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ABSTRACT 
 

Scientists, businessmen, politicians and society as a whole widely acknowledge CSR/Corporate 
Sustainability as an important topic. Among recent events are: UN Conference on Sustainable Development 
(June, 2012), International Sustainable Development Research Society 17th Annual Conference (May, 
2011), Business Perspective on Sustainable Growth: Preparing for Rio+20 (February, 2012). 

Various groups of stakeholders want to have an access to clear and comparable information about 
companies’ activities in the field. In “Shared Responsibility: New Challenges for Europe”(Brussels 1996), was 
highlighted that it is important to provide appropriate conditions to ensure each person has access to data 
which is necessary for making consumer decisions and for controlling activity of business sector.  So, many 
proactive companies became publishing CSR/Sustainability reports. The access to the information 
appeared, the reports were supposed to become a main communication tool with stakeholders. However, 
it is arguable that stakeholders have an access to objective and comparable information.  These reports 
often represent an overly positive view of organization performance (Hubbard 2011). 

Current study explores how large, top notch companies approach CSR/sustainability reporting. 
Whether they cover every main constituent of CSR/sustainability in their responsible reports? Whether 
they report on a sufficient level for measuring companies’ performance? Or information published is mainly 
narrative and the question of objective evaluation of companies’ performance based on such reports 
cannot be raised? 

To provide some insight into the current state of CSR/sustainability reporting, relevant reports of the 25 
world’s leading companies (Forbes November 2011) were investigated. The findings will be a contribution 
to further development of measurement model for CSR/Corporate Sustainability. 

 
1. Introduction 

 
Sustainable Development, Corporate Sustainability, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), Corporate 

Citizenship  – just  few names of the concepts which have environmental, social and economic concerns as 
a core. They have become highly relevant on the business and political agenda since were discussed on a 
global level for the first time (Brundtland 1987) and they have triggered a new movement in accounting – 
social and environmental reporting.  Such reporting is supposed to play an important role in this context 
and to be used for communicating and analyzing sustainability performance of organizations in a modern 
society (Moneva 2006).  

Many big companies already introduced “responsible reporting” into their regular practice. According 
to KPMG, 79% of the global top 250 companies produced sustainability reports in 2008, against 52% in 
2005 (KPMG 2008). Such dramatic rise in quantity, however, is not an indication of the quality of the 
published reports.  Neither commonly accepted definition of sustainability reporting nor a commonly 
accepted content structure of such reports exists (Dilling 2009). It is arguable that stakeholders have an 
access to objective and comparable information.  Instead, these reports often represent an overly positive 
view of organization performance (Hubbard 2011). 

The aim of this study is to explore how large, top notch companies approach CSR/sustainability 
reporting: do they publish information regarding every pillar of CSR/sustainability on a level sufficient for 
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measuring companies’ performance? Or information presented in the CSR/sustainability reports is mainly 
narrative and the question of objective evaluation of companies’ performance based on such reports 
cannot be raised? 

To provide some insight into the current state of CSR/sustainability reporting, relevant reports of the 25 
world’s leading companies (Forbes November 2011) were investigated. The paper is structured as follows: 
first, the introduction into CSR/sustainability concepts is provided; then, existing reporting frameworks are 
presented; afterwards, the table for the content evaluation of the reports is developed and findings from 
the documentary research are discussed; finally, the conclusion is presented. 
 
 2.1  Theoretical background: Sustainability and CSR 

 
In the last decades, terms “sustainable development” and “CSR” have been among the most popular 

expressions in business language, however, no agreement about their definitions can be found in the 
literature today (Eden 2000). Those two concepts are very much interlinked and sometimes are used 
interchangeably (Moneva 2006). As Springett (Springett 2003) stated, “sustainability  can be made to mean 
what one would like it to mean”. In an attempt to understand the relation between these two concepts and 
the relation between these concepts and the state of non-financial reporting today, the paper performs 
brief theoretical and historical overview below. 

