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Abstract 
 

This paper investigates the possibilities and problems of benchmarking Corporate Social 

Responsibility (CSR) of Dutch companies. After a methodological analysis of the advantages 

and problems of benchmarking, the paper reports the benchmark results of a questionnaire for 

57 large Dutch companies selected from four sectors. The benchmark includes economic, 

social and environmental aspects as well as national and international aspects of CSR. In the 

questionnaire we also asked for the relative importance of different aspects of CSR. The 

overall benchmark is based on the weights reported by the respondents. We also investigate 

the robustness of the benchmark by applying different weights.  
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1 Introduction 
 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become an important theme. Due to an increasing 

interest of society in responsible behaviour of companies, many companies are nowadays 

concerned about values like integrity and develop ethical codes to foster responsible behaviour of 

their employees (Kaptein et al, 1999; Van Luijck, 2000). They feel that they must meet the triple 

P bottom line expressing the expectations of stakeholders with respect to the company’s 

contribution to profit, planet and people in order to get a licence to operate. Firms who do not 

meet these expectations may see their reputation go down with a negative impact on market 

shares and profitability (McIntosh et al, 1998). As people come to expect corporations to take a 

larger social role, companies will develop a social identity that is as important as brand identity. 

This changes the very nature of business and creates win-win situations. 

This reputation mechanism will only be effective in stimulating companies to corporate 

social responsibility if the social and environmental value creation of companies is transparent. 

Although many large companies are pro-actively fostering their transparency by social reporting, 

an integrated and uniform framework is, however, lacking. Large companies often acknowledge 

the importance of standardisation (like, for example, offered by the GRI guidelines), but in 

practise there are a lot of differences in how companies apply these standards (Lamoen and 

Tulder, 2001). If companies are not transparent, customers, NGO’s and the society at large cannot 

judge their contribution to CSR.  

In that case, one can wonder whether the government can provide conditions to improve 

the transparency and thereby stimulate the competition between companies with respect to their 

social and ecological achievements. However, as the Social Economic Council (2001) concludes, 

corporate social responsibility is a form of work tailored to the time, place, problem and partners. 

Legislation is not an adequate instrument for this and can be counter-productive because the 

responsibility and the initiative are taken away from the company. Because of the many different 

manifestations of corporate social responsibility and the many forms of information about it 

supplied to stakeholders, there would be no point at this stage in creating a general duty of 

accountability on top of the existing legal requirements. The SER therefore feels it is currently 

undesirable to extend existing legal reporting requirements.  

Another way of improving the transparency of the CSR efforts of companies is 

benchmarking by independent institutes. Construction of an index that weights the contribution 

of companies into one number would clarify the position of individual companies and improve 

the comparability of their CSR efforts. The publication of such an index can potentially enforce 

the reputation mechanism and provide a competitive advantage to companies that are indeed 

actively fostering social and ecological values. This would provide other companies a strong 

incentive to integrate CSR into the company’s strategy (Graafland, 2002a). 

This paper investigates the possibility and the relevance of such a benchmark. For this 

purpose, section 2 analyses the advantages and problems involved with benchmarking from a 
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methodological point of view and describes how these methodological weaknesses of 

benchmarking are dealt with in our approach. Section 3 describes the process of benchmarking, 

including the response of companies and the process of verification of this response, and the 

structure of the questionnaire used to sample relevant information. The questionnaire asks for 

about seventy concrete aspects of CSR that are used to construct an overall CSR index. We also 

asked for the values that companies and NGO’s attach to these different aspects of CSR. The 

questionnaire was sent to large companies in four sectors: the construction sector, the retail 

sector, the chemical sector and financial financial sector. We also sent the questionnaire to a 

number of NGO’s of which 6 responded. Section 4 describes the outcomes of the questionnaire 

with respect to the CSR efforts of companies and the weights reported by companies and NGO’s. 

Section 5 presents the outcomes for the overall benchmark index and investigates the robustness 

of this index using different weights. In particular, we compare four benchmarks based on 

respectively company based weights, sector based weights, total averaged based weights 

averaged over the four sectors and the weights reported by the NGO’s and investigate whether 

these differ significantly. In this way, we also test the relevance of both the sector specific context 

of the company as well as the stakeholder specific context on the benchmark. Section 6 

summarizes the main findings. 

 

2 Methodological aspects of benchmarking CSR 
 

In this section the benchmarking methodology is described. First, we define corporate social 

responsibility. Next, we describe some existing methods of benchmarking CSR. Section 2.3 and 

2.4 highlight the advantages of benchmarking respectively the problems of comprising CSR 

efforts in one numerical index. Finally, we define our own method and consider how this method 

meets the problems of benchmarking. 

 

2.1 Definition of CSR 

 

Corporate social responsibility relates to a set of highly diverse aspects of the behaviour of 

companies. In their research to corporate social responsibility in the Netherlands, Graafland, van 

de Ven and Stoffele (2002) distinguish more than 60 concrete aspects. Each of these aspects can 

be further refined. For example, Kaptein (2001) gives 50 very concrete different examples of 

behaviour of employees that lack integrity. 

The high diversity in concrete aspects makes it difficult to give an exact definition of 

CSR. This can be illustrated by the following three examples: 

 

Definition 1: A firm takes on a visible role in the society which goes beyond the core business 

and beyond what the law requires and which leads to added value for the company and the 

society. 
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This is the definition that Mr. Ybema used when he asked the Social Economic Council (SER) in 

The Hague to advise about corporate social responsibility. According to SER (2001), this 

definition is too narrow for two reasons. First, corporate social responsibility often also 

encompasses the core business of a company. If an oil company invests in alternative and less 

polluting petrol brand, then it contributes to the welfare of the society as a whole. We must not 

restrict CSR to activities like accountants cleaning up a child farm or teaching on schools because 

of the shortage in teachers. 

A second criticism is that corporate social responsibility does not only concern aspects 

that go beyond the law. It is also how serious a company applies the law, for example when 

preventing fraud and guaranteeing safety. Does a company really act in accordance with the 

intention of the law and not apply a minimum interpretation? 

 

Definition 2: Corporate social responsibility incorporates two elements. 

1 Sufficient focus by the enterprise on its contribution to public prosperity in the longer 

run 

2 the relationship with its stakeholders and society at large 

 

This is the definition that the Social Economic Council applies in its response to Mr. Ybema. The 

first element stresses that the enterprise can be viewed as a value creating entity. The long term 

value creation does not only relate to economic value, but concerns value creation in three 

dimensions which is called the Triple P bottom line: 

- Profit: the economic dimension. This dimension refers to the creation of value through 

the production of goods and services and through the creation of employment and sources 

of income. The financial returns reflect the appreciation of consumers for the company’s 

products and the efficiency with which factors of production are used. The long-term 

profit motive should provide the financial basis for the continuity of the company. 

- People: the social dimension. This has a variety of aspects concerning the effects for 

human beings, inside and outside the organisation, like good labour relations, safety etc.  

- Planet: the ecological dimension. This dimension relates to the effects on the natural 

environment. 

 

Another crucial aspect in the SER’s definition is the relationship of the company with its 

stakeholders and the society at large. The enterprise is described as a form of cooperation of 

different stakeholders. The company should balance between partially conflicting interests. Good 

stakeholder relations also require that the firm answers justified questions, opens up its way of 

doing business and is willing to have a continuous dialogue with several interested parties. The 

SER distinguishes between primary and other stakeholders. Primary stakeholders are employees 

and shareholders, who have forms of structural consultation with the managers of the company. 
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Other stakeholders include consumers, suppliers, competitors, the government and the society at 

large, all of who have a certain interest in the companies’ activities. 

 

Definition 3: CSR is the continuing commitment by business to behave ethically and contribute 

to economic development while improving the quality of life of the workforce and their families 

as well as of the local community at large.  

 

This is the definition of the World Business Council for Sustainable Development. If we compare 

with the definition of the SER, there are some differences. First, whereas the WBCS explicitly 

refers to ethical behaviour, the SER does not stress this aspect in its definition. In a Kantian 

perspective, defining CSR as a commitment to ethical behaviour implies that one should not only 

consider the consequences of the company in terms of value creation, but also the intentions of 

the actions of the company. A second difference is that the SER gives a more detailed account by 

distinguishing between the three P’s, whereas the WBCS gives a more general definition by 

speaking about the quality of life. Third, the SER stresses the relationship with the stakeholders 

and the importance of stakeholder dialogue. 

Our benchmark method builds on the SER’s definition of corporate social responsibility. 

However, we also consider the intentions of companies by taking into account the input of the 

CSR efforts of companies on top of the results in terms of value creation. 

 

2.2 Benchmarking CSR: some recent approaches 

 

Although benchmarking of CSR is relatively new in the Netherlands, there are already several 

applications of this method in the international literature. In this section we review some of these 

applications. 

 

Krut and Munis 

 

Krut and Munis (1998) define benchmarking as follows: “A benchmark sets a qualitative 

standard that allows us to see how a particular firm or a group of firms is moving towards 

sustainable development”. This definition has the following characteristics: 

First, the benchmark sets a qualitative standard. As we will see in what follows, most 

researches use a benchmark that sets a quantitative standard. Instead, Krut and Munis use 

typographic symbols to show the degree of commitment. In their view, reporting CSR 

achievements with numbers is inappropriate. When discussing their methodology they note: “A 

numeric evaluation was rejected because this would encourage readers to create averages and 

rankings which would be inappropriate. Firstly, the nineteen categories may not have equivalent 

value. Secondly, it would be unfair to rank companies with different activities associated with 

different environmental impact.” By using a qualitative measure, Krut and Munis avoid the 
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problems involved with the quantitative measurement of CSR. However, this comes at the 

expense of deriving clear conclusions from their standard. Indeed, there is always a trade-off 

between providing sufficient depth and context for users on the one hand and providing easy 

comparable outcomes. 

Second, Krut and Munis focus on the environmental performance of companies, which is 

more specific than Corporate Social Responsibility. In the definition of the SER (2001), this is 

just one aspect of CSR. Benchmarking only the environmental achievements of companies is less 

complicated than benchmarking CSR achievements. 

Although the purpose of Krut and Munis is to benchmark companies with respect to their 

environmental responsibility, it is worth mentioning their method. First of all, Krut and Munis 

explicitly acknowledge that comparison of companies within a sector is more valid than 

comparison of companies between sectors. Therefore, the researchers limit their research to large 

companies out of just two sectors. Second, Krut and Munis only examine what companies state 

about their policies in public information. They do not look at the activities the companies 

actually undertake. Although they acknowledge that public material could be inflated, they think 

that will not be realistic, for companies can be held to their commitments. This assumes 

sufficient transparency. Third, at the end, when all the qualitative scores were assigned to the 

companies, each company was given an opportunity to review and comment on the qualitative 

scores. Notice that, although Krut and Munis do not explicitly mention it, this procedure 

demands conservative answering by the researchers. When a company remarks the score that it is 

given is too high, it will not have the incentive to downgrade this score. Reversed, when a score 

is too low, there will often be an incentive to correct it, because upgrading the score will be in the 

company’s own interest. 

 

Business Ethics (Graves, Waddock and Kelly) 

 

With the header ‘100 Best Corporate Citizens’ and sub header ‘America’s most responsible and 

profitable major public companies’, the journal Business Ethics (BE) began an article in which it 

showed the results of its research of the responsibility of various companies that were represented 

in the S&P 500 (Business Ethics, 2002).  

Graves, Waddock and Kelly describe the methodology used as follows: “We use a 

synthesis of seven measures, reflecting quality of service to seven stakeholder groups; 

stockholders, community, minorities and women, employees, environment, non-U.S. 

stakeholders, and customers”. The journal used various indicators for these activities. 

Stockholder data for example represent a three-year average of total return to shareholders 

(capital gains plus dividends). Social data come from KLD Research and Analytics (Kinder, 

Lydenberg and Domini, an American statistical bureau1) and consist of six categories including 

                                                      
1 Besides KLD, Innovest and Calvert Group are leading American bureaus that provide 

information on corporate social responsibility, mainly for investment funds. In Europe Ethibel 
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pollution emissions, union relationships, employee benefits and philanthropic contributions. For 

social data, KLD uses the following strategy to sum them up. In the six social categories, each 

company has ‘strengths’ and ‘concerns’. These are rated on scales ranging from -2 (major 

concern) to 0 (neutral) to +2 (major strength). To arrive at a net score in a category, the concerns 

are subtracted from strengths. Thus a firm with a score of ‘two’ in employee strengths and ‘one’ 

in employee concerns would have a net score of ‘one’ in the employee category. Notice that in 

this methodology, ‘good’ and ‘bad’ are treated symmetrically. 

