes of CSR are important. There are several guidelines for CSR reporting created. The Global Reporting Initiative, originated from 1997, is developed to provide guidelines for sustainability reporting. Different national guidelines, for example the Dutch Accounting Standard 400 of the Dutch Accounting Standard Board (DASB), are based on the GRI Guidelines. The reporting framework of GRI 3 answers two questions: ‘What should be disclosed in the report? ‘and ‘What form should the disclosures take?’. Also the AA1000 Assurance Standard by the Institute for Social and Ethical Accountability (ISEA) has become an important international standard. 
Also in the Netherlands Corporate Social Reporting became a hot topic, and MVO (Maatschappelijk Verantwoord Ondernemen) is the understanding for business in the 21st century. The government helps companies on several ways, for example by providing handbooks, combining knowledge and providing clear frameworks. The government tries to play an active role in the promotion to use guidelines and international standards. One of these actions is the Transparantiebenchmark. With this list, the ministry of Economic Affairs provides insight in the transparency of the sustainability reports of  Dutch companies. The purpose of this list is to give an overview of the CSR activities, trends and progresses of the largest Dutch companies. The Transparantiebenchmark deals with the visibility of CSR in the company which encourages companies to make progress of CSR in their policies. With help of an index, different aspects of quality in the CSR- and annual reports of 500 companies in the Netherlands in the year 2009 are examined and ranked in a list. This thesis investigates if the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark are in line with the international guidelines of the GRI. To get more insight in the field of sustainability reporting, the differences between the Transparantiebenchmark and GRI are investigated using the following main question:
Is the ranking of the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 comparable to the ranking of an index based on the guidelines of GRI?

8.2 Findings
Every year, the Transparantiebenchmark launches a new version of criteria which should be handled in a report. With updating the scores in the year 2010, the revised ‘Richtlijn 400’ and ‘Handreiking voor Maatschappelijke Verslaggeving’ is used. This revised version of the RJ 400 is more in line with the guidelines of the GRI. There is a distinction made between objective scoring criteria on the one hand and criteria which need judgment of a panel of experts on the other. First of all, companies are able to judge their own degree of transparency using a questionnaire. As second step in the process, a panel of experts criticize the sustainability reports of the companies with the highest objective scores. In 2010, the objective criteria are separated in content-oriented and quality-oriented criteria, adopted from the GRI Reporting Framework. According the GRI, this Framework should serve as a generally accepted system for reporting on economic, environmental and social performance of an organization. The system is designed for use by any organization regardless of size, industry or location. The guidelines of GRI include principles for determining the content of the report, and for ensuring the quality of information. It also includes standard items of information, consisting of performance indicators and other information, and guidelines on specific technical issues of reporting. Using these principles, an index can be built to score all  the aspects which should be included in a report following the guidelines of GRI. This G3 Content Index is used in this research to create a more separated and specific rank as the Application Level system with the A, B and C-rank of the GRI. For every indicator different points are ascribed for reporting both qualitative and quantitative or only qualitative. The maximum score to receive in this self-made GRI index 200 points, the same as for the Transparantiebenchmark index. To compare both indexes, a sample of companies listed on both the Transparantiebenchmark 2010 and the GRI Reporting list 2010 is used. This resulted in a sample size of 42 companies. To compare the Transparantiebenchmark results of the year 2010 with the year 2009, companies should be included in both years. Only 26 companies of the prior 42 companies meet this requirement.
Resulting from the research, the first hypothesis : The Transparantiebenchmark 2010 does not result in the same ranking list as the index based on GRI guidelines, can be confirmed. At first impression the data shows that the difference between percentages of the indexes of the Transparantiebenchmark and the GRI  is small and perhaps even negligible, with -5,6%. This negative amount means that the companies scored 5,6% more points on the Transparantiebenchmark than on the GRI index. This difference is quite small because there are both substantial positive and negative differences which outweighs each other. Some companies with a negative percentage of difference meet almost all the criteria to score the highest rank on the Transparantiebenchmark, but meets lots less criteria on the GRI Guidelines. The reason for this gap is the composition of the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark. The criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark are mostly in line with the core performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines. However, most added performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines are not included in the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark. The companies listed before report very well on the core performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines, but are not reporting on the added indicators. To score a higher rank on the self-made index based on GRI Guidelines, also the added performance indicators should be reported on. In contrast there are also a few companies receiving a higher score on the self-made index than on the Transparantiebenchmark (a positive difference). A possible explanation is that they received the extra points for because they explain the reason why the indicators are omitted from the report. In the GRI Application Level Criteria (2010-2011, p.2) 
 is stated that companies should communicate in their GRI Content Index which GRI disclosures have been reported, and the reason why certain disclosures have not been reported. So, giving an explanation of not reporting an indicator meets the criteria of the GRI Guidelines, but not the one of the Transparantiebenchmark. 
The second hypothesis : The Transparantiebenchmark 2010 is more related to the index based on GRI guidelines than the Transparantiebenchmark 2009, is rejected based on the results of this research. In 2010 companies received more points on the Transparantiebenchmark and meet more criteria on the self-made index. But because the total received points of the Transparantiebenchmark increases more than the points of the GRI Guidelines, the difference between those two also increases. This means that the Transparantiebenchmark deviates more from the GRI in 2010. A possible explanation is that the criteria which are updated in the year 2010 are less conform the GRI Guidelines. This is in contrast with the introduction of the criteria 2010, where is stated that this year an explicit connection has been made with the GRI Guidelines. A more obvious explanation is that companies focus more on the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark to score a good rank. They try to optimize the points of criteria without paying attention to other criteria which are included in the GRI Guidelines and not in the Transparantiebenchmark. 

