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1. Introduction

The attention for corporate sustainability has grown increasingly over the last two decades. The leading companies in corporate sustainability are settled in developed countries in West-Europe and North-America. In these developed countries companies are exposed to the pressure from stakeholders to act social responsible (Baughn et al., 2007, Ramasamy and Woan Ting, 2004). By voluntary disclosures companies tend to report on their activities that have impact on society and environment. Along with the grown interests and demands from society, corporate sustainability responsibility (CSR) seems to become a requirement for doing business for international companies. The number of CSR reports published has grown from about 300 reports in 1996 to 3.100 reports in 2008
. With this trend Asian companies are now following their competitors in West-Europe and North-America. The economic development in Asian countries has been turbulent over the last decades and the society is placing increasing demands on businesses to practice CSR. Given the considerable differences in the economic and cultural environment, moral judgment and national legislative requirements and the alternative roles that corporations play in a given country, the extent to which CSR is practiced differs significantly across countries (Adams et al., 1998). 

In this thesis I tend to examine and assess the current state of CSR in the United States and in Malaysia and Singapore. I take two different samples. The first sample contains 30 sustainability reports of North American organizations which are all listed in the top of the Fortune 500. The second sample contains 10 Malaysian and 7 Singaporean organizations. I take a closer look at the voluntary disclosures of the companies that use the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) framework to report their economic, environmental, and social performance. This is done by (content) analysis of the annual CSR reports. I focus on specific performance indicators that are reported and further I look at the length and format of the reports. On this basis I will investigate the comparability between the sustainability reports.

Malaysia and Singapore have a historical relation; both formed a single federation after gaining independence of the British Empire in 1957. However, Singapore withdraws from the federation in 1965 and become an independent state. Since then, the two countries developed in different ways. Singapore has grown to be one of the richest economics in Asia. Malaysia developed more steadily, with its large agricultural sector and later secondary and tertiary sector. The different evolvement of the economies has an impact on how CSR is practiced. 

In line with international trends there is increasing awareness for CSR in Malaysia over the years. The Malaysian government has paid attention to CSR that resulted in the development of new frameworks for businesses. In September 2006 “The Silver Book” published by the Putrajaya Committee for GLC Transformation (PCG) that contains guidelines for companies that are linked to the government. Khazanah Nasional Berhad, is a management authority that is mandated to monitor the implementation of CSR guidelines by government linked companies. Further, in 2007 the Prime Minister’s CSR Awards was launched by the Ministry of Women, Family and Community Development in 2007. The purpose of this award is to recognize companies that made a difference to the communities in which they are active through CSR programs. Another CSR initiative in Malaysia comes from the stock-exchange holding Bursa Malaysia. The country’s stock exchange issued a framework for reporting CSR activities and obliged all public listed companies to disclose their CSR activities or practices. 

Singapore is the location for the headquarters of many transnational corporations. It might be expected that these corporations play a leadership role in putting effort into environmental and social issues. However, it is generally perceived that social and environmental awareness of CSR has emerged rather slow in Singapore and that corporations are less encouraged to pursue CSR related activities (Ramasay and Woan Ting, 2004). Singapore is attractive for its economic opportunities and business protection from interference of non-governmental organizations and wider society (Perry and Singh, 2001). Although Singapore is dominated by Buddhism, the religion that promotes the golden rule ‘Hurt not others in ways that you yourself would find hurtful’, there is evidence that Singaporean companies are less concerned about CSR (Ang, 2000). Nevertheless, there is an active non-profit organization called Singapore Compact, which is promotes greater awareness, best practices, sustainable development and excellence towards CSR in Singapore
. Singapore Compact was founded in 2005 and works with various organizations to enhance CSR practices. Recently, on 28th August 2010, the Singapore Stock Exchange (SGX) issued voluntary guidelines to listed companies. The objective is to incorporate sustainability reporting as part of their public disclosure documents (Emergent Venture International Pte Ltd, 2010). While the guidelines are voluntary the SGX expects that listed companies are going to adopt the guidelines. According to Emergent Venture International the government of Singapore cannot make the guidelines mandatory, due lack of rules and regulations regarding reporting.  

In order to conduct this research I have stated the following main research question:

To what extent are Corporate Social Responsibility reports of North American and Malaysian and Singaporean firms comparable? 
To support the main question the following sub-questions will be answered in the literature review: 

1. What is Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)?  

2. What is CSR reporting?

3. Which theories can explain CSR?

4. What are the results of prior research on CSR in the United States and Malaysia and Singapore? 

5. What is the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) reporting framework?

6. How can CSR reports be compared with each other? 
7. How can the comparability between sustainability reports best be analyzed? 
The thesis is structured as follows. In the next chapter, a literature review on CSR in general is provided and the first three sub-questions are answered. In chapter three I examine the GRI guidelines framework that is widely used by many firms. Chapter four elaborates on the methodology used to analyze CSR reports, the sample selection, control variables, and empirical results. In chapter five I will present my conclusion.   

2. Theoretical framework

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter will first provide a literature review on the main topic Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). I provide a definition of CSR and explain theories behind CSR. These theories provide a number of perspectives why managers voluntarily disclose environmental and social information. 

2.2 What is corporate social responsibility?

The term corporate social responsibility (CSR), and its sister concepts - corporate social performance, corporate social responsiveness, and corporate citizenship - are present in the literature for almost five decades. In the book called Social Responsibilities of the Businessman (Howard Bowen, 1953), the term CSR is mentioned for the first time. In the 1960s the concepts of CSR received more attention and were further described. McGuire’s book (1963) was among the earliest who issued a greater role for businesses to act social responsible. His work was used by scholars in the 1960s to resolve questions related to CSR.  In 1969 McGuire presented four approaches to CSR: traditional (the neoclassical economic view that CSR has no role in business), enlightened (CSR serves corporate self-interest), responsible (CSR may or may not pay, but it is the right thing to do), and confused (justifying CSR ethically while expecting it to pay off for the company)(McGuire, 1969). 

In the 1970s the literature further specifies the concepts of CSR. Important contributions were from Preston and Post (1975) and Carroll (1979). Preston and Post specified CSR in the domain of public policy. They argued that social institutions (business, government, education, etc.) were not separate and distinct, but complex ‘interpenetrating systems’ that continually affected each other. This thinking was quite revolutionary with the increasing globalization and complex interdependence of systems coming ahead. Carroll (1979) was the first to describe the concepts of corporate sustainability performance (CSP). He argued that ‘responsibility’ was not measurable and therefore suggested to use ‘performance’ as term. 

In the 1980’s the literature changed and developed alternative concepts and themes such as, public policy, business ethics, and stakeholder management. Wartick and Cochran (1985) updated and extended Carroll’s model. They incorporated three aspects in a framework; principles, processes and policies. The principles (economic, legal, ethical and discretionary) of CSR were taken from Carroll (1979). Wartick and Cochran, explains that these principles are resulted from the business’s social contract with society and the fact that businesses acted as moral agents within society. 

During the 90’s the literature doesn’t present whole new concepts. Several papers and articles contributed in the 90’s to extant theorizing and conceptualization (Wood 1991, Swanson 1995, Mitnick 1995). The last ten years literature still does not present an accepted general definition of CSR. This was expected by Carroll (1999), because all of the groundwork is already done on this subject. A definition that we adopt in our paper is that of McWilliams and Siegel (2001): 

“Actions that appear to further some social good, beyond the interest of the firm and that

which is required by law.”

2.3 What is corporate social responsibility disclosure?  

Corporate social responsibility disclosure is a form of voluntary disclosure. Examples of different focus areas of voluntary disclosures are: management earnings forecast, social and environmental reports, management achievements, information on achieved projects and company targets, risks management, internal control disclosures, etc. The authors (Meek, Roberts and Gray, 1995) define voluntary disclosure as: disclosures in excess of requirements which represent free choices on the part of company managements to provide accounting and other information deemed relevant to the decision needs of users of their annual reports. Requirements are considered for example international standards as US GAAP (the Generally Accepted Accounting practices of the United States of America), or IFRS (International Financial Reporting standards).Within the area of social and environmental reporting one can understand from studying financial accounting that there is a relative of absence of requirements relating to the public disclosure of information about the social and environmental performance of an entity. Nevertheless for a number of years many organizations throughout the world have been voluntarily providing public disclosures about their environmental and to a lesser extent their social performance (Deegan, 2000). 