KLD uses a variety of sources to capture social performance data about each company, 

like corporate data sources, an annual questionnaire about CSR practises, external data sources, 

periodicals and external surveys and ratings (Waddock and Graves, 1997). Since the stockholder 

data and the six social data have different scales, Graves, Waddock and Kelly standardize them. 

They subtract the mean score for all companies from the mean for a particular company. Then 

they divide this difference by the standard deviation for all companies. This places all seven 

stakeholders on a common scale, called the standard deviation from the mean. In the final step, 

they take an unweighted average of the seven measures to yield a single score for each firm. The 

fact that the scale is unweighted means all stakeholders have equal status”.  

In contrast to Krut and Munis, the method of Business Ethics assumes that values are 

quantifiable. For this to do, cardinal rankings of the value of different aspects of CSR are 

required. This assumes monism (the notion that there is just one fundamental value, see below). 

A second characteristic of the method of Business Ethics is that all stakeholders are assumed to 

have equal status. This could also be a problematic assumption. According to the care ethical 

theory, the company has more responsibility for those stakeholders that are have a long 

relationship with the company than for other less involved stakeholders. 

 

Global Reporting Initiative 

 

                                                                                                                                                                     
(Belgium), Avanzi (Italy), Arese (France), Oekom (Germany), Eiris (Britain) and Sustainability Asset 
Management (Sam, Switzerland) are leading institutes. In the Netherlands departments of financial 
institutes like Triodosbank, SNS, ASN, Robeco, ABN AMRO and ING research social and 
environmental performance of companies. Until now, there is no uniform standard. Each research 
department has its own system (van den Brink, 2001). 

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is an international group of organisations that tries to 

develop globally applicable sustainability reporting guidelines. As the GRI reports in some of its 

papers: “A major goal of the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is to improve comparability 

between reporting organisations and thus bring to sustainability reporting much of the technical 

strength that underpins the legitimacy (and credibility) of financial reporting” (GRI, 2001). By 
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fostering the standardisation of social reporting, the GRI indirectly contributes to the 

comparability and transparency of the CSR efforts of companies. Indeed, if all companies would 

apply the GRI guidelines in exactly the same way, benchmarking companies would be very easy 

by making use of their social reports. For this purpose, the GRI researches which are good 

indicators and which not. 

The indicators should be compatible with financial accounting criteria to the extent 

possible, quantifiable where possible, meaningful to both the reporting company and its 

stakeholders and sufficiently precise to allow assessment of the company’s performance.  The 

GRI distinguishes between core indicators that represent the minimum expectation of a GRI 

report, which apply to all sectors and are of interest to most stakeholders, from optional 

indicators that are more experimental in nature and interesting for particular stakeholders (GRI, 

2002). In addition, GRI suggests using sector specific supplements that allows substantial 

differences across industries in terms of the environmental, social and economic aspects. 

The measurement working group of the GRI advised to express the indicators as 

aggregate total or as a series of subtotals. The core performance indicators should be aggregated 

into 5 subtotals or less. For the optional indicators more segmentation is allowed in order to 

provide information that is sufficiently useful for some particular stakeholders. 

The indicators are grouped in five categories: economic indicators (direct and indirect 

economic impact of the company on customers, suppliers, employees, funders and the public 

sector), environmental indicators (supplier performance, resource use and pollution generation, 

transportation and environmental impact of product and final disposal), social indicators (labour 

practises, human rights and community/society/development), multi-dimensional indicators 

(measured by answers to open questions with respect to the focus of the company), and an 

indicator-pilot that frames the performance of the company in the context of the earth’s total 

biophysical limits. In total, the working group advises to use 61 core indicators (of which 14 

economic, 20 environmental, 27 social and 5 multi-dimensional) and 58 optional indicators.2 

 

The open model of Rusconi (2002) 

 

                                                      
2 For more information, see GRI (2002). 

Rusconi proposes a concentric structure comprising four different levels of social values, each 

partially integrated into the other. The first level calculates the direct added value of the company 

and is obtained from the financial statements of the company. The second level shows the 

positive and negative economic effects of the company, including external effects such as 

pollution for which the company does not pay, or the spread of professional know how. These 

effects are calculated by using cost-benefit analysis. The economic impact directly obtained from 

the financial statements of the company can be inserted as a sub-class of added value on this 
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second level. The third level includes those effects for which cost-benefit analysis is theoretically 

possible, but too inaccurate or too expensive. The fourth level includes all aspects that cannot 

enter on the first three levels. Examples are judgements on the distribution of the added value of 

the company, evaluation of the ethical behaviour of the company and the respect for stakeholder 

rights. Each level can integrate the information from the preceding level, but as the level becomes 

higher, the information becomes more subjective. 

 

Research of University of Groningen 

 

The Groningen research is much more comprehensive than the research of the journal BE and has 

not been finished yet (Vlek et al, 2002). For their research, the researchers use some guidelines of 

the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). 

In their research, the University of Groningen uses the concept of added value. Durable 

Company Achievement (a term they introduce to substitute the term ‘CSR’ because they think 

the latter term is not appropriate) is the basis for added durable value. There are three types of 

added value: economical added value, social added value and environmental added value. The 

researchers remark: “With the help of these three ‘values added’ the question can be answered by 

how much a specific firm improves or has improved its economic, social and environmental 

achievement-profile in comparison with a year in the past, another country, or another, 

comparable firm”. Each of the three dimensions (economical, social, environmental) is then 

described in terms of principles, practices and results of a company. A well-ordered company, as 

the researchers remark, is a company where the principles generate practices that should cause 

the results the company wanted to achieve. Each issue within each of the three dimensions 

corresponds to principles, and each principle corresponds to a practice and a result. 

With respect to the measurement of social achievement, the researchers remark: “The care 

for the well-being of stakeholders should increase with their dependency and therefore their 

vulnerability”. Here we see that the researchers acknowledge the fact that a company has not 

always the same degree of responsibility for each stakeholder. As the researchers remark: 

“Relation quality, rights, care and chain effects are for the stakeholders not important for the 

same amount”.  

Third, the University of Groningen also distinguishes different levels of environmental 

burden. The lowest level is the direct surroundings of the company. The highest level is the world 

environmental level. In this way, they take account of the aspect of the control of the company: 

the influence of one single company diminishes the higher the level. 

Fourth, the researchers acknowledge that different stakeholders often have different 

interests. The researchers remark: “Stakeholders could judge the importance of specific 

achievement variables differently and so the meaning of Durable Company Achievement. More 

often they will differ in the judgement of the fixed variables with respect to Durable Company 

Achievement” 
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Fifth, like Krut and Munis, the University of Groningen argues that some sorts of CSR 

achievements will have to be reported qualitatively instead of quantitatively: ”a couple of 

variables, especially social-psychological ones, should not presently be calculated but described” 

[Vlek et al. (2002)].  It seems that the reason is a practical one: it would be impossible to measure 

every aspect quantitatively.  

Finally, the researchers are not very clear how they measure their variables practically. 

They only give a description how data could be obtained without noticing how they obtain data. 

They remark it can be done with questionnaires or interviews. The question arises whether it is 

possible at all to measure all the variables that are needed in the research of the University of 

Groningen. It is such a comprehensive approach, that it is almost impossible to measure all the 

relevant variables accurately. Furthermore, because the research is very comprehensive, the 

benchmarking method itself will not be very transparent for most people. As we will see later on, 

because there are many problems with benchmarking, transparency of the method is important. 

 

2.3 The advantages of benchmarking CSR 

 

Although the discussion in section 2.2 already shows that the method of benchmarking is subject 

to several methodological problems, it has several advantages when procedural standards are 

considered that apply to corporate social responsibility (Zadek, Prudan and Evans, 1997; Kaptein, 

1998). Below we discuss each of these benefits in more detail. 

 

Transparency 

 

First, benchmarking serves transparency. Through benchmarking, companies are given a mark for 

their actions and achievements, which enables stakeholders to judge how responsible a specific 

company is. This will stimulate the stakeholder participation and contribute to an open dialogue. 

Moreover, while it could benefit the stakeholders, it can also benefit the company itself. It 

enables the company to signal its CSR efforts. Moreover, it will also improve its knowledge of its 

own CSR achievements. Many companies do not know their CSR achievements as a result of 

their complex nature. 

However, it could also be a disadvantage for a company to improve its transparency, for it 

enables its stakeholders also to watch the company’s less morally acceptable actions more 

carefully. Companies that pay little attention to CSR are therefore less inclined to open up their 

CSR efforts by exposing themselves to an accurate benchmark. Non-cooperation to external 

benchmarks might therefore be a negative signal of the ethical quality of the company. 

 

Accountability 

 

When a score is constructed, it is much easier for stakeholders to confront the company with its 
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actions. The stakeholders can judge whether the company improved its responsibility through 

comparing the score of this year with last year’s score. This enables the stakeholders to hold the 

company responsible for improvement in its responsibility.  

The benefit of accountability also applies to the company itself. Through the score, the 

company is able to show all its stakeholders it behaves in a responsible way. Without such a 

benchmark, it is much more difficult. The company could report about its responsible behaviour 

by itself, but a benchmark of outsiders will be much more credible for the stakeholders. 

The company could also held some employees responsible for the CSR achievement. The 

CEO of Ahold, Van der Hoeven, remarks: “Furthermore, if a reporting system is available, you 

could couple it with an incentive scheme. This enables you to steer the company on several 

aspects of CSR, as we do now with our economical achievements” (FD, 2002). However, an 

incentive scheme based on a CSR benchmark score could be a questionable practice, because a 

CSR reporting system may not be as accurate as an economical reporting system.  

 

Comparability 

 

The announcement of a benchmark for different companies enhances the possibility to compare 

various companies with respect to their efforts they undertake in the light of CSR. A company 

with a high score is more responsible than a company with a lower score. This enables the 

stakeholders to compare the various companies and to choose with which company they will 

involve themselves. The relevancy of comparability for the company is illustrated with an 

utterance of Van der Hoeven: “We want to measure our performance relative to our peers and 

want to measure whether we progress” [FD (2002)].  Hence, the enhanced comparability is an 

advantage for the company itself too. First of all, the company is able to measure whether it 

sufficiently improved its responsibility compared with last year. This is an internal comparison. 

Internal benchmarking enables the company to see whether there are some bottlenecks in the 

company with respect to CSR and, if there are, to identify them. Second, the company can 

compare its score with the score of other companies, especially with the score of its competitors. 

We call this external benchmarking. This gives the companies a better opportunity to compete 

with other companies on the basis of CSR and this will give the companies an extra incentive to 

undertake CSR measures. 

 Comparability is also important for scientific purposes. For example, it allows a statistical 

analysis to the relationship between CSR efforts and other economic factors. 

 

Simplicity 

 

A fourth benefit of the benchmarking procedure is its simplicity. Everybody can see the CSR 

performance of the company by looking at just one or some scores. In the past, a stakeholder (or 

company) had to gather a lot of information and should do a time-consuming analysis to judge 
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the achievements of the company. Moreover, some data will not be accessible for people that do 

not belong to the company or a research group.  

This simplicity implies, however, a rather high level of abstraction. The company will be 

judged more roughly than when, for example, a story is told about each company, which would 

enable the reader to form his own opinion. One can say that the researchers make choices for the 

stakeholders who want to judge the company when benchmarking. Stakeholders should be aware, 

however, that these outcomes depend on many assumptions. Therefore, it is very important to 

explain the exact method used to calculate the benchmark number. 

 

Completeness 

 

A great advantage of benchmarking is that it provides a systematic approach to judge the 

contribution of the company and does not rely on incidents. Although companies that spend 

much attention to CSR have a lower probability on accidents that attract a lot of attention in the 

media, such incidents can yield a very unbalanced view on the total achievements of the 

company. A systematic benchmark of all relevant aspects of the behaviour of the company will 

therefore produce a much more balanced view of the quality of the CSR policy. 

 

Independency 

 

Benchmarking by external parties guarantees a more objective view than presentation of CSR 

policies by the company. Independency means that the researcher is to pursue the quest for 

knowledge in a disinterested way. Never is (s)he allowed to let personal interests interfere with 

the quest for truth as such. Finally, organized scepticism is connected to a critical and careful 

questioning of the research question. Nothing is to be excluded from close scrutiny (De Laat, 

2001). 

 

Management systems and continuous improvement 

 

Benchmarking requires that companies are able to deliver the information that is needed to 

construct the benchmark. Companies therefore have an incentive to institutionalise the 

information supply process by organising a systematic database. Once the infrastructure for 

providing information on CSR efforts is present, it is also easier to realise systematic progress in 

this field.  