8.3 Answer to the main question and recommendation
Using the answers on the hypotheses, the main question of this research can be answered. The result of the Transparantiebenchmark is mainly comparable to the result of the index based on the guidelines of GRI. The ranking order of the Transparantiebenchmark is the same for the most companies as the one based on the GRI index, however there are some exceptions. Reason for these exceptions derive from differences in the criteria of the two indexes. The criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark are mostly in line with the core performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines. Most added performance indicators of the GRI Guidelines are not included in the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark. Being transparent on only the core performance indicators gives companies a good rank on the Transparantiebenchmark, but  is not enough for a good score according the GRI Guidelines. Inversely, companies score points if they communicate which GRI disclosures have been reported, and the reason why certain disclosures have not been reported. Giving an explanation of not reporting an indicator meets the criteria of the GRI Guidelines, but not the one of the Transparantiebenchmark. 
Resulting from the differences between 2009 and 2010 can be noted that companies got more transparent in 2010. On both indexes the average scores were higher than in 2009. However, the points of the Transparantiebenchmark increased more. Companies focus more on the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark to score a good rank. They try to optimize the points of criteria without paying attention to other criteria which are included in the GRI Guidelines and not in the Transparantiebenchmark, e.g. the added performance indicators. 

My recommendation for the Transparantiebenchmark is to adjust the criteria on the differences with the GRI Guidelines named above. Giving an explanation of not reporting an performance indicator meets the criteria of the GRI Guidelines, and should be added to the conditions of the Transparantiebenchmark. In this way companies with good reason for omission, and thereby reporting in accordance with the international standards, can score a better rank than they do at this moment. Another point are the added performance indicators which the Transparantiebenchmark can include in their criteria. These added performance indicators are included in the GRI Guidelines with good reason. Although it is slightly less important, they are of importance for a good report. The Transparantiebenchmark should take these indicators in account, and give companies who also report on these indicators a higher rank than companies who do not. In this way progress in the reports of Dutch companies can be made, in line with the international guidelines.


8.4 Limitations
Some limitations have influenced this research and the conclusion of this research. The most important limitation is the subjective character of this research. First of all the analysis of the sustainability reports based on the criteria of the self-made GRI index are subjective. Assigning the  points has been done by one single researcher, while the Transparantiebenchmark has a complete panel of experts who give the points to sustainability reports. Besides that, it is difficult to judge the difference between, for example, companies who don’t report on an indicator, companies who do mention the indicator but don’t tell if they report on it, companies who mention they don’t report on the indicator or companies where the indicator is not applicable. The judgment on points like this is completely dependent of the discretion of one person. Another limitation because of  subjectivity is the absence of judgment of management approaches in the self-made index. Management approaches are a part of the GRI Guidelines who are also mentioned in the G3 Content Index. Besides measuring the presence, it is hard to measure the guidance in points of completeness. Because of this subjective character of criteria, the management approach is not included in the index. Also the sector-specific criteria are not taken into account. For every sector, there are different additional criteria to report on. In the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark, several sector-specific indicators are included. This could have lead to a difference in ranking points.