Panapanaan and Linnanen (Panapanaan 2003) are of opinion that “the three aspects of sustainability 
(economic, environmental, and social)  can be translated in the similar way into Corporate Responsibility 
approach. So, CSR is just one (social) aspect out of three dimensions of Corporate Responsibility.”  

This is opposed to Wempe and Kaptein  (Wempe 2002) who consider CSR as “…an intermediate stage 
(towards Corporate Sustainability) where companies try to balance the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) : People, 
Planet, Profit” (TBL is, according to Elkington (Elkington 1997), the situation where companies “harmonize 
their efforts in order to be economically viable, environmentally sound and socially responsible”).  

The most clear distinction between these concepts, in my opinion, is presented by Moneva (Moneva 
2006) who states that: ”CSR is focused on a closed entity whereas Sustainable Development attempts to 
range over the whole society without targeting a specific organization…CSR fits better with the notion of 
accountability….(CSR) has a more reduced scoped – acting inside the organization.”  

Thus, Sustainable Development and CSR share a lot of common elements - social and environmental 
concerns integrated with economic issues. The difference is that Sustainable Development (or 
Sustainability) is discussed on a global level and deals with general matters (the whole society, the world 
ecological situation and the global economy), while CSR (or Corporate Responsibility/Sustainability) should 
be considered on a business level and describes the particular organizational influence on these general 
matters (environment and society touched by the company’s activities and the economic impact the 
organization has). 

The support of this viewpoint can be found in the EU-Communication (EC 2002) which declares: “… 
(CSR) is a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their business 
operations and in their interactions with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis… (CSR) is a business 
contribution to Sustainable Development”. 

Therefore, all discussions in this paper (including those about reporting practices) are related to CSR 
concept (even though the cited authors might use the term “sustainability” instead) and have a focus on a 
business level only. 

2.2  CSR reporting 

 
Along with the growth of popularity of CSR concept, relevant “responsible” reporting becomes a new 

mainstream in the accounting practices. International Survey on Corporate Responsibility Reporting 



3 
 

revealed that about 80% of the G250 companies published corporate responsibility data in 2008 (KPMG 
2008).   

According to Dilling (Dilling 2009), “the reason for this development is the fact that the expectations of 
the public on the role of global companies in society are increasing while trust in business is decreasing”. 
Among the “public” here are different pressure groups such as: customers, employees, governmental and 
non-governmental organizations, business partners, local communities and other stakeholders (Tilt 1994).  

The main drivers for CSR communicating which can be mentioned here are: 
- To maintain customers’ loyalty and company’s market position. The survey conducted by the 

Walker Information demonstrated the link between the firm’s summary positive effect on society 
and its brand loyalty - consumers today make purchase decisions according to their ecological and 
ethical concerns. So, the company which provides CSR related information has an advantage over 
others. 

- To create an attractive reputation in the eyes of both present and prospective company’s 
employees (Garriga 2004) and to turn the firm into a responsible employer.  

- To keep and provide an information to shareholders (Hemingway 2004).  The fact of approval of 
CSR concept and publishing reports conduces to improvement of company’s image which is a 
significant part of goodwill.  

- To attract investors and get an access to capital. Firm’s compliance with CSR shows its investors 
that the company pays equal attention to social and ecological issues, so the risks of internal and 
external social conflicts, as well as ecological penalties, are minimal and the company is reliable for 
investments. In addition, a new segment of investors appeared over the last years – those who are 
of particular interest in socially responsible investments (SRI).  According to the statistical data, the 
value of assets invested in SRI grew from $639 billion in 1995 to $2,29 trillion in 2005 (out of total 
$24,4 trillion of professionally managed investments in 2005) (Dilling 2009). 

- To establish a good relationship and get a support from authorities. By implementation and 
reporting CSR, company demonstrates that it acknowledges governmental recommendations and 
can share governmental responsibility in face of society.  

To conclude, the statement of Runhaar (Runhaar 2009) can be used, who claims that CSR basically 
serves for a goal “to maintain legitimacy and to avoid bad publicity”.  