 

2.4 Philosophical problems of benchmarking CSR 

 

Notwithstanding the advantages of benchmarking, the method is often criticized by ethicists as 

well as by entrepreneurs or managers. They point at several problems that especially hold for 
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quantitative versions of the benchmark method. We will see that some of these problems are very 

serious. We need to be aware of these problems in order to realise the relative value of the 

approach. Also, this analysis will help us to define our own benchmarking approach in such a 

way as to mitigate as many disadvantages as possible. These problems relate to the assumption of 

monism, the assumption of commensurability of various values, the disregard of intentions, the 

subjectivity of valuation, the notion that the company is more responsible for some of its 

stakeholders than others, the assumed context independency of a moral action, the possible lack 

of control of the company and finally the problem of communication. 

 

Monism and commensurability of values 

 

A benchmark method that expresses the quality of the CSR policy of companies by one single 

number is monistic in nature. It assumes that it is possible to give a cardinal ranking to the 

realisation of different values by different actions. Values are, however, pluralistic in nature. 

Hurka (1996) defines pluralism as: “A pluralistic theory contains several generic goods rather 

than only one single one, for example, pleasure, knowledge, and achievement rather than only 

pleasure. A monistic theory contains just one generic good”. Monism implies that every action 

can be measured on one single scale, because there is just one good. Hence, we can compare 

various actions and determine which action generates most value. Moreover, ‘good’ and ‘bad’ are 

symmetrically: one unit of ‘good’ can offset one unit of ‘bad’ and only quantity counts, not 

quality (Van Peperstraten, 1999).  

In reality, there is no one fundamental value for all people. It is much more reasonable to 

assume pluralism. Van Erp (2000), for instance, mentions: “One can only speak of moral, when 

different sorts of value are distinguished, some of which are seen as higher than others, or if a 

priority is given to some values”. According to Van Erp, there cannot be monism of values on the 

empirical level. This is especially true for Kantian ethics. As MacLean (1999) discusses: “Kant 

famously proclaimed that rational human beings have dignity and that whatever has dignity is 

“above all price, and therefore admits of no equivalent”. This implies that the safety of human 

lives cannot be traded against for example environmental value. 

A somewhat less stringent assumption is to assume that the realisation of different values 

can be ordinally ranked. An ordinal ranking says that either value A is better than value B, value 

B is better than value A, or they are equal in value. Unlike a cardinal ranking, it does not say how 

much more valuable a value is than the other. The weaker assumption of ordinal ordering of the 

overall value of two actions is also problematic for several reasons, however. First, in the case of 

an ordinal ranking one has still to assume the commensurability of values. Commensurability 

means that all values are comparable. Anderson states: “More technically, two goods, A and B, 

are commensurable if and only if there is a scale of overall value by which they can be at least 

ordinally ranked.” (Anderson, 1993). This is not always possible. Second, an ordinal ranking 

between different values is insufficient to compare the quality of the CSR policies of different 
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companies if the overall quality depends on more than two values. This can be illustrated by the 

following example: 

 

Table 2.1  Ordinal ranking does not yield unambiguous overall ranking in case of more 
aspects 

 
 

 
company A 

 
company B 

 
economic sustainability 

 
2 

 
1 

 
social sustainability 

 
1 

 
2 

 
ecological sustainability 

 
1 

 
2 

 

Suppose that in an ordinal ranking economic sustainability is considered to be more important 

than social sustainability and that social sustainability is considered more important than 

ecological sustainability. Suppose further that company A contributes more to economic 

sustainability, whereas company B performs better in terms of social and ecological 

sustainability.  Then we cannot make an unambiguous judgement about the overall contribution 

to sustainability of company A versus company B, because we do not know whether economic 

sustainability can also be considered to be more important than social and ecological 

sustainability together. This problem becomes even more acute if 50 or 100 different values have 

to be compared. In order to arrive at an overall judgement, we have to make cardinal rankings 

that can be used to trade off the performance of A and B for all these values. 

 

Intentions 

 

The benchmarking practice neither deals with intentions nor with expressions. The importance of 

intentions for a moral evaluation of actions is maybe most clearly stated by Immanuel Kant. 

Kant’s ethical theory is a deontological one. It focuses on the intention of an action. If the 

intention of a moral action is good, the action itself is morally good. The outcome of that action 

does not matter. 

A good intention also implies that a company should be intrinsically motivated to foster 

social and ecological values, as an end in itself. Intrinsic motivated actions are actions undertaken 

because the company thinks it is morally obliged to undertake these actions. For instance, it 

improves the safety of its employees because it thinks it has the moral duty to do that. If attention 

to the safety of employees is only motivated by the profit motive, a company is only extrinsically 

interested in its employees, as means for gaining a higher profit and not as an end in itself. 

Of course, it is difficult to distinguish intrinsic from extrinsic motivations in reality. 

Intention can hardly be monitored. As a first best approximation, one could focus on the effort 

and input of the company to ethical behaviour. The benchmark criteria should therefore not only 
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relate to output factors. To translate this to the benchmarking practice: when a company has the 

intention to eliminate child labour in its company (including its suppliers) and really does much 

effort to eliminate this, but not eliminates all child labour because it has not full control, then the 

company should not be seen as a less responsible company. Of course, this solution is not fully 

satisfactory, because input and effort are not necessarily motivated by a good will and can also be 

motivated by the profit motive.  

Another answer to this Kantian criticism on benchmarking is that results are probably 

related to intentions. Although in incidental cases good intentions may not result in favourable 

outcomes (and vice versa), the law of large numbers implies that it is unlikely that these incidents 

will dominate the benchmark if the company is judged on many aspects.  

 

Subjectivity of valuation 

 

In the benchmarking practice, values should be assigned to the actions a company does or does 

not undertake. For assessing a score, the researcher must get a valuation of each action. How can 

the researcher obtain such a value for each action? Some stakeholders will value them positively, 

while other stakeholders will value them negatively. As it is very difficult (and maybe 

impossible) to be not subjective in the realization of a benchmark score, the score should be 

presented to the public with care. People should be warned for the fact that there are many 

subjective elements in the score and that the researchers have already made a lot of choices for 

them. 

Executing a robustness test and sensitivity analyses could reduce the severity of this 

problem. A robustness test tests whether the result of the benchmarking practice (the score) is 

robust to other valuations. Once a score is robust, the subjectivity of valuation is not a damaging 

factor. 

 

Care ethical point of view 

 

Should the company treat all its stakeholders on an equal basis, or should the company take more 

care for some stakeholders than others? Whereas the ethics of justice generally takes the former 

point of view, the ethics of care requires that actions directed at stakeholders to whom the 

company has a durable and affective relation should be valued more than those directed at other 

stakeholders. This implies, for example, that a company has more responsibility to prevent 

disability of its own employees than to contribute to the reintegration of disabled workers from 

other companies. In other cases the requirements set by the ethics of care will be company 

specific and it will probably be difficult to determine general criteria for determining whether a 

specific stakeholder needs more care than another. 

 

Context dependency of moral action 
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The goodness of an action also depends on the context of that action. When a company, for 

example, faces a decision whether or not to dismiss some of its employees, the moral quality of 

the decision could not be determined without knowing the decision-making context. For 

example, for determining the moral value of price agreements by construction companies in the 

Netherlands it is relevant to know that if a particular company would not have colluded, it would 

have been punished by the other companies or would not get enough work, which would mean 

the company would have dismissed people or, worse, would have gone bankrupt. Hence, there 

were circumstances that diminish the moral blame. When the collusion is placed in this context, 

the collusion should be interpreted morally differently than collusion between, for example, two 

companies that are able to stop colluding without the chance of going out of business. So, when 

benchmarking CSR, it is important to judge an action in the context it was undertaken. The 

problem is that this is practically impossible for the benchmarking practice to judge every action 

within the context the action has taken place. 

Another complication is that values and norms are often dependent on the company or the 

sector in which it operates. Take for example a construction company and a retail company. It is 

plausible that the construction company should take more actions to reduce safety than a retail 

company. Therefore, the norm of reducing safety is much more important for the construction 

company than the retail company. Therefore, it is problematic to judge a company on their 

responsibility by looking, for example, at its actions taken to promote safety, because this norm is 

company, and especially, sector specific. This suggests that one should restrict oneself to one 

sector. Then the assumption of fixed and known values is more plausible. Moreover, using the 

law of large numbers one could mitigate the problem of context dependency of the moral action 

by considering many actions of the company. Then the assumption of context independency of 

the moral action is more appropriate. 

 

Control of the company 

 

In the benchmarking method, the company is held responsible for all the actions it does or does 

not take. However, sometimes the company cannot fully control the effects of its actions. From a 

moral perspective, a company cannot be held fully responsible for that actions it does not control. 

As Jeurissen (2000) mentions: “’must’ in moral sense implies always ‘can’, in practical sense”. 

The benchmark method does not account for this. 

A possible action to mitigate this problem is to reduce the negative score with some 

points. However, this would be quite subjective and it will be very difficult to judge the degree of 

control of the company for each action.  

 

Communication damages moral action 
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The last problem is that transparency is not always appropriate from a moral perspective. This 

problem does not only hold for the benchmarking practice but for all possible methods to judge 

whether a company is responsible or not. In particular, from a Kantian point of view, when one 

proudly displays CSR actions, this can be seen as damaging the moral status of the action, for it 

should be not a special thing to do these things. Therefore, some companies would reject to 

communicate their moral actions. They would only communicate at times when it is their duty to 

account for their actions.  

This problem has also relevance for this research. As will be shown in section 3, a 

substantial part of the companies does not communicate their ethical standard and also refused to 

cooperate with this research. How should we interpret this finding? As argued above, this might 

indicate a relatively low ethical standard. However, it could also be a deliberate choice of the 

company not to communicate about its CSR activities. Whereas, on the other hand, other 

companies are perhaps eager to show their CSR activities mainly as a PR instrument to improve 

their reputation which could be seen as damaging for their CSR score.  

This problem is difficult to handle for benchmark research. The problem could only be 

solved if the government should legally force companies to communicate all their moral actions. 

Then the communication of the action will not damage the moral status of the action, because the 

company is forced to do so. 

 

2.5 Our own approach 

 

The arguments in section 2.4 make clear that there are many methodological problems with 

benchmarking. Does that imply that any benchmark method is useless from a philosophical point 

of view? In our opinion, this conclusion is too strong. It would imply that one cannot make any 

statement about the ethical quality of one company in relation to that of another company. 

Although we acknowledge that it is impossible to base the benchmark on an absolutely closed 

and in every respect satisfactory argumentation, we feel that the problems described in section 2.4 

does not prevent that we are able to make deliberate and well-reasoned decisions. 

In order to counter the problems as good as possible, we develop a benchmark method 

with the following characteristics.  
�  focus on four sectors (construction, retail, chemical sector and financial financial sector). 
�  we use a questionnaire that consists of two parts. In the first part the company is asked 

questions both about the effort and procedures of the company to foster ethical standards 

as well as to the results of these efforts. From the 84 questions, 14 were used as an 

introduction in the subject. The other 70 questions relate to concrete aspects that are used 

in the construction of the benchmark. For each aspect, three options are distinguished 

(valued respectively by 0, ½ and 1.0). The 70 questions relate to six different groups of 

stakeholders, namely employees, suppliers, customers, the society at large, shareholders 

and competitors (see below). 
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�  In the second part of the questionnaire, the company is asked to give its opinion about the 

relevancy of the different aspects of CSR (they can chose a value of 0, ½ or 1.0 for each 

aspect). Also some Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) have been sent this part, 

which enables us to know how these organisations value the various activities.3  

                                                      
3 The following NGO’s sent in a completed questionnaire: Novib, WNF, Milieudefensie, Hivos 

and one anonymous NGO.  

�  the respondents are also asked to attach weights to the relative importance of different 

stakeholder groups. The weights vary from 1 to 5. 
�  we check the answers to the first part of the questionnaire using annual reports and other 

public information. Furthermore, if a company does not return the questionnaire, we try 

to complete the first part of the questionnaire by ourselves by way of public sources. 
�  When all questions are answered, a benchmark is created. The values to the answer 

options are based on the average value of the companies per sector. A robustness test and 

sensitivity analyses is done to examine whether the outcome will be different for various 

other valuations. 
�  Furthermore, we will execute an intersectorial analysis to analyse whether the weights 

attached to the different answers differ per sector.  