Furthermore, it is hard to make conclusions about the progress of the reports with certainty, because this research includes only two years. In the second year of this investigation, the criteria are substantially adjusted. It is hard to measure if the change in the scores of the Transparantiebenchmark are the result of a better report or because of the adjusted criteria. Furthermore, there is relative small sample size, because there are limited companies that are included in the Transparantiebenchmark, report using the GRI guidelines and have a public available G3 Content Index.
8.5 Recommendations for further research
Because no prior research is done on the Transparantiebenchmark, my recommendation is to continue doing research in this area. For the progress in sustainability reporting it is interesting to investigate the advantages and especially the disadvantages of the Transparantiebenchmark. First of all, my research could be expanded with the elimination of some of the limitations. The problem of subjectivity could be resolved for a part when more people judge the awarding of points. Another possibility is the extension of the self-made index, with a solution for the missing management approach. With this research as starting point there are more possibilities to expand this research. With taking more years in an investigation, it is possible to investigate the progress companies make in their reports. Another option is the focus on differences between sectors. Are there sectors with a better adoption of the criteria of the Transparantiebenchmark or the GRI Guidelines? Finally, the structure of the Transparantiebenchmark could be investigated. Do companies who use the GRI Guidelines score better than other companies? And what kind of standards do these other companies use? Could it be concluded that some standards are better than others for the rank in the Transparantiebenchmark?
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Appendix  A : G3 Content Index
	G3 Content Index

	STANDARD DISCLOSURES PART 1 : Profile Disclosures

	Profile Disclosure
	Description

	1.1
	Statement from the most senior decision-maker of the organization.

	1.2
	Description of key impacts, risks, and opportunities.

	2.1
	Name of the organization.

	2.2
	Primary brands, products, and/or services.

	2.3
	Operational structure of the organization, including main divisions, operating companies, subsidiaries, and joint ventures.

	2.4
	Location of organization’s headquarters.

	2.5
	Number of countries where the organization operates, and names of countries with either major operations or that are specifically relevant to the sustainability issues covered in the report.

	2.6
	Nature of ownership and legal form.

	2.7
	Markets served (including geographic breakdown, sectors served, and types of customers/beneficiaries).

	2.8
	Scale of the reporting organization.

	2.9
	Significant changes during the reporting period regarding size, structure, or ownership.

	2.10
	Awards received in the reporting period.

	3.1
	Reporting period (e.g., fiscal/calendar year) for information provided.

	3.2
	Date of most recent previous report (if any).

	3.3
	Reporting cycle (annual, biennial, etc.)

	3.4
	Contact point for questions regarding the report or its contents.

	3.5
	Process for defining report content.

	3.6
	Boundary of the report (e.g., countries, divisions, subsidiaries, leased facilities, joint ventures, suppliers)

	3.7
	State any specific limitations on the scope or boundary of the report.

	3.8
	Basis for reporting on joint ventures, subsidiaries, leased facilities, outsourced operations, and other entities that can significantly affect comparability from period to period and/or between organizations.

	3.9
	Data measurement techniques and the bases of calculations, including assumptions and techniques underlying estimations applied to the compilation of the Indicators and other information in the report. Explain any decisions not to apply, or to substantially diverge from, the GRI Indicator Protocols

	3.10
	Explanation of the effect of any re-statements of information provided in earlier reports, and the reasons for such re-statement (e.g. mergers/acquisitions, change of base years/periods, nature of business, measurement methods)

	3.11
	Significant changes from previous reporting periods in the scope, boundary, or measurement methods applied din the report

	3.12
	Table identifying the location of the Standard Disclosures in the report

	3.13
	Policy and current practice with regard to seeking external assurance for the report

	4.1
	Governance structure of the organization, including committees under the highest governance body responsible for specific tasks, such as setting strategy or organizational oversight

	4.2
	Indicate whether the Chair of the highest governance body is also an executive officer

	4.3
	For organizations that have a unitary board structure, state the number of members of the highest governance body that are independent and/or non-executive members.

	4.4 
	Mechanisms for shareholders and employees to provide recommendations or direction to the highest governance body.

	4.5
	Linkage between compensation for members of the highest governance body, senior managers, and executives, and the organization’s performance.