There is also a possibility that CSR reporting will become mandatory for companies of a certain size or a 
certain type of activities.  More and more countries (among which Denmark, Finland, Sweden, Belgium, 
Netherlands, Germany) have already introduced some sort of sustainability reporting legislation (Delbard 
2008). Though European Union still encourages voluntary reporting in this field: “Because CSR is 
fundamentally about voluntary business behavior, an approach involving additional obligations and 
administrative requirements for business risks being counter-productive and would be contrary to the 
principles of better regulation” (CEP 2006).  

Such voluntary approach and the lack of common regulation lead to the situation where various 
reporting frameworks exist. Political factors, industry context, profitability and size of the organization, 
corporate strategy – these are the factors which influence company’s objectives and reporting 
requirements (e.g. (Tregidga 2006), (Schaltegger 2006), (Schafer 2005), (Taplin 2006)). According to 
Hubbard (Hubbard 2011). Many frameworks have been proposed to address CSR related issues, but only a 
few have been adopted by large number of organizations.  

Some of these frameworks, such as ISO 14001 or Eco-Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS), are 
focused on only one pillar of CSR – on environment.  They are not giving a holistic overview of the concept, 
they are also process-focused rather than outcome-focused (Hubbard 2011) which mean that such 
frameworks are not suitable for evaluation of CSR performance. 

Investor-oriented analysts - Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI), FTSE4Good index, US sustainability 
adviser KLD - provide a holistic view on CSR, but are not relevant for the majority of organizations, since 
apply only to listed companies which are best performers and seek to be included in such lists (Hubbard 
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2011). Also, these analysts create a final rating, but do not offer companies a framework to follow and 
communicate CSR. These approaches cannot be used for reports’ self-assessment.  

Hubbard (Hubbard 2009) suggested to use balanced scorecard (Kaplan 1992) to frame and manage CSR 
practices: “…extending the balanced scorecard into a “sustainable” balanced scorecard that includes a 
small number of environmental and social indicators might be a practical way of highlighting key strategic 
indicators.” But this is a theoretical proposition which has been not adopted by companies in practice yet. 

One more interesting approach was presented by CorporateRegister.com (CorporateRegister.com 
2008). They developed sustainability reporting framework for companies which includes 8 categories: 
strategy and measurement, governance, economic, environment, social – employee, social – customer, 
social – supplier and social – community. The authors claim that such disclosure framework captures the 
triple bottom line as well as the governance processes. Indeed, these elements reflect the content of CSR 
concept. However, it is an attempt to simplify GRI standards, and categories presented under such 
simplification often might not cover many important elements (CSR related activities) which are published 
in the reports. 

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) mentioned above is “a multi-stakeholder governed institution 
collaborating to provide the global standards in sustainability reporting” (GRI 2009B). It was developed out 
of the Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) and the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) and assists “reporting organizations and their stakeholders in articulating and 
understanding contributions of the reporting organization to sustainable development”(GRI 2002).  

GRI provides reporting principles, along with specific indicators, to guide companies in their 
preparation of CSR related reports. It structures reporting in terms of TBL: inclusion of economic, 
environmental and social issues. The third edition of GRI standards (G3) was published in 2006 and has 
been increasingly adopted by many corporations (GRI 2009A). By 2008, 77% of the large global companies 
(Global 250) which were publishing responsible data used GRI standards for this purpose (KPMG 2008). In 
2009, more than 700 organizations voluntary publish CSR related reports according to the G3 guidelines 
(Dilling 2009).  

As presented above, GRI is the most detailed and widely used reporting framework in the field today, 
so it was chosen as a baseline for investigating CSR reports and answering the research question of this 
paper. 

 
3. Research approach 

Past research (Hubbard 2011) has investigated the CSR reporting practices of the large international 
companies from the three different industries using one of the existing disclosure frameworks 
(CorporateRegister.com 2008). Analysis of the main reports’ features and the topics covered was 
presented, though the information regarding the quality of the described data was not elaborated enough. 
To deepen the understanding of the reporting practices and to extend the knowledge in this field, current 
research was conducted. 