 

Table 2.2 gives an overview of how our approach tries to tackle the problems described in section 

2.4. First, although we cannot solve the problem of pluralism in a principle way, we use a 

pragmatic method by defining concrete CSR aspects that entrepreneurs find reasonable and 

relevant to what they care about. That is one of the reasons why we investigate how much value 

the respondents and NGO’s attach to these different aspects and why we base our weights in the 

total benchmark on their opinions. As Anderson (1993) argues, such a component-value strategy, 

in which the overall value is a weighted sum of its component values, can offer a successful 

solution to the multi-criterion evaluation problem if criteria are relevant for the practise to be 

evaluated. It represents evaluation as essentially a matter of calculation, with the aim of making 

the process precise and decisive. Similar component-value strategies are applied, for example, in 

decathlon scoring, in which times and distances in different events, such as the hundred-metre 

dash, the shot put and the long jump, are converted to a common point scale (Anderson, 1993). 

Basing the weights on the opinions of the companies and NGO’s is also consistent with principle 

P6.3 of the AA1000 standard which states that the identification of indicators that reflect the 

company’s performance must be based on the values of the company itself, the opinions of 

stakeholders and the society at large (Jonker, 2000). 

The second criticism of lack of a test on moral intentions is captured by assuming that 

good intentions will be correlated to CSR efforts. For this purpose, we included both several 

process parameters that measure concrete efforts and procedures to foster ethical standards 
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besides the consequences of these actions in terms of the company’s environmental and social 

performance. This is in accordance with the principle P6.4 of the AA1000 standard (Jonker, 

2000). As our benchmark is based on many parameters, it is unlikely that the overall benchmark 

is not significantly related to the intention of the company. 

 

Table 2.2 Methodological problems and mitigating actions in our approach 
 
Problem 

 
Description 

 
Mitigating action in our research 

 
Monism and 

commensurabil
ity 

 
To sum the various values, either monism or 

commensurability of values should be assumed. These 
assumptions are, however, doubtful. To calculate a 

quantitative score, it should be assumed that values are 

quantifiable. 

 
- Pragmatic component-value strategy in which 

the weights are based on the opinion of 
companies and NGO’s 

 

 
Intentions 

 
The benchmark practice does not deal with intentions, 
which are important for evaluating a moral action. 

 
-Assume intentions are correlated to efforts and 
procedures. 

-Apply the law of large numbers by including 

many aspects in benchmark 
 
Subjectivity of 
valuation 

 
Moral actions should be valued, what can in great part only 
be done by the researchers themselves. 

 
- selection of aspects and critical values using 
outcomes of earlier research 

-Ask respondents for weights 

-Perform a robustness test and sensitivity 
analyses. 

-Explain the used method in detail. 
 
Care ethical 

point of view 

 
The practice does not consider that some stakeholders 

should be given more care than others. 

 
-Ask respondents for weights per group of 

stakeholder 
 

 
Context 

dependency of 
moral action 

 
The practice does not consider that valuation of many 

actions is context dependent and that some norms and 
values are not fixed. 

 
-Restrict the research to one sector. 

-Apply the law of large numbers.  
 

 
Control of the 

company 

 
The practice does not consider that a company that has not 

full control of some actions cannot be held fully 

responsible for those actions. 

 
- restrict to sectoral comparisons 

 
Communicatio

n damages 

moral action 

 
The practice needs transparency of the company. The 

company, however, may not be willing to give information 

about their moral actions, because this damages the moral 

status of the action. 

 
Only benchmark companies that have filled in 

the questionnaire 

 

The subjectivity of valuation is adorned in four ways. First, the initial selection of the aspects to 

be monitored and the cut off values used for determining the mark per aspect are based on the 

outcomes of Graafland, van de Ven and Stoffele (2002) that researches corporate social 

responsibility by 111 companies in Brabant and Zeeland. This research also focused on the 

construction, retail and financial financial sector. Therefore, the outcomes of this research yield 

good indications about relevant cut-off values determining the valuations per concrete aspect. In 

order to focus more on international aspects of CSR, we added several questions (like compliance 

to ILO standards) and removed some other questions. The subjectivity is further diminished by 

asking the respondents about how they value the relevance of the concrete aspects distinguished 

in the questionnaire. The weights used in the benchmark are based on the average outcomes of 
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this part of the questionnaire. Instead of our own subjective estimates, the benchmark is therefore 

inter-subjective (although not fully objective). Third, the inter-subjective base of our 

questionnaire is tested on its robustness by performing sensitivity analysis by using four 

alternative sets of weights: one based on the individual responses of companies, one based on 

sectoral averages, one based on total averages and one based on the weights of the NGO’s. 

Finally, the objectivity of our benchmark is further raised by keeping it relatively simply and by 

explaining the method in full detail. This is an advantage of our approach over other more 

complicated benchmark methods. 

Distinguishing explicitly between six different stakeholder groups and asking the 

respondents about the relative importance of these stakeholder groups deal with the fourth point 

of criticism. Insofar care considerations affect the weight attached to certain stakeholder groups, 

these considerations impact the total outcome of the benchmark. 

The fifth and sixth points of criticism are dealt with by focusing on specific sectors. 

Assuming that companies within one sector are subject to similar circumstances, this will enable 

us at least to compare the benchmark for companies per sector. In order to facilitate comparison 

of companies belonging to different sectors, we used sector-specific weights reported by the 

respondents, assuming that these weights correct for different contexts of these companies. 

Furthermore, by including many aspects of CSR, we hope that the bias caused by very specific 

contexts for certain aspects of particular companies will not dominate the overall benchmark 

because of the law of large numbers. Assuming that companies belonging to a particular sector 

also face similar problems of lack of control, the sectoral focus of our benchmark approach will 

also diminish the problem how to correct for lack of control by the company. 

The communication problem is handled by only benchmarking the companies that were 

prepared to send in the questionnaire. Only if we would compare companies that have sent in the 

questionnaire with companies that did not respond, we would somehow have to value the 

response as such.  

 

3 The structure of the questionnaire and the benchmark process 
 

3.1 The structure of the questionnaire 

 

Method of data sampling 

 

The corporate social responsibility of companies can be investigated by different methods. 

Examples of methods that are designed to analyze the ethical standards of companies in great 

detail are case studies and participatory research like done by Graafland (2002b). The advantage 

of these methods is that much more insight is provided in the context, intention and problems of 

control of the specific company. On the other hand, close examination of a limited set of 
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companies do not allow comparison between a larger number of companies nor general 

conclusions with respect to the quality of corporate social responsibility. 

For that reason we use the questionnaire as an instrument to obtain information about the 

CSR efforts of companies. Of course, as the companies fill in questionnaires, there is a risk that 

the answers do not reflect the actual situation. This is even more likely in our research, because 

the benchmark will be published. In order to prevent the bias in results, we have spent much 

energy in checking the results of the questionnaire using public information from newspapers, 

annual reports and other public sources (see section 3.3). Another check on the reliability of the 

results is the consistency of the answers. In particular, besides general questions about the effort 

of companies on certain items, we also asked to the performance with respect to very concrete 

measures. 

Another question is whether the questionnaire provides a complete representative picture. 

This problem is not so acute for the benchmark outcomes, because we only ranked the companies 

that filled in the questionnaire. However, it might be more relevant for the weights used for 

weighing the various aspects of CSR. Especially for the chemical sector the number of 

respondents was relatively low, which implies that the weights may not be representative for the 

chemical sector at large. 

 

Structure of questionnaire and selection of concrete aspects of CSR 

 

As already noted, CSR comprises many concrete aspects. As we strive to include both aspects of 

economic, social and ecological sustainability as well as national as international aspects of CSR, 

we had to make a selection in order to keep the length of the questionnaire at an acceptable 

length. Otherwise, the risk of too low response would be too high. Even restricting one to CSR 

aspects that are relatively well measurable (as we did), we could not include all relevant items. 

This implies that our benchmark can still be biased. It is only a selected random-test. 

The questionnaire contains two question lists. The first question list contains 84 

questions, subdivided to 7 categories related to employees, suppliers, customers, the society at 

large, shareholders, competitors and the organizational aspect of ethics. The most important 

categories asked for are summarized in Table 3.1. The second question list asks for the relative 

weight of about 40 aspects of CSR, which relate to one or a couple of questions in the first 

question list. Next, we asked for the relative weight of the six stakeholder groups. The discussion 

of the outcomes of the questionnaire in Chapter 4 provides a more detailed description of the 

aspects included in the questionnaire. 

As can be seen from Table 3.1, the questionnaire comprises CSR aspects that relate to 

economic sustainability (in particular prevention of inside trading, profitability, measures to 

prevent collusion and bribery), ecological sustainability (like ecological effects of the production 

process and product of the company as well as of the supplier) and social sustainability (related to 

the own labor conditions of the company, suppliers and to the contribution to social problems of 
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the society at large). We pay both attention to performance indicators as well as to process 

indicators and instruments. 

 

Table 3.1 Aspects of Corporate Social Responsibility per stakeholder 
 
employees 

 
human rights 

 
dialogue with 
NGO’s 

 
equal opportunity 
for women 

 
equal 
opportunity for 

minorities 

 
 

 
 

 
training  

 
safety and health 

 
participation 

 
correct attitude 

 
good 

fellowship 
among workers 

 
suppliers 

 
safety of product 

 
environmental effect 

of product and 
production process 

 
labour conditions 

of supplier 

 
respect for 

supplier 

 
 

 
customers 

 
safety and quality 

of product 

 
supply of 

sustainable 

alternative 

 
respect for 

customer 

 
 

 
 

 
society at large 

 
environmental 
effects 

 
active dialogue with 
environmental 

organisations 

 
reintegration of 
disabled people 

 
contribution to 
reduction of 

poverty in third 

world 

 
contribution to 
local project 

 
shareholders 

 
prevention of 

inside trade of 

stocks 

 
profitability 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
competitors 

 
respect for 
intellectual 

property of 

competitors 

 
measures to prevent 
collusion 

 
measures to 
prevent bribery 

 
 

 
 

 
organisation of 
ethics 

 
various instruments, including code of conduct, ISO certification, external audits, social reports, social 
handbook, ethical committee and ethical training 

 

 

3.2 The response to the questionnaire 

 

As already noted, the research focuses only on four sectors: construction, retail, chemical 

companies and financial services. The focus on four sectors allows comparing the results for 

different companies within one sector. Moreover, the selection facilitates detecting sector-

specific characteristics. 

The addresses of the companies were taken from publications of Price Waterhouse 

Coopers (2001,2002). These publications also contain detailed statistics about the number of 

employees and the profitability of the company, so we did not need to ask for this information in 

the questionnaire. In total we sent 378 questionnaires. The response rate varied from 20% in the 
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construction and chemical sector to 14 % for financial banks and 9 % for the retail sector. On 

average, the response rate was 15,3 %. Appendix 1 lists the companies that were sent a 

questionnaire. The companies that returned the questionnaire are marked with a star. The sample 

of companies that sent in a complete questionnaire consists of 58 companies. Table 3.2 gives an 

overview of the response. 

 

Table 3.2 Response       
 
 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical  

 
financial  

 
total 

 
number of questionnaires sent to 

companies 

 
123 

 
125 

 
73 

 
57 

 
378 

 
response 

 
24 

 
11 

 
15 

 
8 

 
58 

 
response rate 

 
19,5% 

 
8,8% 

 
20,5% 

 
14,0% 

 
15,3% 

 
average number of employees of 

companies that responded 

 
2273 

 
555 

 
11573 

 
11817 

 
4998 

 

As can be seen, the response rate was relatively low. Very interestingly, the response rate was 

relatively high for the construction sector. This sector is currently plagued by a low ethical 

reputation because of collusion. The high response rate might indicate that the companies are 

aware that, in order to improve their reputation, attention to corporate social responsibility is 

necessary. Another surprise was that companies that are well known for their relatively pro-active 

attitude on CSR (and therefore would probably get a high score) did not respond to the 

questionnaire. In telephone calls we were told by one manager of a large company that this 

company does not cooperate with scientific research. This seems to contradict the open attitude 

that this company communicates in its publications on CSR. A manager of another large 

company declared that he did not have much confidence in benchmarking. 

Furthermore, Table 3.2 shows that the average size of the companies in the four sectors 

differs substantially. As Graafland, van de Ven and Stoffele (2002) show, this will probably 

affect the relative score of the companies. In particular, we expect that the companies in the 

chemical and financial sector will, on average, have the highest rank in our benchmark because of 

their relatively large size, whereas retail companies will probably obtain the lowest rank. 

 

3.3 Transparency and quality of the responses 

 

As noted above, it is difficult to interpret the relatively low response to our questionnaire. 