2.4 What are motives for CSR disclosure? 

Management can differentiate their company from other companies, by using voluntary disclosures, when other companies do not perform financially or socially as well as their own company does. In these cases management will provide, by voluntary disclosure, more information than mandatory. Also voluntary disclosures can mitigate the information gap that exists between companies and stakeholders. According to Healy and Palepu (2001), firms will in general have better information than investors about the value of companies and investment opportunities and therefore have incentives to overstate their value, creating an information problem. Voluntary disclosure can mitigate the information gap (see for example Petersen, Plenborg, 2006). Information asymmetry can, therefore, be seen as the main reason for the demand for financial reporting and corporate disclosure (Healy and Palepu, 2001).

2.5 Which theories can explain CSR? 

There are several theories which try to explain voluntary disclosure by organizations which we will discuss in this section. First we make the distinction between positive accounting theory and normative accounting theory. A positive accounting theory (PAT) seeks to explain and predict particular phenomena (Deegan et al., 2006). The positive accounting theory is always backward looking, and based on empirical research and observations. In contrast of positive accounting theories, normative accounting theories prescribe how a particular practice should be undertaken and this prescription might be a significant departure from existing practice. (Deegan et al., 2006) These normative theories are based on the opinion of the researcher of what he thinks how something should be done. In case of CSR,  research using a normative perspective would, for example, suggest what an organization should disclose in its sustainability report for example. 

Political economy theory

The political economy theory is defined as ‘the social, political and economic framework within which human life takes place’ (Gray et al., 1996) The perspective embraced is that society, politics and economics are inseparable, and economic issues cannot meaningfully be investigated in the absence of considerations about the political, social and institutional framework in which the economic activity takes place. It is argued that by considering the political economy a researcher is able to consider broader social issues that impact on how an organization operates, and what information it elects to disclose. According to Guthrie and Parker (1990): ‘The political economy perspective perceives accounting reports as social, political, and economic documents. They serve as a tool for constructing, and ideological themes which contribute to the corporation’s private interests. Disclosures have the capacity to transmit social, political and economic meanings for a pluralistic set on report recipients.’ Guthrie and Parker (1990) further state that corporate reports cannot be considered as neutral, unbiased or representative faithful documents as many professional accounting bodies might suggest. There are many theories derived from the political economy theory which will be discussed later. 

Legitimacy theory

Legitimacy theory asserts that organizations seek to ensure they operate within the bounds and norms of their respective societies. These bounds and norms are not static so organizations are required being responsive to stay legitimate. (Deegan et al., 2006) There are many empirical studies based on the legitimacy theory. One of them is the study of Patten (1992). He examined the change in extent of environmental disclosures of US oil firms around the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska. The legitimacy theory suggests in such a situation that Exxon Valdez and also other oil and gas companies would increase their disclosure in the annual report. The study found that there indeed was an increase in disclosure after the spill. 

Stakeholder theory

Stakeholder theory asserts that the success of an organization is strongly influenced by the relationship of the firm with his stakeholders. There are different similarities between stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory. Both theories conceptualize the organization as part of a broader social system. While legitimacy theory discusses the expectations of society in general, stakeholder theory provides a more refined resolution by referring to particular groups within society (Deegan et al., 2006). There are two branches of stakeholder theory, which are the ethical branch and the managerial branch. The ethical branch is known as the moral and normative perspective of stakeholder theory. It argues that all stakeholders have the right to be treated fairly by an organization, and the issues of stakeholder power are not directly relevant. (Deegan et al., 2006) While the ethical branch of stakeholder theory considers all the stakeholders of an organization, the managerial branch of stakeholder theory is only looking to its most powerful stakeholders. Gray, Owen and Adams (1996) state: under this perspective , the stakeholders are identified by the organization of concern, by reference to the extent to which the organization believes the interplay with each group needs to be managed in order to further the interests of the organization. The more important the stakeholder to the organization, the more effort will be exerted in managing the relationship. 

Institutional theory

The institutional theory is a complementing theory to the legitimacy and stakeholder theory. 

Institutional theory reflects why organizations react to the pressure and expectations of social and institutional parties (Deegan et al., 2006). A key reason why institutional theory is relevant to researchers who investigate voluntary corporate reporting practices is that it provides a complementary perspective, to both stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory, in understanding how organizations understand and respond to changing social and institutional pressures and expectations. Among other factors, it links organizational practices (such as accounting and corporate reporting) to the values of the society in which an organization operates, and to a need to maintain organizational legitimacy (Deegan et a, 2006).

Approach for this paper

For this research I have chosen to use the positive accounting theory and rely on the stakeholder theory. In this case I look at the managerial branch of stakeholder theory, this branch of stakeholder theory attempts to explain when corporate management will be likely to attend to the expectations of particular powerful stakeholders (Deegan et al., 2006) 

In this research, I want to look to the comparability between sustainability reports. The stakeholder theory suggests that organizations consider the different stakeholder groups within society, and how they should best be managed. The major role of management is to assess the importance of meeting stakeholder demands to achieve strategic firm objectives. Now you can expect that different firms have different powerful stakeholders with different demands. This can have impact on the choice of the organization which information they will disclose in their sustainability reports. Therefore, the information that organizations present in their sustainability report will differ. This will result in a decrease in comparability between sustainability reports of different organizations. Because I rely on stakeholder theory, I expect big differences between sustainability reports. 
2.6 What are the results of prior research on CSR in the USA, Malaysia and Singapore?

Companies in North America and North Europe tend to demonstrate their social responsibility. There is a common sense that companies benefit from being able to provide evidence of their social commitment. Maignan and Ralston (2002) investigated the state of corporate social responsibility in Europe and the USA. The sample consist of companies in the USA, UK, France and the Netherlands. The study investigates the nature of CSR principles, processes, and stakeholder issues discussed in web pages. Result of this research was that USA and UK companies were much more likely to discuss any dimension of CSR-principles, processes or issues, than were French and Dutch companies. The researchers suggest that CSR did not receive the same level of attention across the investigated nations. The US businesses were much more eager to appear as good citizens than the European countries. Reason for this, could be that the American society has adopted, because of its Protestant heritage, a much more positive image of businesses. In the USA, companies are expected not only to conform to social norms defining desirable behavior, but also to set the standards for appropriate behavior (Vogel, 1992). To demonstrate that they meet these high social expectations, it is important for the USA companies to disclose their involvement to environmental issues to their stakeholders. In the past, there have been a lot of academic researchers which have displayed increased levels of enthusiasm for CSR. According to prior research, (Handelman and Arnold, 1999) CSR may be an excellent instrument to enhance the legitimacy of the firm among its stakeholders. Handelman and Arnold argue that CSR initiatives constitute mainly a legitimacy instrument whereby the firm demonstrates its adherence to stakeholder norms and expectations. 

In the beginning, the state of CSR was mainly investigated in North America. From this perspective Thomson and Zakaria (2004) investigated the state of CSR in Malaysia. The research is based on content analysis of annual reports from the 250 largest Malaysian companies. The results of the research show that CSR in Malaysia is still in its infancy. There was some improvement over the years, but compared to Western countries the state of CSR reporting stays behind. The main reason for the poor state is the lack of social and government pressure. Another research looked at the awareness of CSR in Malaysia and Singapore. The research, (Ramasamy and Woan Ting, 2004) state that CSR is increasingly receiving attention from the public in Asia. The researcher investigated the perceptions of employees on different levels of CSR awareness. They found a higher level of CSR awareness for Singaporean companies. However, when the size of companies and type of industry was taken in consideration, there was no significant difference between the countries. Large companies seem to disclose more corporate social information. This finding is supported by prior research (Adams et al., 1998). The type of industry could also influence the level of CSR awareness. Singapore has a lot of multinational companies that have more stakeholders. These stakeholders can exert a lot of pressure on the company to  act social responsible. This is an assumption of the stakeholder theory. The general conclusion from the study is that companies in Malaysia and Singapore tend to have low levels of CSR awareness. This can be the result from the absence of regulations on disclosure of social responsibility. 