 
3.1. Research strategy 

Research questions of this paper can be formulated in the following way: 
-Do leading international companies cover every main pillar of CSR in the reports? 
-How broad and deep is the information provided within the each CSR pillar? 
-Does the information presented can be used for subsequent assessment of the companies’ CSR 

performance? 
It is important to note that the research questions above are about the disclosure of the relevant 

information, but not about the companies’ performance themselves. Though CSR reports should 
objectively reflect companies’ activities and represent the real picture without any biases (as any other 
corporate report should do), no guarantees regarding reliability can be made. However, some credibility 
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can be given, since the focus here is on the leading international companies which are always on the public 
eye and which information can be checked by external parties. For such corporations the price of 
presenting imaginary data would be high due to their high dependence on a good reputation. So, for the 
purpose of this research, it is assumed that the data provided in CSR reports are truthful. 

 
3.2 Data collection 

This exploratory study consists of a number (25) of the largest and most successful organizations within 
different industrial sectors and geographical locations (Forbes November 2011) (see Appendix 1). Thus, it 
will be possible to contrast the results from the companies facing different business, social and political 
contexts. Such choice of the sample can also be explained by the fact that these leading organizations are 
likely to have the largest sustainability impacts, since they touch the economies of several countries, lives 
of numerous communities and the environment in many regions. 

For the research purposes, CSR related reports for the year 2010 were assessed as these were the 
latest comparably available for all companies in the sample. Only the information in such reports was 
evaluated. Though some reports indicated that more information could be found in the corporate websites 
or elsewhere, it was assumed that CSR related reports should be the main communication tool publically 
available for all stakeholders, and if the information is perceived to be strategically important by the 
companies, it would have been published in the relevant reports.  

 
3.3 Research methodology 

In this study, documentary research was conducted. The content of CSR related reports was evaluated 
according to the categories which represent three main pillars of CSR – environmental, social and 
economic. Some of these categories were developed out of the theory (GRI guidelines (G3)), while others 
appeared from the practice (from the companies’ reports) and were added during the data collection 
process. The table for evaluation the content of the reports is presented below. 

Environmental  

1) materials a) quality;  
b) recyclability;  
c) usage of recycled materials 

2) energy a) direct consumption;  
b) indirect consumption;  
c) usage of alternative energy 

3) water a) consumption;  
b) discharge;  
c) recycling organized 

4) emission a) greenhouse gases;  
b) ozone-depleting gases, NO, SO, etc.;  
c) ecological catastrophes, spills, etc. 

5) other wastes a) waste;  
b) recycling organized 

6) products/services a) ecological impact (from usage);  
b) recyclability;  
c) recycling organized 

7) packaging a) of products;  
b) of materials;  
c) recycling organized 

8) transportation a) of products;  
b) of materials;  
c) of people 
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9) compliance with environmental standards & regulations  

10) bio-diversity a) location, land & water affected;  
b) habitats affected 

11) environmental voluntary activities & contributions a) company’s activities;  
b) employees’ involvement  

Social  

1) safety & health of employees a) working conditions & safety training;  
b) health programs & policy;   
c) fatalities & diseases state of affairs 

2) education & development of employees a) training job-related programs;  
b) career development & assessment 
programs;  
c) environment & motivation for learning 

3) stability,satisfaction & fair treatment of employees a) stability;  
b) motivation, satisfaction & involvement;  
c) competitive salaries/financial support;  
d) non-discrimination & equal opportunities 

4) additional workforce related responsibility a) support of employees' families;  
b) retirement programs;  
c) educational programs (universities, 
schools, etc.) 