Although one is inclined to believe that this is a sign of lack of openness of companies, there 

might also be other and more valid reasons why companies did not respond, like a high work 

pressure and the large number of questionnaires that companies are asked to fill in (see 

Graafland, van de Ven and Stoffele, 2002). 

The low response induced our team to try to get more information by investigating public 
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sources. For this purpose, we did a major effort. In particular, whereas one member of our staff 

was full time researching annual reports, newspaper articles and Internet sites to detect relevant 

information, we also asked 200 third years students of the International Business course to write a 

paper about CSR efforts of one particular company from our sample. For this purpose, they 

received a guideline with research methods and were asked to look for public sources to complete 

the questionnaire. They also had to report the source of their information so that we could check 

the reliability of their report. However, we soon found out that it is very hard to obtain 

information from public sources for all the CSR aspects distinguished in our questionnaire. In 

order to prevent too much disappointment among the students, we selected a set of 30 questions 

from our questionnaire and concentrated their efforts on a subset of the companies for which we 

expected that they would be able to find some information. In particular, we only checked the 58 

companies that had responded and 53 relatively well known companies from the group that had 

not responded. Hence, we left out relatively unknown companies for which we expected to find 

hardly any useful information. Table 3.3 presents an overview of the results: 

 

Table 3.3 % of questions for which we found public informationa  
construction 

 
Retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
Total  

17  
 
40 

 
30 

 
47 

 
33 

a
From a subset of 30 questions 

 

As can be seen, the transparency of the companies is relatively low. This especially holds for 

companies in the construction sector. On average, we only found public information for 10 

questions, whereas we only researched the most well known companies. This implies that it is 

impossible to benchmark CSR efforts of companies on available public information. 

The information from public resources also allowed us to investigate the quality of the 

responses of the companies that sent in a questionnaire. For this purpose, our research team 

compared the public information with the responses from the questionnaire. Table 3.5 gives an 

overview of the number of answers that diverge from the answers given by the companies as a 

share of the total number of answers that were found in the public sources. 

 

Table 3.4 Share of answers from public sources that differ from answers of companies 
 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical  

 
financial 

 
total 

 
22 % 

 
29 % 

 
26 % 

 
22 % 

 
25 % 

 

The table shows a remarkable similarity between the different sectors. In all cases, the share of 

answers that differs from the answers given by the companies is within a range of 20% to 30 %. 
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Table 3.5 Examples of difference between answer of companies and public information 
 
Construction 

 
Retail 

 
Chemical 

 
Financial 

 
compliance ILO standards 

( freedom of  union) 

- company: fully 
- public info: In most cases 

 
deceptive promotion 

activities 

- company: sometimes 
- public info: no 

 
compliance ILO  standards 

(working times) 

- company: in most cases 
- public info: fully 

 
active dialogue with NGO’s 

- company: incidentally 

- public info: on regular basis 

 
environmental safety 

checked  

- Company: Never 
- public info: On regular 

basis  

 
environmental reporting of 

company? 

- Company: Yes 
- Public info: No  

 
compliance to ILO standards 

(freedom of  unions) 

- Company: in most cases 
- Public info: fully 

 
percentage of women in 

higher management 

- Company: No answer 
- Public info: 0-10% 

 
product-line as  durable 

alternative for core 
products 

- Company: No answer 

- Public info: No 

 
transportation plan 

- Company: Slightly 
- Public info: Yes  

 
budget for courses for 

employees as % of total 
wage costs 

- company: more than 5% 

- Public info: 0-2% 

 
working conditions supplier 

checked 
- company: Sometimes 

- public info: On regular basis 

 
handbook for employees? 

- company: Planned 

- Public info: No 

 
internal and written ethical 

code? 

- Company: No 

- Public info: Yes 

 
environmental safety of 

supplier checked  

- Company: Sometimes 

- Public info: Never 

 
deceptive promotion activities 

- Company: No answer 

- Public info: Sometimes 

 
 

 
public company code? 

- Company: No 

- Public info: Yes 

 
working conditions supplier 

checked  

- Company: Sometimes 
- Public info: Never 

 
fines for non-compliance with 

environmental norms 

- Company: Never 
- Public info: On regular basis 

 
 

 
 

 
social annual report 

- Company: No 

- Public info: Yes 

 
independent audit of the 

company code? 

- Company: No 
- Public info: Yes 

 
Table 3.5 suggests that there are several potential explanations for these differences like: 

�  the different options were not well differentiated 

What is exactly the meaning of ‘Incidentally’ and ‘On regular basis’? It is possible that the firm 

will attach the term ‘On regular basis’ to the above question whilst the researcher attaches only 

‘Incidentally’ to it. The above situation holds for different questions. An example is the question 

whether the company has an active dialogue or direct contact with non-governmental 

organisations where a company in the financial sector filled in ‘incidental’, whereas public 

information suggests ‘on regular basis’. 
�  persons who filled in were not fully informed about the actual situation of their company. 

Due to the long list of questions, it might be that the person who filled in the questionnaire did 

not check all information. Examples are quantitative information on training costs and the 

publication of  information on social parameters in the annual financial report. 
�  the public source does not give good information about the actual situation of the 

company 

In most case, employees within the company have more information than published in public 

sources. There are many examples in Table 3.5: 
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• knowing of some cases of deceptive promotion activities for which our research team 

/students did not find evidence 

• environmental reporting 

• planned social handbook 

• incidental check of environmental or social aspects of suppliers 

As our inspection covers a limited time, it might well be that we missed some information related 

to issues in the past. 
�  The company does not want to reveal sensitive information 

In some cases, the person who filled in the questionnaire did not report negative information, like 

fines for environmental infringements or deceptive promotion activities. This might indicate that 

the company did not want to reveal this information. Another interpretation is that the person 

who filled in the questionnaire interprets the cases different than public sources (like newspapers) 

do. 

Finally, we found that in several cases the public information gives a more favourable 

picture than the information provided by the company. On average, there seems to be no upward 

or downward bias in the answers. The deviating answers seem to occur arbitrarily across sectors 

and across questions. For that reason, we decided not to adapt the answers filled in by the 

companies themselves on the basis of public resources and assume that the answers filled in by 

the companies give a reliable picture of the performance of these companies.4 

 

4 Sectoral and total averaged outcomes of the questionnaire 
 

This section presents a description of the outcomes of the questionnaire. We analyse the scores of 

the respondents on the various items of corporate social responsibility per stakeholder relation 

and compare them with the relative weights that the respondents attach to these items. 

 

4.1 Employees 

 

Table 4.1 presents the outcomes for several aspects of the relationship with employees. Table 4.1 

justify the following conclusions. First, most companies do not infringe on ILO norms but only in 

the financial sector the dialogue with NGO’s gets serious attention. Second, more than half of the 

companies offers child care provisions, especially in the financial sector, but women do in most 

cases not get a preferential treatment. The share of female top managers is relatively low in the 

technical sectors (construction and chemical sector) but relatively high in the service sectors 

(retail and financial).  

 

                                                      
4
Ideally, we would like to re-interview the companies to ask for an explanation of the 

differences and update the data-base accordingly. Unfortunately, we lack the time to do so. 
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Table 4.1 Benchmark outcomes per aspect of employee relations a 
 
number 

question 

 
aspect 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
average 

 
9 

 
More than law requires 

 
0.79 

 
0.61 

 
0.81 

 
0.86 

 
0.76 

 
 

 
Commitment to ILO norms with 

respect to 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
10 

 
   Child or forced labour 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0.71 

 
0.75 

 
0.84 

 
11 

 
   Working times 

 
0.9 

 
0.83 

 
0.64 

 
0.75 

 
0.76 

 
12 

 
   Freedom of association 

 
1 

 
0.83 

 
0.64 

 
0.63 

 
0.76 

 
13 

 
Active dialogue with NGO’s 

 
0.1 

 
0.25 

 
0.36 

 
0.75 

 
0.36 

 
14 

 
Child care provisions 

 
0.56 

 
0.6 

 
0.75 

 
0.89 

 
0.66 

 
15 

 
Preferential treatment of women 

 
0.25 

 
0.33 

 
0.19 

 
0.35 

 
0.28 

 
17 

 
% female top managers 

 
0.15 

 
0.5 

 
0.31 

 
0.45 

 
0.32 

 
16 

 
Preferential treatment of foreign 

minorities 

 
0.17 

 
0.27 

 
0.13 

 
0.2 

 
0.19 

 
18 

 
% top managers from foreign 

minority 

 
0.04 

 
0.07 

 
0 

 
0.2 

 
0.07 

 
19 

 
Individual development programs 

 
0.79 

 
0.6 

 
0.63 

 
0.85 

 
0.73 

 
20 

 
% wage sum spent on education 

 
0.4 

 
0.3 

 
0.56 

 
0.55 

 
0.42 

 
21 

 
Instruction about safety / health 

 
0.94 

 
0.8 

 
0.88 

 
0.73 

 
0.85 

 
22 

 
Sickness absence rate 

 
0.25 

 
0.21 

 
0.43 

 
0.18 

 
0.25 

 
23 

 
Inflow into disability 

 
0.56 

 
0.54 

 
0.50 

 
0.50 

 
0.54 

 
24 

 
Efforts to prevent disability 

 
0.87 

 
0.97 

 
0.81 

 
0.91 

 
0.9 

 
25 

 
Role of worker’s council 

 
0.77 

 
0.91 

 
0.86 

 
1 

 
0.85 

 
26 

 
Effort to prevent abuses on work 

floor 

 
0.61 

 
0.9 

 
0.78 

 
0.8 

 
0.75 

 
27 

 
Examples 

 
0.37 

 
0.68 

 
0.71 

 
0.68 

 
0.56 

 
28 

 
efforts to stimulate good fellowship 

 
0.92 

 
0.83 

 
0.88 

 
0.82 

 
0.87 

 
29 

 
research to work satisfaction 

 
0.44 

 
0.4 

 
0.75 

 
0.68 

 
0.52 

a
The benchmark ranges from 0 (lowest score) to 1 (highest score) 

 

Third, foreign minorities are even less subjected to a preferential treatment. Except in the 

financial sector, companies do not have top managers from foreign minorities. Fourth, most 

companies have individual development programs for their employees and spend 2 to 5 % of the 

wage sum on education. Fifth, in all sectors companies pay a lot of attention to instructions about 

safe and healthy working conditions for employees and actively try to prevent disability. Sixth, 
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workers’ councils are considered to have an important impact on the development of the 

company’s policies in all sectors and mostly in the financial sector. In all sectors companies also 

spend much effort to prevent abuses on the working floor and to stimulate good fellowship 

among workers. However, systematic research to work satisfaction is less common, especially in 

the construction and retail sector. 

The differences in attention to various aspects of the relation with employees will partly 

be related to the specific situation of companies in different sectors. In our research we tested for 

this by asking the respondents how much value they attach to the various aspects of CSR in the 

relations with employees (varying from 0 to 1). The outcomes of these questions are described in 

Table 4.2. 

 

Table 4.2 Weights per aspect of employee relations 
 
relates to 

questions: 

 
aspect 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
average 

 
NGO’s 

 
10-12 

 
compliance to human rights 

worldwide 

 
0.77 

 
0.67 

 
1 

 
0.64 

 
0.75 

 
1 

 
13 

 
Active dialogue with NGO’s 

 
0.33 

 
0.25 

 
0.44 

 
0.32 

 
0.32 

 
0.9 

 
14,15,17 

 
Equal opportunity of women 

 
0.77 

 
0.93 

 
0.88 

 
0.95 

 
0.86 

 
1 

 
16,18 

 
Equal opportunity of other  

minorities 

 
0.65 

 
0.86 

 
0.69 

 
0.86 

 
0.75 

 
1 

 
19-20 

 
Training and education of 

employees 

 
0.94   

 
0.89 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0.95 

 
0.8 

 
21-24 

 
safety and health of employees 

 
0.98 

 
1 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0.99 

 
0.9 

 
25 

 
Participation of employees 

 
0.77 

 
0.93 

 
0.87 

 
1 

 
0.86 

 
0.9 

 
26-27 

 
Correct attitude of employees 

 
0.98 

 
0.96 

 
0.94 

 
1 

 
0.97 

 
0.7 

 
28-29 

 
Good fellowship among 

employees 

 
1 

 
0.96 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0.99 

 
0.7 

 

A first interesting conclusion is that the weights attached to several aspects of CSR are rather 

uniform. For example, in all sectors all aspects are valued with an average rate more than 0.5, 

except an active dialogue with NGO’s, which is weighted less than 0.5 in all sectors. 

