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ABSTRACT

CSR reports are intended to communicate the orghoigs CSR performance to stakeholders. Currently,
CSR reports mainly follow well designed guidelinigs the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). Howevyer
various authors claim CSR reports are becoming mqmeblicity tool than a communication tool. Toghel
assessing the communication performance of CSRts@m assessment procedure is proposed based on
ANP. ANP allows designing a communication indexrémk CSR reports, taken as the alternatives,
according to a set of communication indicators,etakas the criteria. In the proposed network,
communication criteria were, among others: Relegsa@@mmunication technique, Accuracy, Easiness to
find particular data, Layout, etc. Criteria wereaaged in four clusters namely: Quality, Relialjlit
Comprehension and Presentation. In order to tesptbcedure a set of comparable CSR reports were
selected. The assessment model based on ANP aadgéssment judgments were carried out by a panel
of experts including an expert on communicatiorotiiean expert on environmental NGOs’ demands and
an expert on consumers’ demands. The case studiegd significant differences among the alternative
(the reports), allowing to establish four levelscommunication performance: Excellent, Good, Fait a
Poor. Logically, the assessment procedure not alttpwwed ranking the reports but also determining
weaknesses and opportunities to improve the conuation performance of each CSR report.

Keywords: Analytic Network Process (ANP), CSR RépoCommunication Quality

1. Introduction

There are many definitions of Corporate Social Resibility (CSR). The most frequently used is time o
offered by the Commission of the European Commemi{COM, 2001) who defines CSR as a concept
whereby companies integrate social and environrheotecerns in their business operations and irr thei
interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntdrgsis. This definition includes 5 dimensions:
voluntariness, stakeholder, social, environmental aconomic. Stakeholders are groups or individuals
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who affect or are affected by the activity aimedhahieving the company objectives (COM, 2001). The
term stakeholder is used in contraposition to dtolders or shareholders.

Companies’ CSR can be reflected in their CSR ortaBuebility reports. These reports are used as an
accountability and communication tool with the stiadders and society. The Global Reporting Init&ti
(GRI) is a non-profit organization that promotesmamic, environmental and social sustainability.|lGR
provides all companies and organizations with apretmensive sustainability reporting framework tisat
widely used around the world.

However, many authors criticize that these repams used as an advertizing tool instead of a
communication tool (Du et al. 2010) or (Fassin 2008 this research, we analyze the GRI reportallof
large companies in the Spanish energy sector. Theof this paper is to present a methodology for
assessing and ranking the CSR reports based on waication criteria and the ANP method. To the
knowledge of the authors, no other research haledppNP to assessing the communication quality of
CSR reports.

2. Communication and CSR reports.

2.1 CSR reports as communication tools

The CSR communication involves not only a changethie role of the company within the
communication process but also a change in itsctibpgs (Sanfey & Hastie 1998). In the communication
process in CSR, the company can not only delivessages and content but also must be able to establi
receiver channels for dialogue with its stakehadara common context, with the aim of capturingith
expectations and needs (Fassin 2008). The CSRgjrat a company is based on its ability to capture
and integrate those expectations and business maesny needs. Thus, communication becomes a
mainstay of the business strategy (Sutantoput2g8)20

Communicating CSR allows stakeholders to evaluagevarious activities conducted by the company,
beyond the required legal information, taking &enence values and corporate culture, the envirohme
and its positioning against competitors, facilitgtea more complete, close and emotional analysis.

3. Methodology

3.1 Analytic Network Process (ANP)

Details on the Analytic Network Process (ANP) canfdund in Saaty (2001), however, the main steps ar
summarized here for completeness.

(i) Pairwise comparisons on the elements and velateight estimation

The determination of relative weights in ANP isé@d®n the pairwise comparison of the elementscéh ea
level. These pairwise comparisons are conducteld rgi$pect to their relative importance towardsrthei
control criterion based on the principle of AHP andasured using Saaty's 1-to-9 scale. The scoed’of
in the pairwise comparison matrix represents thative importance of the element on row (i) ovee th
element on column (j), i.e., aij=wi/wj where ‘wisithe weight of the element (i). With respect ty an
criterion, pairwise comparisons are performed io tevels, i.e. the element level and the clusteelle
comparison. If there are n elements to be comp#red;omparison matrix A is defined as (Eqg. 1):

W W oW W L W W, ﬂl ﬂ{d 21 . ‘ .
A= <wd Jwyowy Wy oW Wy > = |4 L (1)

W,i W'I W,i Wz W.; Wli ﬂ” ﬂrz . 1 J
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After all pairwise comparisons are completed therjty weight vector ‘w’ is computed as the unique
solution of (Eqg. 2)
Axw=Amax «w (2)

where Amax’ is the largest eigenvalue of matrix ‘A’ and ‘i& its eigenvector.