5) ethical principles & human rights a) child labor matters;  
b) forced labor matters;  
c) bribery & corruption matters;  
d) business ethics matters (anti-monopoly, 
fair price, etc.);  
e) personal information disclosure matters;  
f) employees' training/compliance;  
g) suppliers' & business partners' 
training/compliance 

6) local community relationship & charity a) impact on locals & local community;  
b) local infrastructure development;  
c) employees' involvement;  
d) business related philanthropy;  
e) other philanthropy 

7) compliance with social standards & regulations  

Economic  

1) quality & safety of products/services a) quality & safety (incl. customer training) ;  
b) product contribution to sustainability;  
c) communication & feedback from 
customers;  
d) compliance with  standards & regulations 

2) relationship with suppliers a) local & minority groups of suppliers;  
b) requirements to suppliers;  
c) support, training & communication with 
suppliers 

3) relationship with other business partners a) local & minority groups of business 
partners;  
b) requirements to business partners;  
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c) support, training & communication with 
business partners 

4) economic value a) generated (revenues);  
b) distributed (costs, wages, payments, etc.)  
c) retained (generated-distributed) 

Additional section  

1) sustainability/CR related risks & opportunities 
assessment 

 

2) sustainability/CR related rewards & achievements  

3) participation in global sustainability events & groups  

4) sustainability/CR related training in the company  

5) external assessment of CSR related reports & results  

Some categories from the left column are specified by the sub-categories from the right column. For 
instance, under the category (1) “materials” in the environmental section, information, which is checked in 
the reports, concerns: a) the quality of the used materials, b) the possibility of these materials being 
recycled after and c) the policy of the company regarding the use of already recycled materials. 

The table above contains also “additional section”. It serves a goal to contribute to a better 
understanding of CSR related context in which companies operate and to give additional information which 
also can be used for CSR performance assessment later. All categories from the “additional section” were 
retrieved from the companies’ reports. 

The quality of the information published in the “responsible” reports is described by 4 levels. These 
levels are created according to suitability of such information for the purpose of future CSR performance 
evaluation.  

The first level is descriptive - statements and stories about particular CSR related activities and policies 
are presented (e.g. description of the educational program for employees).  

The second level is statistical – simple quantitative data about particular CSR related activities and 
policies are provided (e.g. number of employees trained).  

The next one is the first analytical level (analytical 1) – extended quantitative data (percentage 
distributions, changes over time, analysis of reasons of such changes, etc.) regarding particular CSR related 
activities and policies can be found in the reports (e.g. share of women trained and comparison with the 
previous year).  

And the last level is the second analytical level (analytical 2) - advanced quantitative data (estimation of 
impact, cause-effect relation, etc.) concerning particular CSR related activities and policies are discussed 
(e.g. increase in the level of productivity due to the educational program and related cost redaction).  

All categories (and sub-categories where relevant) are considered in terms of hits (+) and misses (-) 
according to the described levels of information. Example of the table which is used for evaluation of the 
content of company’s CSR related report is provided below. 

Category 
/ 

Level 

Environmental Social Economic Additional 

1) 2) … 1) … 1) … 1) 2) 3) 4) 5) 

a) b) c) a) b) c) … a) b) c) … a) b) c) d) … 

descriptive + - - + + +  + + +  + + + +  + + + - - 

statistical - - - + + +  + + +  - - - -  + - - - - 

analytical 1 - - - + + +  + - +  - - - -  - - - - - 

analytical 2 - - - - - -  - + -  - - - -  - - - - - 

Only historical data are evaluated here. Any future prospects and planned activities are out of the scope 
of current study due to their low credibility 
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4. Research findings 

 
The majority of the companies in the sample are matured reporters (with the exception of three 

corporations which have chosen not to publish “responsible” reports at all). They represent the best 
practices existed in the field and address most of the CSR related issues. 

The table below demonstrates the most “popular” categories (and sub-categories) companies from the 
sample declare about – those with the highest rate of descriptive information presented. The figures in the 
table reflect the percentage of companies published relevant information in CSR related reports. The data 
for statistical, analytical 1 and analytical 2 levels of the information regarding these categories are also 
provided to establish the base for analytical comparison. 