	4.6
	Processes in place for the highest governance body to ensure conflicts of interest are avoided

	4.7
	Process for determining the qualifications and expertise of the members of the highest governance body for guiding the organization’s strategy on economic, environmental, and social topics

	4.8
	Internally developed statements of mission or values, codes of conduct, and principles relevant to economic, environmental, and social performance and the status of their implementation

	4.9
	Procedures of the highest governance body for overseeing the organization’s identification and management of economic environmental, and social performance, including relevant risks and opportunities, and adherence or compliance with internationally agreed standards, codes of conduct, and principles.

	4.10
	Processes for evaluating the highest governance body’s own performance, particularly with respect to economic, environmental, and social performance

	4.11
	Explanation of whether and how the precautionary approach or principle is addressed by the organization.

	4.12
	Externally developed economic, environmental, and social charters, principles, or other initiatives to which the organization subscribes or endorses

	4.13
	Memberships in associations and/or national/international advocacy organizations in which the organization: Has positions in governance bodies; Participates in projects or committees; Provides substantive funding beyond routine memberships dues: or views membership as strategic.

	4.14
	List of stakeholder groups engaged by the organization.

	4.15
	Basis for identification and selection of stakeholders with whom to engage.

	4.16
	Approaches to stakeholder engagement, including frequency of engagement by type and by stakeholder group

	4.17
	Key topics and concerns that have been raised through stakeholder engagement, and how the organization has responded to those key topics and concerns, including through its reporting

	STANDARD DISCLOSURE PART 2 : Performance indicators

	Performance indicator
	Description

	EC 1
	Direct economic value generated and distributed, including revenues, operating costs, employee compensation, donations and other community investments, retained earnings, and payments to capital providers and governments

	EC 2
	Financial implications and other risks and opportunities for the organization’s activities due the climate change

	EC 3
	Coverage of the organization’s defined benefit plan obligations.

	EC 4
	Significant financial assistance received from government.

	EC 5
	Range of ratios of standard entry level wage compared to local minimum wage at significant locations of operation

	EC 6
	Policy, practices, and proportion of spending on locally-based suppliers at significant locations of operation

	EC 7
	Procedures for local hiring and proportion of senior management hired from the local community at significant locations of operation

	EC 8
	Development and impact of infrastructure investments and services provided primarily for public benefit through commercial, in-kind, or pro bono engagement

	EC 9
	Understanding and describing significant indirect economic impacts , including the extent of impacts

	EN 1
	Materials used by weight or volume

	EN 2
	Percentage of materials used that are recycles input materials.

	EN 3
	Direct energy consumption by primary energy source.

	EN 4
	Indirect energy consumption by primary source.

	EN 5
	Energy saved due to conservation and efficiency improvements.

	EN 6
	Initiatives to provide energy-efficient or renewable energy based products and services, and reductions in energy requirements as a result of these initiatives

	EN 7
	Initiatives to reduce indirect energy consumption and reductions achieved

	EN 8
	Total water withdrawal by source

	EN 9
	Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water.

	EN 10 
	Percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused.

	EN 11
	Location of size of land owned, leased, managed in or adjacent to, protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas.

	EN 12
	Description of significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in protected areas an areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas.

	EN 13
	Habitats protected or restored.

	EN 14
	Strategies, current actions, and future plans for managing impacts on biodiversity.

	EN 15
	Number of IUCN Red List species and national conservation list species with habitats in areas affected by operations, by level of extinction risk.

	EN 16
	Total direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions by weight.

	EN 17
	Other relevant indirect greenhouse gas emission by weight

	EN 18
	Initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reductions achieved

	EN 19
	Emissions of ozone-depleting substances by weight.

	EN 20
	NOx, SOx, and other significant air emissions by type and weight.

	EN 21
	Total water discharge by quality and destination

	EN 22
	Total weight of waste by type and disposal method.

	EN 23
	Total number and volume of significant spills.

	EN 24
	Weigh of transported, imported, exported, or treated waste deemed hazardous under the terms of the Basel Convention Annex 1,2,3 and 4, and percentage of transported waste

	EN 25
	Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and related habitats significantly affected by the reporting organization’s discharges of water and runoff.

	EN 26
	Initiatives to mitigate environmental impacts of products and services, and extent of impact mitigation

	EN 27
	Percentage of products sold and their packaging materials that are reclaimed by category.