A second interesting conclusion is that the weight of NGO’s (see the last column) is also 

rather similar to the valuation of the companies in the four sectors except on three points. First, 

whereas companies rate an active dialogue with NGO’s relatively low, the NGO’s consider this 

also as an important aspect of CSR. The second difference is that NGO’s value compliance with 

human rights and equal opportunities somewhat higher than companies, whereas companies 

value internal good relationships like a correct attitude and good fellowship among employees 

somewhat higher. 
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Third, Table 4.2 shows that in the case of an active dialogue with NGO’s the low efforts 

can be explained by a low priority. For some other aspects, the efforts are also consistent with the 

priority. This holds for compliance to human rights, attention to safety and health of employees 

and the participation of employees. For the other points the ambition seems to be higher than the 

actual efforts. This especially holds for creating equal opportunities for women and foreign 

minorities and to a lesser extent for training of employees and development of a correct attitude 

of employees on the working floor. It is remarkable that these results are very similar to the 

results of another questionnaire of Graafland, van de Ven and van Stoffele (2002)5. They 

investigated several similar aspects of corporate social responsibility for 111 large and small 

companies in Brabant and Zeeland for the construction, retail, metal and financial sector. They 

asked, among others, for which aspects companies believe that they should contribute more 

actively than they do now. From the seven aspects that relate to employee relations, they found 

the following priority (for the construction, retail and financial sector together): (1) equal 

opportunities for foreign minorities, (2) equal opportunities for women (3) training and 

development of employees (4) stimulation of correct attitude on working floor. Comparing the 

efforts of companies with the priorities of NGO’s, it can be concluded that, according to this 

research, especially equal opportunities to women and minorities need more attention. 

                                                      
5 See their Table 8. In particular, we compare our results with their results of the aggregate of 

large construction, financial and retail companies. 

 

4.2 Suppliers 

 

Table 4.3 presents the outcomes for several aspects of the relationship with suppliers. Table 4.3 

shows that stimulating responsible patterns in supplier relations is least important for retail 

companies, whereas the construction sector pays relatively most attention to this aspect of CSR. 

For example, requiring ISO 9001 certification of suppliers is rare in the retail sector. Also the 

control of labour conditions and the preparedness to end the trade relations in case of 

infringements are rather lax in the retail company. The construction sector is most actively 

pursuing policies that foster a responsible relationship with suppliers on top of what the law 

requires. Construction companies relatively pay much attention to the control of environmental 

and labour conditions and are prepared to sanction those suppliers that do not meet acceptable 

standards. On the other hand, they also have procedures if suppliers complain. 
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Table 4.3 Benchmark outcomes per aspect of supplier relations 
 
number of 

question 

 
aspect 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
average 

 
30 

 
More than law requires 

 
0.73 

 
0.54 

 
0.63 

 
0.59 

 
0.64 

 
31 

 
ISO 9001 certification required 

 
0.5 

 
0.15 

 
0.63 

 
0.45 

 
0.43 

 
32 

 
Control of product quality 

 
0.98 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0.8 

 
0.96 

 
33 

 
Control of environmental safety 

 
0.79 

 
0.57 

 
0.88 

 
0.61 

 
0.72 

 
36 

 
Sanctions if environmental conditions are bad 

 
0.63 

 
0.44 

 
0.56 

 
0.31 

 
0.53 

 
34 

 
Control of labour conditions 

 
0.77 

 
0.39 

 
0.63 

 
0.55 

 
0.62 

 
35 

 
Sanctions in case of bad labour conditions 

 
0.71 

 
0.39 

 
0.5 

 
0.39 

 
0.56 

 
37 

 
Procedure for complaints of suppliers 

 
0.79 

 
0.54 

 
0.75 

 
0.55 

 
0.68 

 

Table 4.4 shows some more difference in weights for supplier relations than for employee 

relations. In particular, whereas for the construction sector all aspects feature a high average 

weight, the labour conditions of suppliers are less valued in the other sectors. Furthermore, the 

environmental effects of the product(ionprocess) of suppliers do also not get a very high priority 

in the retail and financial sector. Finally, one can expect that the NGO’s are more ambiguous in 

all aspects, but the difference is not very large. Only with respect to the labour conditions of 

suppliers, NGO’s are substantially more concerned than companies. 

 
Table 4.4 Weights per aspect of supplier relations 

 
relates to 

question 

 
aspect 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
average 

 
NGO’s 

 
31,32 

 
product quality and safety 

 
0.96 

 
0.81 

 
0.94 

 
0.77 

 
0.88 

 
1 

 
33,36 

 
environmental effects of 

supplier’s product and 

production process 

 
0.83 

 
0.69 

 
0.88 

 
0.59 

 
0.76 

 
0.9 

 
34-35 

 
labour conditions of supplier 

 
0.77 

 
0.58 

 
0.56 

 
0.55 

 
0.65 

 
0.9 

 
37 

 
Respect for supplier 

 
0.93 

 
0.77 

 
0.81 

 
0.86 

 
0.86 

 
0.9 

 

Like for employee relations, we find that the lower relevance of certain aspects of supplier 

relations correlate with the actual efforts on these aspects. For example, whereas construction 

companies give a high priority to assuring good labour conditions for suppliers, the chemical and 

financial sectors give a relatively low priority to this aspect of CSR, which is consistent with their 

lower efforts.  More generally, Table 4.4 indicates that for most supplier aspects efforts are quite 

consistent with priority. This especially holds for the chemical sector. However, if we compare 

the efforts of companies with the priority of NGO’s, the divergence between practise and 

expectations becomes more visible, especially for labour conditions. 



 
 32

These results are partly consistent with Graafland et al (2002) (see their Table 11 

excluding the metal sector). For the aggregate of the construction, retail and financial sector they 

found that companies feel that they should pay more attention to the labour and environmental 

aspects of the product and/or production process of supplier. This is consistent with the relative 

low effort to these aspects. However, they also found that companies feel that they should also 

improve product quality. This is in contrast to our finding that companies already pay much 

attention to the control of their product quality. An explanation is that controlling the product 

quality (an input aspect) is not the same as having a high product quality that meets the ambitions 

(an output aspect). 

 

4.3 Customers 

 

Table 4.5 reports the benchmark outcomes of several aspects of the customer relation. 

 

Table 4.5 Benchmark outcomes per aspect of customer relations 
question 
number 

Aspect construction retail chemical financial average 

38 More than law requires 0.76 0.81 0.81 0.86 0.8 

39 Control of product quality 0.92 0.81 1 0.91 0.9 

40 Prove of environmental quality 0.91 0.54 1 0.44 0.76 

42 Sustainable alternative in 
assortment 

0.45 0.23 0.75 0.3 0.41 

41 Procedure for complaints of 
customers 

1 0.84 0.87 0.91 0.93 

43 No misleading advertisements 0.96 0.92 1 0.95 0.96 

44 Research to satisfaction of 
customers 

0.79 0.83 0.75 0.86 0.81 

 

With respect to customer relations, there are both notable similarities and differences between 

various sectors. First, all sectors are rather actively promoting their relationships with customers 

by measures on top of what the law requires. In particular, in all sectors companies pay much 

attention to the control of product quality, procedures for complaints of customers, and take care 

not to mislead their customers. Also research to satisfaction of customers is rather common in all 

four sectors. More differences are found for the environmental aspects. For example, whereas 

most of the companies in the construction and chemical sector are able to provide proves of the 

environmental standards, only half of the retail and financial companies can do so. This sectoral 

divergence is also reflected by the availability of sustainable alternatives in the product 

assortments, which is common in the chemical sector but rare in the retail and financial sector. 

As can be seen from Table 4.6, the high attention for product quality and respect for 

customer is also reflected by the valuation of the companies. All companies in all sectors value 

these aspects of CSR very high. Environmental aspects are less considered, especially in the 

financial sector. This result shows that the low attention of financial banks to environmental 
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issues is consistent with their priorities. For the retail sector we find a different result, however. 

Whereas the weight of the supply of a sustainable alternative is equal to that in the construction 

and chemical sector, the efforts are considerably lower. This is the only aspect where a large 

discrepancy is found between efforts and priority. For the other aspects, efforts are rather 

consistent with priority, especially for the chemical sector. 

 

Table 4.6 Weights per aspect of customer relations 
relates to question aspect construction retail chemical financial average NGO’s 

39 product quality and 
safety 

0.98 1 1 0.95 0.88 1 

40 and 42 supply of 
sustainable 
alternative 

0.77 0.77 0.75 0.45 0.71 0.7 

41, 43 and 44 Respect for 
customer 

0.99 1 0.87 1 0.97 1 

 
Another interesting result is that we find hardly any difference between the priorities of 

companies and the priorities of NGO’s. Like the companies, also the NGO’s attach the lowest 

value to the supply of sustainable alternatives. Therefore, on average the companies meet the 

expectations of NGO’s rather well. 

These results are also consistent with Graafland et al (2002). Although the companies in 

their panel are very different from the companies in this research, they also find that companies 

are rather satisfied with their product quality and handling of complaints of customers, but 

(especially retail companies) feel that they should provide more sustainable alternatives in their 

product assortment (see their Table 14). 

 

4.4 Society 

 

Table 4.7 reports the benchmark results for CSR aspects of the relationship with the society at 

large. As can be seen, the ratings are relatively low compared to the efforts directed to more 

specific stakeholders described above. This especially holds for the share of profit spent on non-

commercial activities outside Europe and for social projects in the Netherlands. Also measures to 

stimulate the use of public transport are rare. 

Also for the other aspects the ratings are not as high as the ratings for CSR aspects of the 

relations with employees, suppliers and customers. As shown in Table 4.8, this is partly due to 

the fact that CSR to the society at large features a relatively low weight. Except for 

environmental aspects and the reintegration of disabled people, the average weight is somewhat 

more or less than a half. Although the NGO’s are, on average, more ambiguous, there is a 

remarkable coincidence between the weights of the companies and of NGO’s. In particular, both 

value the contribution to social projects in the Netherlands relatively low and environmental 

aspects relatively high. However, there are also notable differences. As one could expect, NGO’s 

appreciate the fight against poverty in the third world and the dialogue between companies and 
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NGO’s more than companies do, whereas companies give a higher priority to the reintegration of 

disabled persons.  

 

Table 4.7 Benchmark outcomes per aspect of relation with society a 
question 
number 

aspect construction retail chemical financial average 

50 Environmental reporting 0.71 0.33 0.88 0.4 0.59 

51 No environmental fines 0.88 0.96 0.75 0.95 0.89 

52 employees’ awareness of environmental 
standards 

0.67 0.36 0.75 0.23 0.52 

53 % of profit spent on reduction of pollution 0.42 0.19 0.88 0 0.35 

54+55 Actual reduction of pollution 0.45 0.63 0.5 0.41 0.49 

56 Active dialogue with environmental NGO’s 0.38 0.38 0.75 0.41 0.44 

57 % of profit spent on non commercial activities 
outside Europe 

0.09 0.04 0.31 0.15 0.13 

58 Number of partial disabled at payroll of company 0.73 0.83 0.38 0.7 0.69 

59 Number of external disabled persons (from other 
companies) hired by the company 

0.61 0.61 0.17 0.6 0.56 

60 Attainableness for public transport 0.52 0.71 0.75 0.91 0.68 

61 Plan for use of public transport by employees 0.27 0.08 0.25 0.36 0.24 

62 % of profit spent to social projects in the 
Netherlands 

0.26 0.21 0.25 0.25 0.25 

a
Since question 58 and 59 were open questions, we first had to define cut off values based on an analysis of the distribution in the 

number of disabled persons as a percentage of the number of employees of the company. 

 
 
Table 4.8 Weights per aspect of the relation with the society 

relates to 
question 

aspect construction retail chemical financial average NGO’s 

50-55 environment 0.92 0.85 1 0.73 0.88 1 

56 Active dialogue with environmental 
NGO’s 

0.44 0.46 0.63 0.32 0.45 0.9 

57 Fight against poverty in third world 0.42 0.46 0.32 0.32 0.39 0.7 

58+59 Reintegration disabled people 0.79 0.88 0.63 0.82 0.79 0.7 

60+61 Attainableness (other than by car) 0.54   0.88 0.5 0.86 0.69 0.8 

62 Contribution to social projects in the 
Netherlands 

0.54 0.62 0.38 0.68 0.56 0.5 

  
 
Again one is struck by the consistency in benchmark outcomes and priorities. Only for the 

environmental aspects and the reintegration of disabled people the efforts lack far behind 

compared to what one would expect on basis of the priorities. This seems to be consistent with 

Graafland et al (2002) who find that, when asked on which aspects companies want to improve, 
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companies most often mention reintegration of disabled persons. This indicates that our 

benchmark method resembles the self-judgements of companies quite well. 