(ii) Construction of the original supermatrix (urigleted supermatrix)
The resulting relative importance weights (eigetwes} in pairwise comparison matrices are placed
within a supermatrix that represents the interi@ahips of all elements in the system.

(i) Constructing the weighted supermatrix
The following step consists of the weighting of thicks of the unweighted supermatrix, by the
corresponding priorities of the clusters, so thaan be column stochastic (weighted supermatrix).

(iv) Calculation of the global priority weights

Raising the weighted supermatrix to limiting powendil the weights converge and remain stableithi |
supermatrix will be obtained. In this matrix, tHeraents of each column represent the final weighthe
different elements considered. In order to endogvrésults with a higher value, it is advisable avéh
several experts involved in solving the problenpiaritization.

3.2 Resear ch procedure

The modeling methodology followed in the study wdigided into three phases: problem analysis,
synthesis and evaluation (see Figure 1). The stuadydeveloped jointly by the research team, whypeaala
the role of ANP facilitators, one expert in commnuation and CSR reports and two representativelseof t
main stakeholders: Users and environmental NGOs. ddmmunication expert was asked to act as a
decision maker (DM) as well, that is to say, sheigigated in the whole procedure to help the argho
assessing and discussing it.

As the aim of the modeling is assessing CSR re@rtsommunication tools, the research compares the
different interpretations of the criteria when rangka catalogue of CSR reports of energy compaiiies.
methodology, therefore, allows finding what thdesia for a good communication are, the discrepmnci
between the assessment of experts and stakehddershe communication quality of a particular et
CSR reports. Comparability among CSR reports wdmelt according to the organization's economic
activity, its size, the publication date, the orgation’s scope covered by the report, the regédn, This

way the research focuses mainly on the communitdBatures as the companies have similar target
stakeholders, communication demands, or CSR cosicern

3.3 Communication criteria
According to the literature review and the commatian expert's suggestions the assessment criegia

CLUSTER 1: COMPREHENSION OF THE DATA

Criterion 1. Communication technique: It includée tharrative information besides bar graphs or data
tables. According to Sanfey & Hastie (1998) andlSiket al. (1996) stakeholders understand better
narrative information than the same informatiorbar graphs or data tables. Moreover, Du et al. 01
propose the inclusion of cause-effect relationshipshey help to a better comprehension of thes faoe
data or the intentions. Finally, Jewett and Hibbét896) argue the advantages of avoiding to use
exclusively quantitative concepts or aggregationsenwv explaining quality data as “understanding
guantitative concepts and aggregations is a sigmifi barrier for consumer’s comprehension of qualit
data”.
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Figure 1. Research methodology.

Criterion 2. Comparability: It includes providingmparative data. The findings from the experimerfits
Hibbard et al. (2002) show evaluable displays ofmparative data influence the degree to which
information is actually weighted and used in choisiso Knox et al. (2005) and Du et al (2010) artue
importance of the comparisons with competence l@geriodicity and opportunity of the report.

Criterion 3. Clarity and simplicity: Several autBoremark good communication relies on the use of
natural language, i.e. the language, terms and ingsrmf respondents, avoiding jargon or technical
language (Zeller, 1987). They add aids and abeke rtiee report more accessible, including summanies
highlighted text (Coupland, 2006). For this, ilsmanded syntactic simplicity, phrase structuregpbaity

and shunning inappropriate usage of third persahpassive voice (Graesser et al., 2004). Finaflyara
example, Lipkus et al. (2001) propose, among othaesasures like the use of frequencies instead of
percentages. Information presented as frequenailerrthan probabilities carries more meaning aady
result, greater weight in decisions.