	EN 28
	Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with environmental laws and regulations

	EN 29
	Significant environmental impacts of transporting products and other goods and materials used for the organization’s operations, and transporting members of the workforce.

	EN 30
	Total environmental protection expenditures and investments by type

	LA 1
	Total workforce by employment type, employment contract, and region

	LA 2
	Total number and rate of employee turnover by age group, gender, and region.

	LA 3
	Benefits provided to full-time employees that are not provided to temporary or part-time employees, by major operations.

	LA 4
	Percentage of employees covered by collective bargaining agreements.

	LA 5
	Minimum notice periods regarding significant operational changed, including whether it is specified in collective agreements

	LA 6
	Percentage of total workforce represented in formal joint management-worker health and safety committees that help monitor and advise on occupational health and safety programs

	LA 7
	Rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days, and absenteeism, and number of work-related fatalities by region

	LA 8
	Education, training, counseling, prevention, and risk-control programs in place  to assist workforce members, their families, or community members regarding serious diseases.

	LA 9
	Health and safety topics covered in formal agreements with trade unions

	LA 10
	Average hours of training per year per employee by employee category

	LA 11
	Programs for skills management and lifelong learning htat support the continued employability of employees and assist them in managing career endings

	LA 12
	Percentage of employees receiving regular performance and career development reviews

	LA 13
	Composition of governance bodies and breakdown of employees per category according to gender, age group, minority group membership, and other indicators of diversity.

	LA 14
	Ratio of basic salary of men to women by employee category

	HR 1
	Percentage and total number of significant investment agreements that include human rights clauses or that have undergone human rights screening.

	HR 2
	Percentage of significant suppliers and contractors that have undergone screening on human rights and actions taken.

	HR 3
	Total hours of employee training on policies and procedures concerning aspects of human rights that are relevant to operations, including the percentage of employees trained.

	HR 4
	Total number of incidents of discrimination and actions taken

	HR 5
	Operations identified in which the right to exercise freedom of association and collective bargaining may be at significant risk, and actions taken to support these rights.

	HR 6
	Operations identified as having significant risk for incidents of child labor, and measures taken to contribute to the elimination of child labor

	HR 7
	Operations identified as having significant risk for incidents of forces or compulsory labor, and measures to contribute to the elimination of forced of compulsory labor.

	HR 8
	Percentage of security personnel trained in the organization’s policies or procedures concerning aspects of human rights that are relevant to operations.

	HR 9
	Total numbers of incidents of violations involving rights of indigenous people and actions taken

	SO 1
	Nature, scope, and effectiveness of any programs and practices that assess and manage the impacts of operations on communities, including entering, operating, and exiting

	SO 2
	Percentage and total number of business units analyzed for risks related to corruption

	SO 3
	Percentage of employees trained in organization’s anti-corruption policies and procedures

	SO 4
	Actions taken in response to incidents of corruption

	SO 5
	Public policy positions and participation in public policy development and lobbying

	SO 6
	Total value of financial and in-kind contributions to political parties, politicians, and related institutions by country

	SO 7
	Total number of legal actions for anti-competitive behavior, anti-trust, and monopoly practices and their outcomes

	SO 8
	Monetary value of significant fines ant total number of non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with laws and regulations

	PR 1
	Life cycle stages in which health and safety impacts of products and services are assessed for improvement, and percentage of significant products and services categories subject to such procedures

	PR 2
	Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations and voluntary codes concerning health and safety impacts of products and services during their life cycle, by type of outcome

	PR 3
	Type of product and service information required by procedures, and percentage of significant products and services subject to such information requirement

	PR 4
	Total number of incident of non-compliance with regulations and voluntary codes concerning product and service information and labeling, by type of outcomes

	PR 5
	Practices related to customer satisfaction, including results of surveys measuring customer satisfaction.