Merry and Singh (2001) elaborate in their paper on the development of environmental conditions in Malaysia and Singapore. They claim that some positive results have been obtained in the 90’s through regulations. Comprehensive regulatory standards and green investments enabled Singapore to have economic grow and at the same time promote itself as a ‘green city’ (Ministery of Environment, 1992). For Malaysia the government made requirements for businesses to assess the environmental impact of development projects, which led to better investigations of serious environmental impacts. In both countries the tightening of standards and new regulations has been important for the environmental attention. The policy in Malaysia and Singapore is influenced by their independence on international trade and foreign direct investment (Bankoff and Elston, 1994). This has broad Western expectations towards environmental issues, standards that go further than regulations. However, Merry and Singh (2001) also indicate substantial performance gaps in Singapore’s and Malaysia’s environmental performance. For instance, the government for Singapore’s was unwilling to introduce environmental impact assessments, because the concerns that this could increase costs and disrupt economic development. Other examples are the green initiatives from the government. Areas were selected for nature reserves that were less important to wildlife and fauna, than locations that have been taken for development. The environmental problems in Malaysia are greater and are typically for developing economies. Problems were Malaysia have to deal with are; over logging rain forest, soil erosion, air and water pollution from industry and the dumping of hazardous waste. These problems are changing along with economic growth, both generally increased incomes still have to be translated into better environmental conditions (Sham Sani, 1999, Rasia, 1999). A significant difference with Singapore, is that in Malaysia NGO’s play an important role in environmental protection. The conclusion from the Merry and Singh is that there has been little pressure on companies to be proactive towards environmental issues and voluntary actions. 

A study from Baughn et al. (2004) examines CSR practices in 15 Asian countries, and compares these practices in these countries with others regions of the world. Furthermore, the study elaborates on hypothesized economic, social and political determinants that can influence CSR. This is based on the assumption that CSR is practiced in different ways across countries, as CSR will be a function of national social, political and economic conditions (Chapple and Moon, 2005; Kimber and Lipton, 2005). In the study of Baughn et al. (2004) is mentioned that Ramasamy and Hung (2004) have noted that awareness of CSR is slowly emerging in Singapore. They also note that Malaysia is following Singapore, but the level of CSR awareness is lower than in Singapore. For the study of Baughn et al. (2004) 8729 surveys were conducted in 104 countries. Fifteen countries were Asian (including Singapore and Malaysia) and 89 countries were aggregated across geographic regions (Europe, Australia, US and Middle East and Africa). The study demonstrates that there is a wide variance on how environmental and social CSR is practiced around the world, especially in Asia. The study provides evidence that economic development, economic freedom and ‘clean government’ is positive related with CSR. Furthermore, as suggested by Sangal (2005), government corruption is a strong predictor of CSR. The conclusion that can be drawn from this study is that environmental and social CSR practices are embedded in country contexts. In case of Singapore this means that the level of CSR awareness is relative high compared to Western countries, because Singapore is economically well developed. Following the same line of reasoning it can be expected that the level of CSR awareness will be lower for businesses in Malaysia. 

2.7 Summary and conclusion 

In this chapter I have discussed about CSR and the different theories which explain voluntary disclosure, which are positive accounting theory, normative accounting theory, political economy theory, legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory and institutional theory. At the end of this chapter I describe why the positive accounting theory and especially the managerial approach of the stakeholder theory could provide a reasonable indication why there will be difference in sustainability reports of different organizations. The managerial approach of the stakeholder theory assumes that the major role of management is to assess the importance of meeting stakeholder demands to achieve strategic firm objectives. Because of the fact that different companies have different powerful stakeholder with different demands, I expect big differences between sustainability reports. Last paragraph of this chapter discussed the results of prior research on this topic. 
3. Global Reporting Initiative

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter I will discuss the role of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). While there is no strict framework for sustainability reporting the GRI provides a framework for organizations on which economic, environmental and social issues they should report on and how they should report on it. I will also discuss some important key indicators suggested by the GRI. 

3.2 What is the Global Reporting Initiative?

The Global Reporting Initiative is a network-based organization which developed the world’s most widely used framework for sustainability reporting. The GRI is committed to the frameworks continues improvement and application worldwide. The reporting framework provided by the GRI sets out the principles and performance indicators which organizations can use to measure and report, their economic, environmental and social performances. The cornerstone of the framework is the sustainability reporting guidelines. The latest version is the G3 guidelines, which is published in 2006. This is also the guideline we will discuss in this paper, and the one we use as a reference when discussing the sustainability reports of the organizations in our sample. The benefit of GRI reporting is that the sustainability reports which are 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 reporting with respect to laws, norms, standards and voluntary initiatives. GRI promotes a standardized approach to reporting to stimulate demand for sustainability information. Both reporting organizations and report users benefit from this standard approach.
 

Vision

The vision of the Global Reporting Initiative is that disclosure on economic, environmental and social performance become as commonplace and comparable as financial reporting, and as important to organizational success. 

Mission

The mission of the GRI is to create conditions for the transparent and reliable exchange of sustainability information trough the development and continues improvement of the GRI sustainability reporting framework.

3.3 The G3 Guidelines

The guidelines for sustainability reporting consist of the principles to decide the content of the report and to guarantee the quality of the information of the report.  It also includes the standard parts of the information supply, consisting of the performance indicators which should be present in the report and a lot of other information. 

First of all I will discuss in which way an organization can maximize the quality of the sustainability report according to the G3 guidelines. The guideline comes up with suggestions to improve the content and the quality. To determine the content of the report, the organization must decide which subjects and related indicators are relevant and appropriate to report. To make this decision the organization must observe the following principles: materiality, stakeholder inclusiveness, sustainability context, and completeness. These are the principles for defining the content of the report. To determine the quality of the report, balance, clarity, accuracy, timelines, comparability and responsibility are important concepts to consider. The definitions provided by the G3 guidelines are discussed in the next two paragraphs. (GRI, 2006) 

3.4 Principles for defining the content of the report

Materiality

The information in the report should relate to the subjects and indicators which provide an insight in the significant economic, environmental and social consequences of the operations of the organization. So materiality forms the criterion for deciding which subjects are important enough to measure and publish in the report. 

Stakeholder inclusiveness

The reporting organization should identify its stakeholders and explain in the report how the organization tries to fulfill the expectations and interests of the stakeholders. The report should be accessible to all sort of stakeholders. The definition of stakeholders is: Any identifiable group or individual who can affect the achievement of an organization’s objectives, or is affected by the achievement of an organization’s objectives (Freeman & Reed, 1983)

Sustainability context

The report should present the performances of the organization in a broader context of sustainable development. The underlying question of sustainability reporting is in what way an organization contributes, in a positive or negative way, to economic, environmental and social circumstances, developments and trends. 

Completeness

The reporting about the relevant subjects and indicators should be in such a way that significant economic, environmental and social consequences are shown. The reporting should also enable the stakeholders to judge the performances of the reporting organization in the reporting period. Completeness principally includes the dimensions range, delineation and time.

3.5 Principles for ensuring report Quality

Balance

The presentation of the content of the report should provide an objective insight in the performance of the reporting organization. The report should contain not only the positive but also the negative aspects of the performance of the organization. 

Clarity

The information in the report should be provided in a way that it is accessible and easy to understand for the stakeholders who will use the report. The information should be displayed that it is understandable for stakeholders who have a reasonable insight in the organization and her activities. 

Accuracy

The information in the report should be accurate and detailed in such a way that the stakeholders can easily judge the performances of the reporting organization. 

Timeliness

The reporting takes place with regular intervals and the information should be available on time. This, so the stakeholders can make deliberate decisions. The usefulness of the information is strongly related to the moment it is provided to the stakeholders. The reporting organization is obligated to publish their consolidated data about their economic, environmental and social performances regularly on a fixed moment in time. Consistency in the frequency of reporting and the length of the reporting periods is necessary to guarantee the availability of the report to the stakeholders and to guarantee the comparability between the years. 

Comparability

The subjects and information should be selected, compounded and published in the report consistently. Information should be presented so that stakeholders can analyze the changes in performances of the organization from year to year. It also should be possible to compare the information in the sustainability report of the organization with the sustainability reports of other organizations. Comparability is necessary to evaluate performances. 

Reliability

The information and processes which are used by draw up the report, should be collected, registered, compound, analyzed and published so that they are testable to determine the quality and the relevance of the information. Stakeholders should be confident that the report is controllable on the veracity of the content of the information and the correct application of the reporting principles. The information and data included in the report should be supported by internal controls or the documentation should be controlled by others than the publishers of the report. 

3.6 Performance indicators

Performance indicators are indicators that provide comparable information about economic, environmental and social performance of an organization. According to the third version of the guidelines for sustainability reporting provided by the GRI, there are different types of performance indicators an organization can describe in her report. (GRI, 2006)

Indicator protocols

There are guideline protocols for all the performance indicators. These protocols are providing guidelines for the composition and other information as support for the auditors of the report. It is also a guarantee for a consistent interpretation of the performance indicators. The users of the guidelines should also make use of the indicator protocols. 


Sector specific protocols

There are also additional sector specific guidelines. These sector specific guidelines complement the general guidelines with interpretations and disclosures about the application of the guidelines in a specific sector and also embrace sector specific performance indicators. These sector specific indicators should be used additional to the general guidelines, not instead of the general guidelines. 