Categories/Quality of information Descriptive, 
% 

Statistical , 
% 

Analytical 1, 
% 

Analytical 2, 
% 

Environmental  

2) energy a) direct consumption  81 90 63 45 

b) indirect 
consumption 

81 90 63 36 

3) water a) consumption 90 81 72 18 

c) recycling organized 81 63 27 0 

6) products/ 
services 

a) ecological impact 
(from usage) 
 

72 36 18 18 

9) compliance with 
environmental 
standards & 
regulations 

 72 45 18 0 

11) environmental 
voluntary activities & 
contributions 

a) company’s activities 
 

81 72 0 18 

Social  

1) safety & health of 
employees 

a) working conditions & 
safety training 

72 36 18 9 

b) health programs & 
policy 

72 63 18 9 

2) education & 
development of 
employees 

a) training job-related 
programs 

90 72 27 9 

3) stability, 
satisfaction & fair 
treatment of 
employees 

b) motivation, 
satisfaction & 
involvement 

72 27 9 0 

d) non-discrimination & 
equal opportunities 

72 72 54 0 

4) additional 
workforce related 
responsibility 

c) educational programs 
(universities, schools, 
etc.) 

100 72 9 36 

5) ethical principles 
& human rights 

c) bribery & corruption 
matters 

72 27 9 0 

f) employees' 
training/compliance 

72 63 9 0 
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6) local community 
relationship & 
charity 

a) impact on locals & 
local community 

90 90 9 45 

b) local infrastructure 
development 

81 63 9 45 

c) employees' 
involvement 

100 54 9 9 

d) business related 
philanthropy 

90 90 9 9 

e) other philanthropy 90 90 9 36 

Economic  

1) quality & safety 
of products/ 
services 

a) quality & safety (incl. 
customer training)  

90 54 9 9 

b) product contribution 
to sustainability 

81 63 36 36 

d) compliance with  
standards & regulations 

72 0 0 0 

2) relationship with 
suppliers 

b) requirements to 
suppliers 

72 54 18 0 

c) support, training & 
communication with 
suppliers 

72 45 0 18 

3) relationship with 
other business 
partners 

c) support, training & 
communication with 
business partners 

81 36 9 27 

Additional section     

1) sustainability/CR related risks & 
opportunities assessment 

90 54 27 18 

2) sustainability/CR related rewards & 
achievements 

81 9 0 0 

3) participation in global sustainability events & 
groups 

100 18 0 0 

5) external assessment of CSR related reports & 
results 

72 0 0 0 

As the table indicates, the most popular category to report was “local community relationship & 
charity”, since all sub-categories within it had high disclosure level in terms of the descriptive level of 
information. Among other categories, which were covered almost holistically on a descriptive level by the 
majority of organizations, are: safety & health of employees, quality & safety of products/services, 
relationship with suppliers and the whole additional section. 

All companies (100%) demonstrated the highest interest in 3 sub-categories: educational programs (for 
students and children), employees' involvement in company’s charity initiatives and company’s 
participation in global sustainability events & groups – the majority of stories were devoted to these topics 
in CSR related reports. Though, such stories were weakly supported by numbers: 72% of the companies 
provided simple quantitative data and only 9% disclosed some extended quantitative data about the 
educational programs. These indicators were worse for other “most popular” sub-categories: 54% and 9% 
respectively - for employees' involvement in company’s charity, and 18% and 0% - for company’s 
participation in sustainability events & groups.  

The same picture can be observed throughout the whole table: extensive descriptive data intercross 
with the lack of analytical data and, in some cases, even with the lack of statistical data. The only exception 
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here is direct and indirect energy consumption sub-categories and, to some extent, water consumption 
sub-category which are characterized by sufficient quantitative content: 90% of companies published 
statistical information regarding their energy consumption against 81% providing descriptive data, which 
means that some corporations preferred to replace story-telling by pure factual numbers. 