	PR 6
	Programs for adherence to laws, standards, and voluntary cods related to marketing communications, including advertising, promotion, and sponsorship

	PR 7 
	Total number of incidents of non-compliance with regulations and voluntary codes concerning marketing communications, including advertising, promotion, and sponsorship by type of customer data

	PR 8
	Total number of substantiated complaints regarding breaches of customer privacy and losses of customer data

	PR 9
	Monetary value of significant fines for non-compliance with laws and regulations concerning the provision and use of products and services


Appendix B : Results of 2009
	
	Amount on TB 2010
	Amount by GRI 2009
	Self-made index based on GRI 2009

	Achmea
	175
	A+
	131

	Aegon
	149
	B+
	131

	Ahold
	124
	B+
	95

	Alliander
	119
	B+
	147

	AkzoNobel
	156
	C+
	113

	ASML
	134
	A
	132

	Corio
	134
	B
	142

	CSM
	81
	Undeclared
	66

	De Nederlandsche Bank
	145
	B+
	152

	Delty Lloyd
	120
	B+
	140

	DHV
	160
	B+
	106

	DSM
	195
	A+
	142

	FMO
	142
	B+
	128

	Grontmij
	88
	B+
	153

	Friesland Campina
	123
	B
	136

	Heineken
	143
	Undeclared
	164

	ING
	172
	A+
	138

	BAM
	155
	B+
	107

	KPN
	197
	A+
	162

	NS
	102
	C
	76

	Nuon
	184
	A+
	174

	NXP Semiconductors
	45
	A
	152

	OBT
	82
	C
	80

	OCÉ
	162
	B+
	114

	Philips
	196
	A+
	140

	Port of Rotterdam/Havenbedrijf Rotterdam
	141
	B+
	178

	Rabobank
	186
	A+
	127

	Ricoh
	56
	B
	40

	Roto Smeets Group
	83
	Undeclared
	91

	Royal Dutch Shell
	150
	A+
	191

	Royal Wessanen
	71
	C
	97

	SBM Offshore
	96
	C+
	51

	Schiphol Group
	129
	B+
	181

	SNS Reaal
	111
	C
	141

	TenneT TSO
	120
	C
	158

	The Greenery
	114
	C
	87

	TNT
	190
	A+
	141

	Van Gansewinkel
	158
	B+
	94

	Van Lanschot
	93
	C
	85

	Vopak
	96
	C
	67

	Wavin
	131
	B
	150

	Wolters Kluwer
	114
	B
	133


Appendix C : Results of 2009 and 2010
	
	Year 2010
	Year 2009

	
	Amount on TB

	Amount by GRI (2009)
	Self-made index based on GRI 
	Amount on TB

	Amount by GRI (2008)
	Self-made index based on GRI

	Achmea
	175
	A+
	128
	77
	Undeclared
	152

	Aegon
	149
	B+
	131
	55
	Undeclared
	120

	Ahold
	124
	B+
	95
	56
	B
	84

	Alliander
	119
	B+
	147
	58
	C+
	137

	ASML
	134
	A
	132
	48
	A
	130

	CSM
	81
	Undeclared
	66
	53
	Undeclared
	64

	DHV
	160
	B+
	106
	67
	B+
	103

	DSM
	195
	A+
	142
	78
	A+
	144

	Grontmij
	88
	B+
	153
	31
	C
	56

	Heineken
	143
	Undeclared
	164
	63
	Undeclared
	168

	ING
	172
	A+
	138
	81
	A+
	138

	BAM
	155
	B+
	107
	55
	C
	76

	KPN
	197
	A+
	162
	56
	B+
	156

	Nuon
	184
	A+
	174
	67
	A+
	175

	OCÉ
	162
	B+
	114
	75
	B+
	114

	Philips
	196
	A+
	140
	69
	B+
	108

	Port of R’dam/Havenbedrijf R’dam
	141
	B+
	178
	53
	Undeclared
	127

	Rabobank
	186
	A+
	127
	94
	A+
	117

	Royal Dutch Shell
	150
	A+
	191
	73
	A+
	191

	SBM Offshore
	96
	C+
	51
	48
	C+
	57

	Schiphol Group
	129
	B+
	181
	65
	B
	173

	SNS Reaal
	111
	C
	141
	44
	C
	141

	TNT
	190
	A+
	141
	78
	A+
	141

	Van Gansewinkel
	158
	B+
	94
	61
	B+
	96

	Vopak
	96
	C
	67
	37
	C
	64

	Wolters Kluwer
	114
	B
	133
	52
	B
	130
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� Based on the timeline on the site : timerime.com/en/timeline/233086 and www.duurzamegroei.nl
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� �HYPERLINK "http://www.mvoplatform.nl"�www.mvoplatform.nl� and www.duurzamedatabase.nl
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