CLUSTER 2: PRESENTATION.
Criterion 4. Coherence: CSR reports should presenhique internal consistency. Reports should be
provided with a logic and harmonic structure (Zell987).

Criterion 5. Layout: Design presentation, distribotof texts, highlights, pictures, etc. within thage
(Kim et al, 1999).

Criterion 6. Explanatory figures: The inclusionf@fures as an intentional tool, using it to struetthe
explanation of the principal concepts or resultaldh, 2010).
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CLUSTER 3: DATA QUALITY.

Criterion 7. Easiness to find particular data. ®GofoBartlett (2007) discuss the importance of agiag
the data so that every stakeholder can easilytfiedrelevant data. Other studies have been fouaid th
agree on that (Sutantoputra, 2008).

Criterion 8. Relevance and Completeness: Relevargans readers find the information relevant torthei
interests (Schellens & Menno, 1997). Besides, tep@mre more trusted as communication means when
they are complete, i.e. when stakeholders find arswo all their questions (Schellens & Menno, 1997
Coherently, inclusivity is also sought, i.e. to sxk$ all stakeholders (Sutantoputra, 2008).

Criterion 9. Accuracy and Sincerity: By sinceritytlaors mean telling the truth about a situatiomid &
Papsolomou, 2007; Du et al.,, 2010, Fassin, 2008} &so accuracy is needed avoiding to hide
inconvenient data or facts (Kim et al, 1999).

CLUSTER 4: RELIABILITY.

Criterion 10. Data reliability: Presentation of alereferences (Kim et al, 1999). Stating the sowfce
empirical data, what kind of source and its repotafCostanza et al., 1992). Verifiable, reportsitide
data that can be verified, that can be checkedesied (Sutantoputra, 2008; Idowu & Towler, 2004).
Finally, also the inclusion of contact informatiand the communication channels (Kim et al, 1999).

Criterion 11. Stakeholders’ participation: Repate more trusted if included data partly (even tygin
come from stakeholders’ demands, data, claims(eassin, 2008)

Criterion 12. Auditing: Third part's examination déta, records or even procedures and estimations t
check their accuracy (Tschopp, 2005).

3.4 CSR reports

In order to test the procedure a set of compar@8le reports were selected. The CSR reports betong t
all Spanish energy companies reporting by mear@Rif Abengoa SolgrAbengoa Bioenergyberdrola,
Gas NaturalFenosaRepsolYPFEnagasandGamesa

Comparability was defined according to the orgaitzés economic activity (energy sector), its size
(large), the publication date (year 2011), the oizgtion’s scope covered by the report (all adagit, the
region (all regions where the companies operaté)tia@ reporting standard (GRI). This way the redear
focus mainly on the communication features as tbenpanies have similar target stakeholders,
communication demands, or CSR concerns. Also aR @orts are GRI certified, as a way to prove the
communication features of the reports depend marghe reporters’ intentions than on the reporting
method.

3.5 The decision problem model

According to the communication expert the correlatmatrix is set as shown in Table 1. The network
model is as shown in Figure 2.

Questionnaires were developed for stakeholders sgess the elements of the model i.e., the
communication criteria and the CSR reports (Taple 2
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Table 1. Correlation Matrix.
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Report 6 1] 1] 11 1 13 3 1 1 | L o ) [0 |0 [0 |[O |]O |O]O
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Table 2. This is an example of a question askestiaiceholders.

In your opinion, what will influence more in tclarity of the CSR report of a given organizatior
change itcomparability or to change its narrativ€ommunication technique?

Compar ability
Communication technique

\Which is more
influential?

To what extent ] Equal <] Moderate| ] Strong||:| Very strong | Extremg

<] Comparability] | Com. Ted

The response means the responder believeSdimenunication technique employed for communicating
particular concepts and datansderately more influential in theclarity of this communication than
providing comparisons with the competence or the evolution in time senéthese particular concepts
and data.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1 Criteriaand CSR reportsweights (pr efer ences)