In this paper I want to investigate the comparability of sustainability reports based on performance indicators. While there are general indicator protocols as well as sector specific protocols, you can suggest that the existence of sector specific protocols will not be in favor of the comparability of sustainability reports. The samples of organizations I have selected exist of organizations which are located in North America and in Malaysia and Singapore. The organizations are operating in different sectors. For this reason you can expect that for the different sectors the sustainability reports will be very custom made instead of uniform to each other. To investigate the comparability I will focus on the performance indicators suggested by the G3 guidelines. The list of performance indicators suggested by the G3 guidelines consist of core and additional performance indicators. In this research I will only focus on all the core performance indicators. The list with the performance indicators designed by the GRI are included in Appendix I.  

3.7 Summary and conclusion

In this chapter I discussed the GRI guidelines. These are a set of guidelines for sustainability reporting. The guidelines provide some principles for defining the content of the report and for ensuring the quality of the report. The guidelines also give suggestions about which performance indicators are important and should be discussed in a sustainability report. Now I have a good insight in what is important to include in a sustainability report according to the GRI guidelines. 

4. Methodology

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the research design to test if the sustainability reports of different organizations in North America and Malaysia and Singapore are comparable to each other. In the first paragraph I will look at the methods to measure CSR that are used in prior research. In the next paragraph I present a sample design for North American organizations and discuss the data I used to get an insight in the comparability between sustainability reports of organizations located in North America and I did the same for organizations located in Malaysia and Singapore. In paragraph 4.4 I will discuss the results of the two samples.

4.2 Measurement methods 

Generally there are two methods to measure CSR (Cochran and Wood, 1984), subjective and objective. An example of a subjective method is the reputation index. With this method the observers determine the CSR performance of an organization based on measurement indicators applied by themselves. The advantage of this method is that the observer uses the same indicators for each rated organization. In prior research most of the studies used an index of CSR performance. Measurement indicators like health and safety convictions, environmental protection or women on the board can be included in the reputation index. The Moskowitz index is an example of a reputation index (Cochran and Wood, 1984). Here, the companies were evaluated by different criteria like, pollution control, equal employment opportunity, product quality, plant safety, support for cultural programs and more. After the evaluation the ten worst and the ten best company profiles in corporate responsibility are presented (Moskowitz, 1975)

An example of an objective method is the content analysis. With a content analysis you determine the number of specific words or terms in a text (Aras, 2010). Krippendorff (2004) designed a conceptual framework for content analyses. This framework is a guideline to focus at CSR in a more objective way. The framework has three objectives; first it helps to create a basic and practical content analytical research design. Secondly, it is a guideline to examine and compare the available content analyses. The third objective is to focus at performance criteria that are useful to evaluate ongoing content analyses.

A more general accepted guideline is provided by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). The GRI have developed the G3 guideline, which is discussed in Chapter 3 of this paper. The first part of the guidelines consists of the principles to decide the content of the report and to guarantee the quality of the information of the report. The second part elaborates on the standard disclosures. This includes the standard parts of the information supply, consisting of the performance indicators which should be present in the report and a lot of other information. The G3 guideline has the advantage that it is possible to compare different organizations which are using GRI. 

4.3 Data and research sample 

To check the comparability between sustainability reports I designed two different research samples. The first research sample consists of 30 organizations located in the United States. All the organizations in the sample are listed in the Fortune 500. This means that the sample includes the largest companies with the highest revenues last year. I started at the company rated number one in the fortune 500, and than check the GRI database if there is a sustainability report available of this company. I did this for the first 100 companies rated by the Fortune 500. Of this top 100 companies, there where 30 companies which have a sustainability report included in the GRI database. These 30 companies are divided across 16 different industries. As mentioned, I got the data from the GRI data base, so the sample contains only of sustainability reports which are based on the GRI guidelines.

The second research sample consists of 10 Malaysian and 7 Singaporean organizations. For my research I needed organizations located in Malaysia and Singapore which are publishing their sustainability reports according to the GRI guidelines
. So I checked the GRI database on Malaysian and Singaporean companies and unfortunately there where only 17 sustainability reports available. This is why the sample is not bigger. The organizations are divided across roughly 13 different industries. The organizations are relatively large in their own home-market and industry by means of turnover and market capitalization The data for this research was collected from the GRI database and the websites of the selected organizations. 

To check how comparable the sustainability reports in the sample are, I take a closer look at several characteristics. I look at the length, the form, the application level, the attendance of an assurance statement and if there is a GRI content index published in the report. The findings are presented appendix II, III and IV. First I investigate the two samples apart. And after this I will discuss the similarities and differences between sustainability reporting in North America (USA) and Asia (Malaysia and Singapore).  

4.4 Results 
The table in appendix II a. shows the length, the form, the attendance of a GRI context index in the report and the application level of the reports of the companies located in the United States. If you look at the length you can conclude that it differs a lot between the reports.  Prior research provided evidence that there is a higher proportion of large-sized organizations that disclose non-financial and social information compared to small companies (e.g., Tsang, 1998). This is not the reason for the big difference in this sample because all the companies in the sample are listed in the Fortune 500 so they belong to the largest companies in the USA. If we look at the length we can see that the number of pages of the reports are lying in a range from 32 pages till 486 pages. The high difference in length does not improve the comparability of the reports. The last pillar of the table contains the application level of the reports. The Global Reporting Initiative create the application level system to provide organizations with a pathway towards continuous improvement of their sustainability reporting. The application levels indicate the extent to which the G3 guidelines have been applied in sustainability reporting. Application levels reflect the degree of transparency in reporting. The levels do not give an opinion on the sustainability performance of the reporting organization, the quality of the report, or on formal compliance with the G3 guidelines.
  The figure on the next page shows what should be included in a sustainability report to get a certain application level degree. If we look at the application levels of the sustainability reports of the organizations in the sample, we can see that they vary from A+ till C. This implies that the degree of disclosure differs a lot, which is again not in favor of the comparability of the sustainability reports. 
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The table in appendix II b. shows the same statistics as the table in appendix II a. only now for the sample of the organizations located in Malaysia and Singapore. It shows that there are three organizations, which are not publishing a separate sustainability report, but integrated it as a chapter in their annual report. If we look at the length of the reports, we can see that it varies from 10 pages to 88 pages. If we consider the three organizations which are not publishing a separate sustainability report as outliers, we can see that the length of the report still varies from 37 pages in case of the smallest report, till 88 pages in the most extensive report. We can also see in the table that, except for two organizations which has integrated their sustainability report in their annual report, that al the organizations has attached a GRI content index in their sustainability report. The GRI index is to check if the organizations are reporting according to the guidelines of the GRI, and which specific GRI indicators are being discussed in the report. If you look at the application level pillar, you can see a big difference again just as with the USA organizations. What is interesting is that if you look at the organizations with a sustainability report with the lowest number of pages, which are Plus Expressways Berhad and Bumi Armada, that they are both assessed with an application level A+. This argues that it not necessary to disclose a lot information, but it is more important that the right an most important information is disclosed. 

In appendix III I take a closer look to the content of the GRI indexes in the sustainability reports. Here the organization declares the performance indicators it pays attention to in the report. Table a. contains the organizations located in the USA, while table b. contains the organizations located in Malaysia and Singapore. In both tables I only look at the core performance indicators. These are the indicators which are applicable to all organizations. I ignore the additional indicators, because this is not a good parameter to check the comparability of sustainability reports. Sometimes companies neglect to report about some core indicators, because the performance indicator is not relevant or not material for their business. If this was the case, I considered this, for my research, as a performance indicator which is not described in the sustainability report. Although I only look at the core performance indicators you can see big differences in both tables between the chosen indicators by the different organizations. As mentioned earlier in this research, the GRI guidelines developed a reporting framework were it comes up with suggestions to organizations how they should report.  But still it is voluntary disclosure so the organizations may choose for themselves which indicators they use.  The big differences between chosen performance indicators shown in appendix III, are not beneficial to the comparability between the sustainability reports. 

Appendix IV presents the charts of the amount of use of the performance indicators calculated in appendix III. On the y-as the performance indicators are put down, and on the x-as percentage of organizations which have reported about the performance indicators. These charts give a good indication about which performance indicators are reported most by organizations. The percentages of the amount of use of performance indicators by USA organizations is calculated by the amount of organizations paying attention to the relevant performance indicator divided by 23 (which is the total amount of organizations which attached a GRI context index in their sustainability report) *100%. The percentages in the chart of the Asian organizations are calculated the same way only then divided by 15 instead of 23. Given the considerable differences in the economic and cultural environment, moral judgment and national legislative requirements and the alternative roles that corporations play in a given country, the extent to which CSR is practiced differs significantly across countries (Adams et al., 1998). However, if you look at the top 5 of performance indicators which are reported most  by organizations you can see that in the USA as well as in Asia the performance indicator EN16 comes in first place and the performance indicators EC1 and EN3 are in third and fourth place. If you look at all the performance indicators there are differences between the USA organizations and the Asia organizations but if you look at the indicators most reported, it is very similar. 