 

4.5 Shareholders 

 

Table 4.9 presents the results of the question about the efforts to prevent insider trading. In all 

sectors, companies attach a high value to this measure, especially in the chemical and financial 

sector, whereas the five NGO’s attach a modest priority to this aspect of CSR. Furthermore, 

Table 4.9 indicates no large divergence between efforts and priority. 

 

Table 4.9 Benchmark outcomes and weights of the shareholder relation  
question number aspect Construction retail chemical financial average NGO’s 

63 prevention insider 
trading of shares 

0.67  1 1 0.88  

63 Weight 0.86 0.72 0.93 1 0.88 0.62 

profitability  0.50 0.25 0.50 0.36 0.41  

 
In addition, we added a benchmark for the profitability of the company by using the publications 

of PriceWaterhouse Coopers (2001, 2002).6 The cut off values were based on an analysis of the 

distribution in the different rates of profitability of the companies in the sample. 

 

4.6 Competitors 

 

                                                      
6 Defined as the ratio between ‘netto resultaat’ and ‘eigen vermogen’. 

Table 4.10 reports the benchmark outcomes for the relations with other competitors.  

 

Table 4.10 Benchmark outcomes per aspect of competitor relations 
question 
number 

aspect construction retail chemical financial average 

64 Measures to prevent collusion 0.5 0.15 0.75 0.65 0.48 

65 No complaints about lack of respect of 
intellectual capital of competitors 

0.98 0.88 0.88 1 0.94 

66 No complaints about competition 
limiting agreements 

0.85 0.96 0.81 0.9 0.88 

67 Measures to prevent unfair influencing 
of government officials or other agents 

0.69 0.38 0.94 0.77 0.67 

68 Company explicit forbids corruption or 
bribery 
 

0.78 0.31 0.88 1 0.73 
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Particularly interesting is the response of construction companies. Most of them have filled in 

that they receive no complaints about price agreements. This suggests that the questionnaire is 

not necessarily reflecting the actual situation when sensitive issues are concerned. 

Furthermore, Table 4.10 makes clear that especially the retail sector has hardly taken measures to 

prevent collusion. Also in the other sectors a substantial number of companies is not fostering 

this kind of policies by self-regulatory measures. For the other aspects, the financial sector seems 

to contribute most to foster fair competition.  

Table 4.11 shows that these sectoral differences cannot be explained by different 

priorities. All sectors seem to attach a high value to fair competition. Only the NGO’s attach a 

relatively modest value to prevention of collusion. 

 
Table 4.11 Weight per aspect of competitor relations 

relates to 
question 

aspect construction retail chemical financial average NGO’s 

65 respect of intellectual capital of 
competitors 

0.81 0.8 0.88 0.78 0.81 0.9 

64+66 Prevention of collusion 0.83 0.8 0.88 0.8 0.82 0.63 

67+68 Prevention of bribery 
 

0.94 0.8 0.88 0.95 0.9 1 

 
 

4.7 Organisation of corporate social responsibility 

 

In our research we distinguish several instruments that facilitate responsible behaviour to external 

and/or internal stakeholders. 

First, in order to communicate the ethical standards, many companies have developed 

codes of conduct. A code of conduct is a document that sets out the basic responsibilities of the 

organisation towards its stakeholders (SER, 2001). Some companies use an internal code for 

employees only, whereas others prefer an external code, for example for suppliers or the general 

public. In order to ensure that the code of conduct is much more than simply a paper 

commitment, companies sometimes set up procedures to audit compliance with the code and to 

promote the awareness of the code. Auditing is the process in which an organisation measures, 

evaluates, reports and adapts her social impact and ethical behaviour in light of her values and the 

expectations of her stakeholders. For small and medium companies it is often difficult to organise 

this process by itself. A more practical approach is to make use of existing certifications, like ISO 

9001 and ISO 14001.7 Companies can voluntarily choose to subject themselves to the judgment 

of independent organizations that are allowed to certify the social or environmental quality of the 

production processes of the company. Whereas ISO 9001 is mostly concerned with safety issues, 

ISO 14001 relates to environmental aspects. As the ISO 14001 requires improving the safety and 

ecological standards each year, it stimulates to continuous innovation. Another certificate that we 

                                                      
7 For a description of the ISO standard and the SA8000 standard, see Rondinelli and Vastag (2000) respectively 
www.cepaa.org. 
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include in our research is the so-called NEVI code of conduct. This certificate guarantees the 

position of suppliers and protects them against unethical behaviour of customers. Furthermore, 

we included SA8000 certification, an ambitious standard for labour conditions developed by the 

American Council on Economic Priorities Accreditation Agency (CEPAA) in cooperation with 

employers, unions and NGO’s. An instrument related to auditing is the publication of an annual 

social report. Some companies also include social aspects in the annual financial report. 

Whereas codes of conduct, iso-certifications and social reports improve the accountability 

of the company to external stakeholders, other instruments are particularly useful to organize the 

responsibility to internal stakeholders, like employees. First, an internal social handbook may 

clarify the position of employees by defining many rules with respect to the labour conditions of 

employees. Another possibility is to appoint a confidential person for employees, whom 

employees can trust and can communicate abuses on the work floor to when, for example, their 

direct boss is involved. The confidential person can provide first help to the victim, advise about 

the possibilities for further action, guide the process and play an intermediary role between the 

victim and the offender. A similar function has the ethical committee that consists of several 

persons, like the human resource manager and a member of the workers’ council. The presence of 

an ethical committee is a clear signal to the organization. In very small companies most of these 

instruments demand too many resources from the organization. In that case, one can stimulate the 

internal communication of ethical issues if the director or one member of the board explicitly 

takes responsibility for this. A final instrument to improve the ethical awareness in the company 

is to supply training to employees. This instrument is especially relevant if the company follows 

an integrity strategy in which the core values of the company are communicated. In order to be 

effective, one should train the employees how to apply these core values in concrete situations.8 

Table 4.12 and 4.13 report the benchmark outcomes respectively the weights of the 

questions about the organisation of corporate social responsibility. The most popular instruments 

are internal: social handbook and confidential person and, on a second place, the accountability 

of a member of the board on ethical issues. The use of other instruments is partly sector specific. 

For example, whereas the financial sector scores high with respect to internal codes of conduct 

and the audit of internal codes, the chemical sectors scores high on ISO 9001 and ISO 14001 

certification, the construction sector on ISO9001 certification. The retail sector scores relatively 

low in most aspects. 

 

                                                      
8
Kleinveld (2001) analyses the use of similar instruments for the European biotech companies. 

Some of the instruments analysed in our research are also included in her research like code of 
conduct, guideline for decision-making (internal code of conduct), ethical committee, ethics officer 
(confidential person), ethical training, internal ethical auditing and social auditing. In addition, she 
includes some other instruments like round tables and discussion circles that may include experts from 
outside or issue groups (comparable to our question about the dialogue with NGO’s), ethical hotline, 
ethical criteria in human resource management and ethical management systems. 
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Table 4.12 Benchmark outcomes per instrument of organising CSR9 

                                                      
9 Besides ISO, SA8000 and AA1000 there are several other international standards that 

define, implement and help improve Corporate Social Responsibility like: Investors in People UK (IIP-
UK), the Forest Stewardship Council standard, the membership commitment to the Fair Trade 
Federation, The Ethical Trading Initiative (ETI), the Caux Round Table, the Human Cosmetics 
Standard (HSC), the US Government Federal Sentencing Guidelines, The South African Government 
Employment Equity Act, Balance Score Card (BCS) and the business excellence model developed by 
the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM). See Jonker (2000). 
 

 
 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
average 

 
Internal code of conduct 

 
0.48 

 
0.32 

 
0.81 

 
0.91 

 
0.57 

 
Public code of conduct 

 
0.54 

 
0.18 

 
0.63 

 
0.64 

 
0.48 

 
Internal audit of the code of conduct 

 
0.58 

 
0.35 

 
0.57 

 
0.86 

 
0.58 

 
Independent audit of the code of conduct 

 
0.44 

 
0.18 

 
0.31 

 
0.5 

 
0.37 

 
Social handbook 

 
0.75 

 
0.75 

 
0.81 

 
1 

 
0.81 

 
Confidential person 

 
0.67 

 
0.73 

 
0.63 

 
0.9 

 
0.91 

 
Ethical committee 

 
0.1 

 
0.14 

 
0.38 

 
0.18 

 
0.16 

 
Member of board is responsible 

 
0.67 

 
0.71 

 
0.63 

 
0.74 

 
0.68 

 
Ethical training 

 
0 

 
0.1 

 
0.25 

 
0.32 

 
0.13 

 
ISO 9001/9002/9003 certification 

 
0.83 

 
0.14 

 
0.79 

 
0.1 

 
0.52 

 
ISO 14001 certification 

 
0.23 

 
0 

 
0.83 

 
0 

 
0.21 

 
Ratification of NEVI code 

 
0 

 
0.1 

 
0.25 

 
0.13 

 
0.09 

 
SA 8000 certification 

 
0.1 

 
0.11 

 
0.2 

 
0 

 
0.08 

 
Public social report 

 
0.6 

 
0.5 

 
0.5 

 
0.55 

 
0.55 

 

 

Again the benchmark outcomes are highly consistent with the opinions about the relative 

importance of the various instruments. Whereas social handbook, confidential person and 

responsibility of board member score high both in effort and valuation, ethical training, 

ISO14001 certification and ratification of NEVI code score low in effort and valuation. The other 
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instruments show both a modest score and a modest valuation. This coincidence between effort 

and valuation also applies per sector. The largest discrepancies are found in the retail sector. 

Less consistency is found between efforts and the valuation by NGO’s. Whereas 

companies highly value internal instruments like social handbook and confidential person, 

NGO’s stress external instruments, like the accountability of a member of the board. For the 

other instruments, there is, however, a remarkable coincidence between the valuation of 

companies and NGO’s. Both value ethical training and ratification of NEVI code relatively low 

and most of the other instruments are modestly relevant. 

 

Table 4.13 Weights per instrument of organising CSR 
 
 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
average 

 
NGO 

 
Internal code of conduct 

 
0.58 

 
0.5 

 
0.71 

 
1 

 
0.66 

 
0.6 

 
Public code of conduct 

 
0.56 

 
0.58 

 
0.71 

 
0.8 

 
0.63 

 
0.5 

 
Internal audit of the code of conduct 

 
0.56 

 
0.62 

 
0.71 

 
1 

 
0.68 

 
0.5 

 
Independent audit of the code of conduct 

 
0.5 

 
0.42 

 
0.57 

 
0.7 

 
0.53 

 
0.5 

 
Social handbook 

 
0.79 

 
0.84 

 
0.86 

 
0.95 

 
0.85 

 
0.4 

 
Confidential person /ethical committee 

 
0.73 

 
0.81 

 
0.83 

 
0.82 

 
0.79 

 
0.6 

 
Member of board is responsible 

 
0.75 

 
0.81 

 
0.71 

 
0.82 

 
0.77 

 
0.9 

 
Ethical training 

 
0.24 

 
0.41 

 
0.65 

 
0.5 

 
0.38 

 
0.3 

 
ISO 9001/9002/9003 certification 

 
0.81 

 
0.23 

 
0.92 

 
0.27 

 
0.6 

 
0.6 

 
ISO 14001 certification 

 
0.44 

 
0.23 

 
0.92 

 
0.27 

 
0.41 

 
0.5 

 
Ratification of NEVI code 

 
0.27 

 
0.42 

 
0.5 

 
0.35 

 
0.35 

 
0.16 

 
SA 8000 certification 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Public social report 

 
0.56 

 
0.5 

 
0.43 

 
0.68 

 
0.56 

 
0.6 

 

 

4.8 Relative importance of different stakeholder groups 

 

The final question in the questionnaire asked for the relative importance of the different 

stakeholder groups for the company. The questionnaire offered five options ranging from 1 

(unimportant), 2 (rather important), 3 (important), 4 (very important), to 5 (extremely important). 

The results are reported in Table 4.12. 

As can be seen, there are no large differences between different sectors. In all cases, 

companies value employees and customers as the most important stakeholder groups. The 

average mark exceeds 4.0 in all sectors. Also the NGO’s consider these stakeholders as the most 
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important groups. 