According to the stakeholders the Limit Supermabix stakeholder and, the Limit Supermatrix with
aggregated results are shown in Table 3. Priofitiza of the different stakeholders were aggregated
means of the geometric mean according to Saatypgsal (Saaty, 2001) Note: values have been
normalized in two general groups: Alternatives (O8ports) and Criteria (rest of the clusters).
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Figure 2. Network model of the problem.
Table 3. Aggregated Limit Supermatrix.
CLUSTERS CRITERIA Communication Environmental | Consumers Aggregated
exper NGO expel exper
Report 1 0,137 0,134 0,101 0,125
Report 2 0,090 0,065 0,069 0,076
Report 3 0,148 0,185 0,140 0,160
CSR REPORTS Report 4 0,115 0,054 0,123 0,094
Report 5 0,205 0,262 0,261 0,244
Report 6 0,167 0,163 0,206 0,181
Report 7 0,138 0,137 0,101 0,127
Clarity 0,061 0,026 0,044 0,043
’C\llgll\(/)IZREHE- Comparability 0,089 0,076 0,077 0,083
Communic. Technique 0,122 0,054 0,078 0,082
Coherence 0,079 0,095 0,085 0,088
.PH%E,\]SENTA' Explanatory figures 0,134 0,074 0,088 0,098
Layout 0,078 0,045 0,060 0,061
Accuracy/Sincerity 0,104 0,140 0,158 0,135
QUALITY ) -
Easiness find data 0,085 0,058 0,063 0,069
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Relevance/Completeness 0,092 0,087 0,114 0,10

Auditing 0,058 0,132 0,084 0,089
RELIABILITY | Data reliability 0,062 0,153 0,102 0,101

Stakeholders' participation 0,036 0,060 0,046 0,048

Hence the communication criteria ranking is showFigure 3.
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Figure 3. Criteria preference by stakeholder argtexgpted.

And the results for the CSR report ranking Indexstrown in Figure 3.

4.2 Results by stakeholder

As it can be seen in Table 3 and Figures 2 andnh@&, communication expert prefers the criteria
Explanatory figuresndCommunication technique the rest. Interestingly, the least preferrétbga are
Auditing and Stakehoders’ participatianIn fact, clusterReliability is not much valued by the
communication expert. Also, reports 5 and 6 ardepred to the rest, being reports 2 and 4 the least
valued.

The environmental NGOs’ expert prefers the crit€réa Reliabilityand Accuracy/Sincerityo the rest,
while the least preferred criteria drayoutand Clarity. Contrary to the communication expert, the NGO
expert clearly prefers the clust&eliability to the rest andComprehensionis not much valued.
Nevertheless, albeit paying attention to differeriteria than the communication expert, reportsné a
are preferred to the rest, being again reportsd2ahe least valued.

The consumers’ expert prefers the critefiecuracy/Sincerityand Relevance/Completeness the rest,
while the least preferred criteria atéarity andStakehoders’ participatiaiThe consumers’ expert clearly
prefers the clusteQuality to the rest. As for alternatives, reports 5 andéamain preferred to the rest,
being reports 2, 1 and 7 the least valued.
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Figure 3. Alternatives preferences by stakeholddraggregated.

4.3 Results aggregated

As it can be seen in Table 3 and Figures 2 andie8,aggregation of the preferences by means of the
geometric mean give as a result the critericcuracy/Sincerity, Data reliability and
Relevance/Completendssing preferred to the rest. The least preferritdria, in average, ai€larity and
Stakehoders’ participationClusterQuality is the most valued. About alternatives, reportsné & are
preferred to the rest, being reports 2 and 4 tast lealued. This results are quite clear and asifieegtion

can be made in four level€Excellent (no report), Good communicationreports 5 and 6)Fair
communicatior(reports 1, 3 and 7) af®bor communicatioireports 2 and 4).

5. Conclusions

Results for the case study show even in GRI cedtifieports publicity objectives overcome CSR
objectives. Therefore, among others consequendakelmlders tend to not to trust them, relevant
information is difficult to find and some of therget stakeholders do not get aware of the infoionadit
their disposal.

A methodology based on communication criteria dmel ANP method has been presented ranking the
reports according to a communicaiton Index. Thdekranks the alternatives by comparing them th eac
other, i.e., it gives relative results. Therefdhe index can be used for benchmarking but it shaol be
used as an absolute assessment index. Its stresligih on the procedure. ANP has allowed determginin
the criteria, the relationship among criteria amgirtweighting.
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