5. Conclusion

In this study I have investigated the comparability between sustainability reports of first: USA organizations and second: Malaysian and Singaporean organizations. I did this by looking at several characteristics of different (sustainability) reports. The findings are presented in Appendix II, III and IV. I have looked at the length, the form, the application level and if there was a GRI content index published in the report. After this I also looked at the performance indicators used by the different organizations. Here I only checked the core performance indicators which are suitable for every organization. From the assessment of the comparability between reports, I hoped to see a lot of similarities between the chosen performance indicators. A better comparability would give better insight for stakeholders, which they can use for making the best decision for their investments. This is why I think this research can be valuable. While sustainability reports are still voluntary disclosures, it would be helpful if all the organizations should report the same way. The GRI tries to realize this by designing guidelines for sustainability reporting. After presenting the findings of the study in chapter 4.4 of this paper, I conclude that the GRI guidelines are a great help for improving the comparability of the sustainability reports, but still there is a lot of freedom for the organizations to fill it in by themselves. The comparability is limited because every organization is different and is facing different environmental issues. The type of industry could also influence the level of CSR awareness. I also stated earlier in this research that according to the stakeholder theory, the degree of voluntary disclosure also depends on the interests of the stakeholders.  The major role of management is to assess the importance of meeting stakeholder demands to achieve strategic firm objectives. Now you can expect that different firms have different powerful stakeholders with different demands. This can have impact on the choice of the organization which information they will disclose in their sustainability reports. Therefore, the information that organizations present in their sustainability report will differ. This will also result in a decrease in comparability between sustainability reports of different organizations. So this can be a possible reason for the results in this research. 

There are some limitations of this study. First of all I have only looked at USA and Malaysian and Singaporean organizations. The second limitation is the small sample I have looked at. I got the sample from the GRI database, but I can only find 17 organizations in Malaysia and Singapore which are providing a sustainability report according to the GRI guidelines. For the USA firms I looked in the same database and chose the 30 largest organizations according to the Fortune 500 list. But besides these limitations, I think it is very interesting to investigate this topic further, because sustainability reporting is a big thing these days and there is still a lot which can be improved to realize a better comparability between sustainability reports.  For future research I can suggest continuing this research, but then taking a larger sample and avoid the restriction of taking organizations in only three countries.
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ASPECT: CHILD LABOR
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APPENDIX II

a.

	 
	Organization
	Sector
	Country
	Length
	Form
	GRI context index 
	Application Level

	1
	Exxon Mobil
	Energy
	USA
	52 pages
	Citizenship Report
	Yes
	Undeclared

	2
	Chevron
	Energy
	USA
	46 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	Undeclared

	3
	General Electric
	Conglomerates
	USA
	44 pages
	Citizenship Report
	Yes 
	A

	4
	Ford Motor Company
	Automotiv
	USA
	486 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	A

	5
	Hewlett Packard (HP)
	Technology hardware
	USA
	233 pages
	Citizenship Report
	Yes
	B

	6
	AT&T
	Telecommunications
	USA
	84 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes 
	C

	7
	JP Morgan chase
	Financial Services 
	USA
	67 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	B

	8
	Citigroup
	Financial Services 
	USA
	54 pages
	Citizenship Report
	Yes
	B

	9
	International Business Machines (IBM)
	Technology hardware
	USA
	50 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	No 
	A

	10
	Procter & Gamble (P&G)
	Household and personal products
	USA
	82 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	Undeclared

	11
	Marathon Oil
	Energy
	USA
	32 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	Undeclared

	12
	Target
	Retailers
	USA
	22 pages
	CSR overview
	No 
	Undeclared

	13
	Microsoft corporation
	Technology hardware
	USA
	67 pages
	Citizenship Report
	Yes
	Undeclared

	14
	Johnson & Johnson
	Household and personal products
	USA
	40 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	Undeclared

	15
	Dell
	Computers
	USA
	50 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes 
	B

	16
	PepsiCo
	Food and beverage products
	USA
	28 pages
	Citizenship Report
	No 
	Undeclared

	17
	Dow Chemical
	Chemicals
	USA
	97 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	A+

	18
	Motorola
	Telecommunications
	USA
	12 pages
	CSR summary
	Yes
	Undeclared

	19
	United Parcel Service (UPS)
	Logistics
	USA
	72 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	B+

	20
	Intel corporation
	Technology hardware
	USA
	117 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes 
	A

	21
	Cisco
	Technology hardware
	USA
	7 pages
	CSR highlights
	No 
	Undeclared

	22
	Fluor
	Construction
	USA
	85 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	B

	23
	Abbott Laboratories
	Healthcare products
	USA
	44 pages
	Citizenship Report
	No 
	Undeclared

	24
	Coca Cola
	Food and beverage products
	USA
	51 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	B

	25
	Hess corporation
	Energy
	USA
	76 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes 
	A+

	26
	Johnson controls
	Conglomerates
	USA
	36 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	No 
	A

	27
	DuPont
	Chemicals
	USA
	63 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	B

	28
	Delta Airlines
	Aviation
	USA
	44 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	No 
	C

	29
	Allstate
	Financial Services 
	USA
	79 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	Undeclared

	30
	Tyson Foods
	Food and beverage products
	USA
	112 pages
	Sustainability Report 
	Yes
	B


b.

	 
	Organization
	Sector
	Country
	Length
	Form
	GRI context index 
	Application Level

	1
	Bumi Armada
	Logistics
	Malaysia
	47 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	A+

	2
	Capitaland
	Real estate
	Singapore
	67 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	B

	3
	City Developments Limited
	Real estate
	Singapore
	84 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	B+

	4
	DRB-HICOM
	Consumer Durables
	Malaysia
	17 pages
	Part of Annual Report
	No
	A+

	5
	Keppel Land
	Real estate
	Singapore
	88 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	B+

	6
	Kulim
	Agriculture
	Malaysia
	54 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	B+

	7
	Malaysian Resources Corporation Berhad (MRCB)
	Construction
	Malaysia
	87 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	A+

	8
	Maybank
	Financial Services
	Malaysia
	10 pages
	Part of Annual Report
	No 
	A+

	9
	Petronas
	Energy
	Malaysia
	67 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	Undeclared

	10
	Plus Expressways Berhad
	Other
	Malaysia
	37 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	A+

	11
	Power Seraya
	Energy Utilities
	Singapore
	78 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	B+

	12
	Sembcorp
	Energy
	Singapore
	19 pages
	Part of Annual Report
	Yes
	B

	13
	SingTel
	Telecommunications
	Singapore
	56 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	B

	14
	Swire Pacific Offshore
	Commercial Services
	Singapore
	87 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	C+

	15
	Telekom Malaysia
	Telecommunications
	Malaysia
	64 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	A+

	16
	UEM Environment
	Other
	Malaysia
	77 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	A+

	17
	British American Tobacco Malaysia
	Tabacco
	Malaysia
	57 pages
	Sustainability Report
	Yes
	Undeclared
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kind, or pro bono engagement.

Q9 Understanding and describing significant
indirect economic impacts, including the
extent of impacts.



a. 

[image: image12.jpg]'\\'L ."%nl)



b.

APPENDIX IV

a.
[image: image13.png]g
ol cndct =ttt g e e e
R e ] e e e e P e e o e e o || | o | |2\ O | O 62162 | | o |





b. 