Such strategy was chosen in greenhouse gases emission sub-category (81% of companies providing 
simple quantitative data against 63% of companies publishing descriptive information), in waste sub-
category (81% - statistical data against 63% - descriptive data), in fatalities & diseases state of affairs sub-
category (81% against 63%), in relationship with local & minority groups of suppliers sub-category (72% 
against 63%) and in the whole economic value category (100% against 45% for generated , 81% against 54% 
for distributed and 81% against 36% for retained).  

Despite of some success in reporting statistical information in CSR field, even the top notch companies 
were not so progressive in providing stakeholders with the relevant analytical information. Sufficient level 
of extended quantitative data (analytical 1) was found only under few sub-categories: direct and indirect 
energy consumption (63% of companies reported), water consumption (72%), greenhouse gases and 
ozone-depleting gases emission (72% and 54% accordingly), waste (63%) and fatalities & diseases state of 
affairs (63%).  

The situation with publishing the highest quality level of information (analytical 2 - analysis of impact) in 
CSR reports was even less optimistic. The best result which was revealed - 45% of reporters, and 
concerned: direct energy consumption sub-category, impact on locals & local community sub-category, 
local infrastructure development sub-category, and, surprisingly, transportation of products sub-category. 

However, some of the CSR related sub-categories were not covered by some corporations in their 
responsible reports at all. Among such “most unpopular” sub-categories were: product’s recycling (72% of 
companies provided no relevant information), quality and recyclability of materials (63% and 90% 
respectively), packaging of materials and recycling of packaging (72% and 90% respectively), competitive 
salaries/financial support (63%), support of employees' families (63%) and sustainability/CR related training 
category (63%). 

 
5. Conclusion  

 This exploratory study implies several important lessons. First is that the most elaborated CSR category 
in the reporting practices among investigated companies is “local community relationship & charity” (social 
dimension).  This means that even top notch companies often consider CSR in a narrow sense – as a 
responsibility in a face of local communities. The popularity of reporting sub-categories “educational 
programs organized for local students/children” and high concerns in “employees’ involvement in charity 
activities” only support this viewpoint.  

Second is that “safety & health of employees” (social dimension), “quality & safety of products/services” 
(economic dimension), “relationship with suppliers” (economic dimension) and “additional CSR related 
section” are among the most described in the CSR reports categories. Basically, these categories reflect the 
hardcore of relationship with different groups of stakeholders: employees, customers, suppliers, NGOs and 
governmental authorities respectively. Thus, the majority of investigated companies managed to 
communicate with their main stakeholders through CSR reports. Though the information provided here is 
mostly descriptive. 

Third is that the quantitative data of different quality - statistical, analytical 1 and analytical 2 – 
presented in the CSR related reports from the research sample, concern mainly sub-categories: “direct and 
indirect energy consumption”, “water consumption”, “greenhouse gases emission” and “waste” 
(environmental dimension); “fatalities & diseases state of affairs” and “local community relationship & 
charity” (social dimension); and “economic value” (economic dimension). Though, this information is often 
collected and declared to various authorities without any relation to CSR concept, so representation of such 
data in the CSR reports might be just additional implication rather than “responsible monitoring” and 
holistic view on CSR. 
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Fourth is that the main information which is missed in the investigated reports is related to the different 
types of recycling - either of products produced or packaging used. It means that chosen companies have 
not considered the whole life-cycle of their products and have not implemented the holistic approach to 
CSR concept. 

The general conclusion which can be made on the basis of the research findings is: even though the 
leading international companies cover every main pillar of CSR in their relevant reports, the number of sub-
categories presented to describe the CSR related categories varies from organization to organization, and 
the quality of the information provided within such sub-categories is often on the descriptive level and, 
thus, currently is not sufficient for subsequent assessment of the companies’ CSR performance. For the 
majority of investigated corporations such evaluation is possible only for energy and water consumption, 
waste, greenhouse gases emission and local community relationship & charity issues. 

Due to the exploratory nature of this study, statements made above require further investigation, and 
further empirical evidence need to be employed and tested in a population.  
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