[image: image14.wmf]Amount of use PI's Asia

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

EC1

EC2

EC3 

EC4

EC6

EC7

EC8

EN1

EN2

EN3

EN4

EN8

EN11

EN12

EN16

EN17

EN19

EN20

EN21

EN22

EN23

EN26

EN27

EN28

LA1

LA2

LA4

LA5

LA7

LA8

LA10

LA13

LA14

HR1

HR2

HR3

HR4

HR5

HR6

HR7

SO1

SO2

SO3

SO4

SO5

SO8

PR1

PR3

PR6

PR9

Performance indicators

Percentage (%)


� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���





� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���








� http://www.environmentalleader.com/2010/02/10/10-trends-in-sustainability-reporting





� http://www.csrsingapore.org/aboutus.php


� www.globalreporting.org/AboutGRI/whatisGRI





� www.globalreporting.org/AboutGRI/Visionandmission


� http://www.globalreporting.org/NR/rdonlyres/9457F6CA-2123-407D-A10A-C3A9E2929782/0/   �   GRIReportsList19992011.xls


� http://www.globalreporting.org/ReportingFramework/ApplicationLevels/





0
20

[image: image15.wmf]Amount of use PI's USA

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

EC1

EC2

EC3 

EC4

EC6

EC7

EC8

EN1

EN2

EN3

EN4

EN8

EN11

EN12

EN16

EN17

EN19

EN20

EN21

EN22

EN23

EN26

EN27

EN28

LA1

LA2

LA4

LA5

LA7

LA8

LA10

LA13

LA14

HR1

HR2

HR3

HR4

HR5

HR6

HR7

SO1

SO2

SO3

SO4

SO5

SO8

PR1

PR3

PR6

PR9

Performance indicators

Percentage (%)

[image: image16.png]ORGANIZATIONS
10[11[12[13[14[18[16[17[18[19 [20[21[22[23]24[25]26 [27 [28[23[0]

ENENENE
ENENERE
ENENERE

ENENERE
ENENERE

ENENERE
ENENERE
ENENERE

ENENERE
ENENERE

[ o

ENENERE

ENENERE

ENENERE
ENENERE

ENENENE
ENENERE

[ o
ENENERE

ENENERE

x
x
x

x
x

B

B
x

B

x
x

B
x

B

x

x

x

B

x

x

x

B

x

B

ENENENENE

x
x

x

x

x

[ [

x

x

o o e [ [x

o Jx [

cBEREE R

x

B
x

x

B

1

ENENENEND

[ o [ [x

ENENENEND

N O O P P

ENENENERDS

B
x

EENENENE

[

[ o e [ [

o o e [ [x
ENENENEND

x

N O P P R

ENENENEND

o o e [ [x

N O O P O R

GRI
PlIs

ECT
EC2
EC3
EC4
ECB
EC7
ECB
ENT
ENZ
ENZ
ENd
ENE

ENTT

ENTZ

ENTE

ENT7

ENTS

ENZD

EN2T

ENZZ

ENZ3

ENZB

EN27

EN2E

LAT

LA7

AR

LATD

LAT3

HRI
HRZ
HR3
HRe
HRE
HRE
HR7
501

LAT4

502
503
504
505
508
PRI
PR3
PRE
PRI




_1370267091.xls
Grafiek2

		EC1		EC1

		EC2		EC2

		EC3		EC3

		EC4		EC4

		EC6		EC6

		EC7		EC7

		EC8		EC8

		EN1		EN1

		EN2		EN2

		EN3		EN3

		EN4		EN4

		EN8		EN8

		EN11		EN11

		EN12		EN12

		EN16		EN16

		EN17		EN17

		EN19		EN19

		EN20		EN20

		EN21		EN21

		EN22		EN22

		EN23		EN23

		EN26		EN26

		EN27		EN27

		EN28		EN28

		LA1		LA1

		LA2		LA2

		LA4		LA4

		LA5		LA5

		LA7		LA7

		LA8		LA8

		LA10		LA10

		LA13		LA13

		LA14		LA14

		HR1		HR1

		HR2		HR2

		HR3		HR3

		HR4		HR4

		HR5		HR5

		HR6		HR6

		HR7		HR7

		SO1		SO1

		SO2		SO2

		SO3		SO3

		SO4		SO4

		SO5		SO5

		SO8		SO8

		PR1		PR1

		PR3		PR3

		PR6		PR6

		PR9		PR9



Performance indicators

Percentage (%)

Amount of use PI's USA

91.3043478261

73.9130434783

78.2608695652

39.1304347826

60.8695652174

47.8260869565

86.9565217391

60.8695652174

56.5217391304

91.3043478261

78.2608695652

78.2608695652

30.4347826087

47.8260869565

100

73.9130434783

39.1304347826

52.1739130435

43.4782608696

82.6086956522

60.8695652174

82.6086956522

47.8260869565

60.8695652174

82.6086956522

34.7826086957

52.1739130435

43.4782608696

78.2608695652

78.2608695652

73.9130434783

78.2608695652

21.7391304348

52.1739130435

65.2173913043

43.4782608696

34.7826086957

43.4782608696

60.8695652174

60.8695652174

73.9130434783

65.2173913043

82.6086956522

43.4782608696

95.652173913

26.0869565217

65.2173913043

39.1304347826

65.2173913043

26.0869565217



Amount of use PI's Asia

				93.3333333333

				53.3333333333

				46.6666666667

				33.3333333333

				53.3333333333

				53.3333333333

				66.6666666667

				40

				40

				93.3333333333

				93.3333333333

				100

				53.3333333333

				40

				100

				66.6666666667

				33.3333333333

				26.6666666667

				53.3333333333

				73.3333333333

				53.3333333333

				80

				6.6666666667

				60

				73.3333333333

				73.3333333333

				66.6666666667

				33.3333333333

				93.3333333333

				66.6666666667

				73.3333333333

				86.6666666667

				26.6666666667

				33.3333333333

				33.3333333333

				26.6666666667

				73.3333333333

				53.3333333333

				46.6666666667

				40

				46.6666666667

				86.6666666667

				66.6666666667

				40

				40

				40

				60

				33.3333333333

				33.3333333333

				46.6666666667



Performance indicators

Percentage (%)

Amount of use PI's Asia



Blad1

				ORGANIZATIONS

				1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12		13		14		15		16		17		18		19		20		21		22		23		24		25		26		27		28		29		30

		GRI core PI's																																																																																																GRI index core incicators		PI USA		% USA		GRI index core incicators		PI ASIA		% ASIA		Verschil

		Economic performance indicators																																																																																																Economic performance indicators						Economic performance indicators

		EC1		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x				x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x																																				EC1		21		91.3		EC1		14		93.3		2.0-

		EC2		x		x				x		x						x				x						x		x						x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x																																				EC2		17		73.9		EC2		8		53.3		20.6

		EC3		x		x				x		x		x		x		x				x								x						x		x		x		x				x						x				x				x		x																																				EC3		18		78.3		EC3		7		46.7		31.6

		EC4				x				x						x																				x						x				x						x				x						x																																				EC4		9		39.1		EC4		5		33.3		5.8

		EC6		x		x				x		x										x						x								x				x		x				x				x		x								x		x																																				EC6		14		60.9		EC6		8		53.3		7.5

		EC7		x		x																x						x								x		x		x		x								x		x										x																																				EC7		11		47.8		EC7		8		53.3		5.5-

		EC8		x		x		x		x		x		x				x				x						x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x																																				EC8		20		87.0		EC8		10		66.7		20.3

		Environmental performance indicators																																																																																																Environmental performance indicators				- 0		Environmental performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		EN1								x		x				x		x				x								x		x				x				x		x								x		x								x		x																																				EN1		14		60.9		EN1		6		40.0		20.9

		EN2								x		x				x		x				x								x		x				x				x		x								x		x										x																																				EN2		13		56.5		EN2		6		40.0		16.5

		EN3		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x																																				EN3		21		91.3		EN3		14		93.3		2.0-

		EN4						x		x		x				x		x				x						x		x		x				x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x																																				EN4		18		78.3		EN4		14		93.3		15.1-

		EN8		x				x		x		x				x		x				x								x		x				x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x																																				EN8		18		78.3		EN8		15		100.0		21.7-

		EN11				x				x		x																								x						x										x										x																																				EN11		7		30.4		EN11		8		53.3		22.9-

		EN12				x				x		x										x										x				x				x		x										x				x						x																																				EN12		11		47.8		EN12		6		40.0		7.8

		EN16		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x																																				EN16		23		100.0		EN16		15		100.0		- 0

		EN17						x		x		x		x		x		x				x						x		x		x				x		x		x		x				x						x										x																																				EN17		17		73.9		EN17		10		66.7		7.2

		EN19						x		x		x										x								x						x						x										x										x																																				EN19		9		39.1		EN19		5		33.3		5.8

		EN20		x		x		x		x		x										x		x												x						x										x				x						x																																				EN20		12		52.2		EN20		4		26.7		25.5

		EN21				x		x				x										x														x						x								x		x								x		x																																				EN21		10		43.5		EN21		8		53.3		9.9-

		EN22		x				x		x		x		x		x		x				x						x		x		x				x		x		x		x										x				x				x		x																																				EN22		19		82.6		EN22		11		73.3		9.3

		EN23		x		x				x		x										x		x						x						x				x		x				x						x				x						x																																				EN23		14		60.9		EN23		8		53.3		7.5

		EN26		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x						x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x						x																																				EN26		19		82.6		EN26		12		80.0		2.6

		EN27								x		x										x						x		x						x		x				x								x		x										x																																				EN27		11		47.8		EN27		1		6.7		41.2

		EN28		x		x		x		x				x								x								x						x				x		x				x						x								x		x																																				EN28		14		60.9		EN28		9		60.0		0.9

		Labor practices and decent work performance indicators																																																																																																Labor practices and decent work performance indicators				- 0		Labor practices and decent work performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		LA1		x		x		x		x		x		x		x						x		x				x								x				x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x																																				LA1		19		82.6		LA1		11		73.3		9.3

		LA2																						x												x				x		x										x				x				x		x																																				LA2		8		34.8		LA2		11		73.3		38.6-

		LA4				x				x				x										x												x				x		x				x						x				x				x		x																																				LA4		12		52.2		LA4		10		66.7		14.5-

		LA5								x																				x						x				x		x				x						x				x				x		x																																				LA5		10		43.5		LA5		5		33.3		10.1

		LA7		x		x		x		x		x		x								x		x						x						x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x																																				LA7		18		78.3		LA7		14		93.3		15.1-

		LA8		x		x		x		x		x										x		x				x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x																																				LA8		18		78.3		LA8		10		66.7		11.6

		LA10		x				x		x		x		x				x				x								x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x								x		x																																				LA10		17		73.9		LA10		11		73.3		0.6

		LA13		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x														x		x		x		x				x				x		x								x		x																																				LA13		18		78.3		LA13		13		86.7		8.4-

		LA14								x												x														x						x										x																																														LA14		5		21.7		LA14		4		26.7		4.9-

		Human rights performance indicators																																																																																																Human rights performance indicators				- 0		Human rights performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		HR1				x				x						x		x				x								x						x		x				x								x		x										x																																				HR1		12		52.2		HR1		5		33.3		18.8

		HR2		x				x		x		x										x						x		x						x		x		x		x								x		x								x		x																																				HR2		15		65.2		HR2		5		33.3		31.9

		HR3		x						x																		x								x		x		x		x				x						x										x																																				HR3		10		43.5		HR3		4		26.7		16.8

		HR4								x		x										x														x		x														x								x		x																																				HR4		8		34.8		HR4		11		73.3		38.6-

		HR5		x						x		x										x														x				x		x				x						x										x																																				HR5		10		43.5		HR5		8		53.3		9.9-

		HR6		x						x		x										x						x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x						x																																				HR6		14		60.9		HR6		7		46.7		14.2

		HR7		x						x		x										x						x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x						x																																				HR7		14		60.9		HR7		6		40.0		20.9

		Society performance indicators																																																																																																Society performance indicators				- 0		Society performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		SO1		x		x		x		x		x						x				x		x				x		x						x						x				x				x		x								x		x																																				SO1		17		73.9		SO1		7		46.7		27.2

		SO2						x		x								x				x		x				x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x										x																																				SO2		15		65.2		SO2		13		86.7		21.4-

		SO3		x		x		x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x								x		x		x		x				x				x		x								x		x																																				SO3		19		82.6		SO3		10		66.7		15.9

		SO4		x				x		x												x														x				x		x				x				x		x																																														SO4		10		43.5		SO4		6		40.0		3.5

		SO5		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x																																				SO5		22		95.7		SO5		6		40.0		55.7

		SO8								x												x														x				x		x										x																																														SO8		6		26.1		SO8		6		40.0		13.9-

		Product responsibiliyt performance indicators																																																																																																Product responsibiliyt performance indicators				- 0		Product responsibiliyt performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		PR1		x		x				x						x						x						x		x						x		x				x				x				x		x				x						x																																				PR1		15		65.2		PR1		9		60.0		5.2

		PR3		x		x				x		x				x						x						x		x						x						x								x		x				x						x																																				PR3		9		39.1		PR3		5		33.3		5.8

		PR6						x		x		x										x						x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x																																				PR6		15		65.2		PR6		5		33.3		31.9

		PR9								x																										x						x				x						x										x																																				PR9		6		26.1		PR9		7		46.7		20.6-
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		1		Bumi Armada		1		Exxon Mobil

		2		Capitaland		2		Chevron

		3		City Development ltd.		3		General Electric

		4		DRB-HICOM		4		Ford Motor Company

		5		Keppel land		5		Hewlett Packard (HP)

		6		Kulim		6		AT&T

		7		MRCB		7		JP Morgan chase

		8		Maybank		8		Citigroup

		9		Petronas		9		International Business Machines (IBM)

		10		Plus Expressways Berhad		10		Procter & Gamble (P&G)

		11		Power Seraya		11		Marathon Oil

		12		Sembcorp		12		Target

		13		SingTel		13		Microsoft corporation

		14		Swire Pacific Offshore		14		Johnson & Johnson

		15		Telekom Malaysia		15		Dell

		16		UEM Environment		16		PepsiCo

		17		British American Tabacco Malaysia		17		Dow Chemical

						18		Motorola

						19		United Parcel Service (UPS)

						20		Intel corporation

						21		Cisco

						22		Fluor

						23		Abbott Laboratories

						24		Coca Cola

						25		Hess corporation

						26		Johnson controls

						27		DuPont

						28		Delta Airlines

						29		Allstate

						30		Tyson Foods
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														OR		ORGANIZ		NIZ		ATI		ON		S

				1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12		13		14		15		16		17		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		11		12		13		14		15		16		17		18		19		20		21		22		23		24		25		26		27		28		29		30

		GRI index core incicators																																																																																																GRI index core incicators		PI USA		% USA		GRI index core incicators		PI ASIA		% ASIA		Verschil

		Economic performance indicators																																																																																																Economic performance indicators						Economic performance indicators

		EC1				x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x				x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		EC1		21		91.3		EC1		14		93.3		2.0-

		EC2						x						x		x				x		x										x		x		x		x		x				x		x						x				x						x		x						x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x		EC2		17		73.9		EC2		8		53.3		20.6

		EC3		x				x								x						x										x		x		x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x				x								x						x		x		x		x				x						x				x				x		x		EC3		18		78.3		EC3		7		46.7		31.6

		EC4														x						x		x								x		x						x				x						x																				x						x				x						x				x						x		EC4		9		39.1		EC4		5		33.3		5.8

		EC6												x		x				x		x						x				x		x		x		x		x				x		x										x						x								x				x		x				x				x		x								x		x		EC6		14		60.9		EC6		8		53.3		7.5

		EC7		x										x		x						x						x				x		x		x		x		x																x						x								x		x		x		x								x		x										x		EC7		11		47.8		EC7		8		53.3		5.5-

		EC8		x		x		x				x		x		x						x						x				x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x				x				x						x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		EC8		20		87.0		EC8		10		66.7		20.3

		Environmental performance indicators																																																																																																Environmental performance indicators				- 0		Environmental performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		EN1												x		x						x						x						x		x								x		x				x		x				x								x		x				x				x		x								x		x								x		x		EN1		14		60.9		EN1		6		40.0		20.9

		EN2												x		x										x		x						x		x								x		x				x		x				x								x		x				x				x		x								x		x										x		EN2		13		56.5		EN2		6		40.0		16.5

		EN3		x				x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x		EN3		21		91.3		EN3		14		93.3		2.0-

		EN4		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x						x		x		x				x		x				x						x		x		x				x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x		EN4		18		78.3		EN4		14		93.3		15.1-

		EN8		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x				x								x		x				x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x		EN8		18		78.3		EN8		15		100.0		21.7-

		EN11				x								x		x				x		x										x		x		x				x				x		x																								x						x										x										x		EN11		7		30.4		EN11		8		53.3		22.9-

		EN12												x		x						x										x		x		x				x				x		x										x										x				x				x		x										x				x						x		EN12		11		47.8		EN12		6		40.0		7.8

		EN16		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		EN16		23		100.0		EN16		15		100.0		- 0

		EN17		x				x				x				x				x		x						x				x		x		x						x		x		x		x		x		x				x						x		x		x				x		x		x		x				x						x										x		EN17		17		73.9		EN17		10		66.7		7.2

		EN19																				x		x						x		x		x								x		x		x										x								x						x						x										x										x		EN19		9		39.1		EN19		5		33.3		5.8

		EN20														x				x				x										x				x		x		x		x		x										x		x												x						x										x				x						x		EN20		12		52.2		EN20		4		26.7		25.5

		EN21						x				x		x								x		x						x				x		x				x		x				x										x														x						x								x		x								x		x		EN21		10		43.5		EN21		8		53.3		9.9-

		EN22				x						x		x		x				x		x		x				x				x		x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x				x						x		x		x				x		x		x		x										x				x				x		x		EN22		19		82.6		EN22		11		73.3		9.3

		EN23		x										x						x				x		x		x						x		x		x		x				x		x										x		x						x						x				x		x				x						x				x						x		EN23		14		60.9		EN23		8		53.3		7.5

		EN26		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x								x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x						x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x						x		EN26		19		82.6		EN26		12		80.0		2.6

		EN27																																		x								x		x										x						x		x						x		x				x								x		x										x		EN27		11		47.8		EN27		1		6.7		41.2

		EN28		x		x										x						x		x				x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x								x								x						x				x		x				x						x								x		x		EN28		14		60.9		EN28		9		60.0		0.9

		Labor practices and decent work performance indicators																																																																																																Labor practices and decent work performance indicators				- 0		Labor practices and decent work performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		LA1		x								x		x		x				x		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x						x		x				x								x				x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		LA1		19		82.6		LA1		11		73.3		9.3

		LA2				x		x				x		x		x						x		x		x						x		x		x																						x												x				x		x										x				x				x		x		LA2		8		34.8		LA2		11		73.3		38.6-

		LA4		x		x						x		x		x						x		x		x						x		x						x				x				x										x												x				x		x				x						x				x				x		x		LA4		12		52.2		LA4		10		66.7		14.5-

		LA5														x						x										x		x		x								x																				x						x				x		x				x						x				x				x		x		LA5		10		43.5		LA5		5		33.3		10.1

		LA7		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x		x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x								x		x						x						x		x		x		x								x		x				x				x		x		LA7		18		78.3		LA7		14		93.3		15.1-

		LA8				x		x				x		x		x				x		x						x				x		x				x		x		x		x		x										x		x				x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		LA8		18		78.3		LA8		10		66.7		11.6

		LA10		x		x		x				x		x		x						x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		x		x				x				x								x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x								x		x		LA10		17		73.9		LA10		11		73.3		0.6

		LA13		x		x		x				x		x		x				x		x				x		x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x														x		x		x		x				x				x		x								x		x		LA13		18		78.3		LA13		13		86.7		8.4-

		LA14														x						x						x				x												x												x														x						x										x												LA14		5		21.7		LA14		4		26.7		4.9-

		Human rights performance indicators																																																																																																Human rights performance indicators				- 0		Human rights performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		HR1		x										x		x																x		x						x				x						x		x				x								x						x		x				x								x		x										x		HR1		12		52.2		HR1		5		33.3		18.8

		HR2												x		x																x		x		x		x				x		x		x										x						x		x						x		x		x		x								x		x								x		x		HR2		15		65.2		HR2		5		33.3		31.9

		HR3														x						x										x		x				x						x																		x								x		x		x		x				x						x										x		HR3		10		43.5		HR3		4		26.7		16.8

		HR4		x		x		x				x		x		x						x						x				x		x		x								x		x										x														x		x														x								x		x		HR4		8		34.8		HR4		11		73.3		38.6-

		HR5		x										x		x						x		x		x						x		x				x						x		x										x														x				x		x				x						x										x		HR5		10		43.5		HR5		8		53.3		9.9-

		HR6												x		x						x				x						x		x		x		x						x		x										x						x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x						x		HR6		14		60.9		HR6		7		46.7		14.2

		HR7												x		x						x				x						x		x				x						x		x										x						x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x						x		HR7		14		60.9		HR7		6		40.0		20.9

		Society performance indicators																																																																																																Society performance indicators				- 0		Society performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		SO1		x										x		x				x		x										x		x				x		x		x		x		x						x				x		x				x		x						x						x				x				x		x								x		x		SO1		17		73.9		SO1		7		46.7		27.2

		SO2		x		x		x				x		x		x						x		x		x		x				x		x		x						x		x								x				x		x				x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x										x		SO2		15		65.2		SO2		13		86.7		21.4-

		SO3				x		x				x		x		x						x						x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x								x		x		x		x				x				x		x								x		x		SO3		19		82.6		SO3		10		66.7		15.9

		SO4														x						x						x				x		x		x		x				x		x												x														x				x		x				x				x		x												SO4		10		43.5		SO4		6		40.0		3.5

		SO5														x						x						x				x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x		x						x		x		x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		SO5		22		95.7		SO5		6		40.0		55.7

		SO8														x						x						x				x		x		x								x												x														x				x		x										x												SO8		6		26.1		SO8		6		40.0		13.9-

		Product responsibiliyt performance indicators																																																																																																Product responsibiliyt performance indicators				- 0		Product responsibiliyt performance indicators				0.0		- 0

		PR1				x		x				x				x						x				x						x		x		x		x		x				x						x						x						x		x						x		x				x				x				x		x				x						x		PR1		15		65.2		PR1		9		60.0		5.2

		PR3														x						x										x		x		x		x		x				x		x				x						x						x		x						x						x								x		x				x						x		PR3		9		39.1		PR3		5		33.3		5.8

		PR6														x						x										x		x		x						x		x		x										x						x		x						x				x		x				x				x		x				x				x		x		PR6		15		65.2		PR6		5		33.3		31.9

		PR9		x												x						x						x				x		x		x								x																										x						x				x						x										x		PR9		6		26.1		PR9		7		46.7		20.6-



Performance indicators

Percentage (%)

Amount of use PI's USA

EC1

EC1

EC2

EC2

EC3

EC3

EC4

EC4

EC6

EC6

EC7

EC7

EC8

EC8

EN1

EN1

EN2

EN2

EN3

EN3

EN4

EN4

EN8

EN8

EN11

EN11

EN12

EN12

EN16

EN16

EN17

EN17

EN19

EN19

EN20

EN20

EN21

EN21

EN22

EN22

EN23

EN23

EN26

EN26

EN27

EN27

EN28

EN28

LA1

LA1

LA2

LA2

LA4

LA4

LA5

LA5

LA7

LA7

LA8

LA8

LA10

LA10

LA13

LA13

LA14

LA14

HR1

HR1

HR2

HR2

HR3

HR3

HR4

HR4

HR5

HR5

HR6

HR6

HR7

HR7

SO1

SO1

SO2

SO2

SO3

SO3

SO4

SO4

SO5

SO5

SO8

SO8

PR1

PR1

PR3

PR3

PR6

PR6

PR9

PR9

91.3043478261

73.9130434783

78.2608695652

39.1304347826

60.8695652174

47.8260869565

86.9565217391

60.8695652174

56.5217391304

91.3043478261

78.2608695652

78.2608695652

30.4347826087

47.8260869565

100

73.9130434783

39.1304347826

52.1739130435

43.4782608696

82.6086956522

60.8695652174

82.6086956522

47.8260869565

60.8695652174

82.6086956522

34.7826086957

52.1739130435

43.4782608696

78.2608695652

78.2608695652

73.9130434783

78.2608695652

21.7391304348

52.1739130435

65.2173913043

43.4782608696

34.7826086957

43.4782608696

60.8695652174

60.8695652174

73.9130434783

65.2173913043

82.6086956522

43.4782608696

95.652173913

26.0869565217

65.2173913043

39.1304347826

65.2173913043

26.0869565217



Blad2

		1		Bumi Armada		1		Exxon Mobil

		2		Capitaland		2		Chevron

		3		City Development ltd.		3		General Electric

		4		DRB-HICOM		4		Ford Motor Company

		5		Keppel land		5		Hewlett Packard (HP)

		6		Kulim		6		AT&T

		7		MRCB		7		JP Morgan chase

		8		Maybank		8		Citigroup

		9		Petronas		9		International Business Machines (IBM)

		10		Plus Expressways Berhad		10		Procter & Gamble (P&G)

		11		Power Seraya		11		Marathon Oil

		12		Sembcorp		12		Target

		13		SingTel		13		Microsoft corporation

		14		Swire Pacific Offshore		14		Johnson & Johnson

		15		Telekom Malaysia		15		Dell

		16		UEM Environment		16		PepsiCo

		17		British American Tabacco Malaysia		17		Dow Chemical

						18		Motorola

						19		United Parcel Service (UPS)

						20		Intel corporation

						21		Cisco

						22		Fluor

						23		Abbott Laboratories

						24		Coca Cola

						25		Hess corporation

						26		Johnson controls

						27		DuPont

						28		Delta Airlines

						29		Allstate

						30		Tyson Foods





Blad3

		