Next important stakeholder groups are respectively the shareholders, the society at large 

and the suppliers. Again, the judgement is rather similar for the different sectors as well as for the 

NGO’s, although there are also some differences related to the core business per sector. For 

example, the financial sector relatively highly values its reputation to the society at large, whereas 

suppliers are relatively unimportant for the financial sector. This can be explained by type of 

production process (labour intensive) and type of product of this service sector. Another 

remarkable exception is that the retail companies attach a relatively low value to the 

shareholders. This coincides with the results of Table 4.9: no retail company had filled in this 

question. 

 

Table 4.12 Weights per stakeholder 
 
 

 
construction 

 
retail 

 
chemical 

 
financial 

 
average 

 
NGO’s 

 
Employees 

 
4.6 

 
4 

 
4.3 

 
4.4 

 
4.4 

 
5 

 
Suppliers 

 
3.9 

 
3.7 

 
3.8 

 
3.3 

 
3.7 

 
4.2 

 
Customers 

 
4.3 

 
4.4 

 
4.6 

 
4.4 

 
4.4 

 
4.8 

 
Society at large 

 
3 

 
3.7 

 
3.5 

 
4 

 
3.8 

 
4 

 
Shareholders 

 
4.1   

 
2.9 

 
4.3 

 
4.3 

 
3.9 

 
4.3 

 
Competitors 

 
3.4 

 
3.1 

 
3.9 

 
2.8 

 
3.3 

 
2.8 

 

 
5  Benchmarking individual companies 
 
In this chapter the outcomes of the benchmark procedure are described. There are four different 

benchmarks for all the companies, all based on different weights. Section 5.1 presents the 

formulas used for calculating the benchmarks. Section 5.2 presents the outcomes of the 

benchmarks per sector. Section 5.3 gives an intersectoral view. Section 5.4 investigates the 

robustness of the different benchmarks graphically and by using econometric tests.  

 

5.1 The benchmark method: four methods of weighting 

 

The overall benchmark  (B) was constructed by using the following formula: 

 

B = (Sum (wi * bi) + wo bo)/ (Sum (wi) + wo) 
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wi denotes the weight per stakeholder (see Table 4.12), which varies from 1 (minimum value) to 

5 (maximum value). wo is the weight for the use of instruments and is given a maximum weight 

of 5. bi is the benchmark per stakeholder and bo the benchmark for the use of instruments. bi is 

constructed by the following formula: 

 

bi = Sum (wj  * bj) / Sum (wj ) 

 

where wj  denotes the weight per concrete aspect of CSR (ranging from 0 to 1) and  bj the value 

of the option per concrete aspect filled in by the company. In some cases, the weight is applied to 

the answers of several questions (see Chapter 4). In that case, bj was defined as the average value 

of the options filled in for this subset of questions. In some other cases, part II of the 

questionnaire lacked an answer to the question. In that case, we set the weight equal to 1.0. This 

holds for the answers to question 9, 30 and 38.10  

The benchmark for the use of instruments is calculated in a similar way: 

 

bo = Sum (wk  * bk) / Sum (wk ) 

 

where wk  denotes the weight per instrument (ranging from 0 to 1) and  bk the value of the option 

per instrument filled in by the company.11 

 As we asked the opinion of the respondents and NGO’s about the weights to be used for 

the benchmark, we have four alternatives of weighting. First, we can weight the various aspects 

of CSR by using the weights reported by the companies themselves. We will label the 

benchmarks with this weighting scheme as the individual benchmarks. The advantage of this 

method of weighting is that the benchmark will maximally reflect the context that the individual 

company perceives as most relevant. The disadvantage of this method is that the weight might be 

biased. In particular, companies might attach high values to CSR aspects for which they rank 

high.  

A more objective method is the second approach in which we used averaged weights per 

sector. As companies operating in one particular sector face similar conditions, using sectoral 

weights will still take account of the context of the company, although not as specific as in the 

case of individual weights. We will name these benchmarks the sectoral (based) benchmarks. An 

advantage of this approach is that subjective judgments and the upward bias created by using 

individual weights will be filtered out. 

A third method is to use average weights based on the total sample of companies. We will 

                                                      
10 Furthermore, the benchmark for shareholder-relations was not only based on the answer on question 63, but 
averaged by a benchmark related to the average rate of return on capital as reported by PriceWaterhouseCoopers 
(2001). 
11 Unfortunately, part II of the questionnaire did not contain a question for the weight of the SA8000 
certification. For that reason, we skipped this question. The overall benchmark of companies that qualify for 
SA8000 would rise by approximately 0.04 if we would attach a value of 1 to this option.  
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call these benchmarks the total average or total based benchmarks. Compared to the second 

approach, this method of weighting does not take account of context aspects related to typical 

sectoral characteristics. Still, it is interesting to test whether this general method of weighting 

produces completely different benchmark results. 

In the last approach we will use the average weights of the NGO’s. These benchmarks 

will be referred to as the NGO (based) benchmarks. This also provides insight into the robustness 

of the benchmark approach. In particular, it allows us to test how stakeholder related the 

benchmark is. Of course, we are very much interested to see whether and to which degree the 

individual, sectoral, average and NGO benchmarks will diverge from each other. Section 5.4 will 

discuss the robustness of the benchmarks for different weighting schemes. 

 
5.2 Sectoral outcomes of the benchmark 
 
Tables 5.1-5.4 present the four different benchmarks for the four sectors. For every different 

benchmark, the companies are presented in an ascending order. Theoretically, the highest score of 

a company would be 1 and the lowest score 0. In practice, the range runs from 0.9474 (Cytec 

Industries B.V.) to 0.0837 (Audax B.V.) for all benchmarks and all sectors. It should be 

mentioned that Audax B.V. only partly filled out the questionnaire. As blanc answers received a 

zero mark, this may explain the extremely low benchmark. The actual situation is probably better 

for this company. 

Table 5.1 shows that the benchmarks for the construction sector are rather robust. If 

sectoral, total and NGO’s based weights are used, Beheer- en Beleggingsmaatschappij Teerenstra 

B.V. achieves the highest mark. In case of individual weights Dura Vermeer has the highest 

benchmark, but this company takes the second place in the other benchmarks. Other companies 

that seem to belong to the top five are Grontmij NV, Van Straten groep B.V. and Koninklijke 

Volker Wessels Stevin N.V.  
 Table 5.2 shows the benchmarks for the retail sector. Again the results appear to be rather 

robust for total, NGO and sectoral based averages.  From the 14 companies that sent in the 

questionnaire, WE International B.V. and Walstraat Holding B.V. receive the highest marks. 

Furthermore, Consumentencooperatie Co-op,  Beleggingsmaatschappij Van Haren B.V. and 

Congros Meijers B.V. receive a relatively high mark.  

 Table 5.3 shows the benchmarks for the chemical sector. Here DSM and Cytec Industries 

receive very high marks. Stauffer Chemical and Akzo Nobel take the third respectively fourth 

place in all benchmarks. The various benchmarks appear to be very robust for the different 

weighting schemes. 
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Table 5.1 Benchmark ordering for construction sector 
Individual  Total NGO sectoral 

Dura Vermeer Groep NV 

Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. 

Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. 

Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. 

Van Straten groep B.V. Dura Vermeer Groep NV Dura Vermeer Groep NV Dura Vermeer Groep NV 
Koninklijke Volker Wessels 
Stevin N.V. Grontmij NV Grontmij NV Grontmij NV 

Grontmij NV Van Straten groep B.V. Van Straten groep B.V. Van Straten groep B.V. 

Unidek Beheer B.V. 
Koninklijke Volker Wessels 
Stevin N.V. 

Koninklijke Volker Wessels 
Stevin N.V. 

Koninklijke Volker Wessels 
Stevin N.V. 

Simon Benus Beheer B.V. Unidek Beheer B.V. Unidek Beheer B.V. Unidek Beheer B.V. 
Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V. Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V. Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V. 

Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V. Hollandsche Beton Groep nv Hollandsche Beton Groep nv Hollandsche Beton Groep nv 

Hegeman Holding B.V. 
Klaassen Beheer 
Maatschappij B.V. 

Klaassen Beheer Maatschappij 
B.V. 

Klaassen Beheer Maatschappij 
B.V. 

Klaassen Beheer Maatschappij 
B.V. Hegeman Holding B.V. Hegeman Holding B.V. Van den Herik Beheer B.V. 
Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. Van den Herik Beheer B.V. Van den Herik Beheer B.V. Hegeman Holding B.V. 

Van Wijnen Holding N.V. Marloesto Beheer B.V. Marloesto Beheer B.V. Marloesto Beheer B.V. 

Hollandsche Beton Groep nv 
A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. Simon Benus Beheer B.V. 

A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. 

A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. Van Wijnen Holding N.V. 

A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. Van Wijnen Holding N.V. 

Marloesto Beheer B.V. Simon Benus Beheer B.V. Van Wijnen Holding N.V. Simon Benus Beheer B.V. 

J.W.M. Gardien Holding B.V. 
B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven 
van de Klok Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. 

Bot Bouwgroep B.V. Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. 
B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven van 
de Klok 

B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven van 
de Klok 

Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. 
J.W.M. Gardien Holding 
B.V. J.W.M. Gardien Holding B.V. J.W.M. Gardien Holding B.V. 

B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven van de 
Klok Breman Topholding B.V. Breman Topholding B.V. Breman Topholding B.V. 

Van den Herik Beheer B.V. 
Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V. 

Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. 

Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. 

Fugro N.V. Bot Bouwgroep B.V. Bot Bouwgroep B.V. Krinkels Holding B.V. 
Vastbouw International Holding 
B.V. 

Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. 

Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V. Bot Bouwgroep B.V. 

Krinkels Holding B.V. Krinkels Holding B.V. Krinkels Holding B.V. 
Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V. 

Breman Topholding B.V. Fugro N.V. Fugro N.V. Fugro N.V. 

 

 Table 5.4 presents the benchmarks for the financial sector. Here Fortis Bank, ING Bank, 

Bank Nederlandse Gemeenten, Nederlandse Waterschapsbank N.V. and the Rabobank belong to 

the top-five in all benchmarks. Fortis Bank is scoring highest for the total, NGO and sectoral 

benchmarks, while ING Bank has the highest score for the individual benchmarks. Apparently, 

the individual weights of the ING Bank are more reflecting the context that it considers as most 

relevant. 

 On basis of these results, we conclude that the weights do not generally have a strong 

impact on the benchmarks. The ascending order is rather robust. In all sectors, the company 
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receiving the highest mark is the same for weights based on sectoral averages, total averages or 

NGO’s averages. Also the top five is very robust in each sector when different weights are used. 

This has very important implications: 

- the sectoral specific context is not of decisive importance, since sectoral based 

weights hardly change the benchmark compared to total based weights 

- also stakeholder specific opinions hardly matter, as the NGO based weights do not 

impact the benchmark outcome compared to total based weights 

Only in the case of weights based on the individual answers of company, the company receiving 

the highest mark differs from the other methods. Since individual weights are relatively 

subjective and might be biased to the actual performance of companies, the weights based on 

sectoral averages may provide a more reliable guide since it still takes into account the sectoral 

context whilst being more inter-subjective in nature. 

 

Table 5.2 Benchmark ordering for retail sector 
Individual Total NGO Sectoral 

WE International B.V. Walstraat Holding B.V. Walstraat Holding B.V. Walstraat Holding B.V. 
Consumentencoöperatie Co-op 
Nederland u.a. WE International B.V. WE International B.V. WE International B.V. 

Walstraat Holding B.V. 
Consumentencoöperatie Co-op 
Nederland u.a. 

Beleggingsmaatschappij Van 
Haren B.V. 

Consumentencoöperatie Co-op 
Nederland u.a. 

Holdingmaatschappij maison de 
bonneterie B.V. 

Beleggingsmaatschappij Van 
Haren B.V. 

Consumentencoöperatie Co-op 
Nederland u.a. 

Beleggingsmaatschappij Van Haren 
B.V. 

Beleggingsmaatschappij Van 
Haren B.V. Congros Meijers B.V. Congros Meijers B.V. Congros Meijers B.V. 

Congros Meijers B.V.  Holding Europa Have B.V. Holding Europa Have B.V. Holding Europa Have B.V. 
J.M. van Tilburg Management 
BV Otto B.V. Otto B.V. Otto B.V. 

Otto B.V. J.M. van Tilburg Management BV 
J.M. van Tilburg Management 
BV 

Holdingmaatschappij maison de 
bonneterie B.V. 

Carpet-World B.V. 
Holdingmaatschappij maison de 
bonneterie B.V. 

Holdingmaatschappij maison de 
bonneterie B.V. J.M. van Tilburg Management BV 

J&W Vastgoed Carpet-World B.V. Carpet-World B.V. Carpet-World B.V. 

Holding Europa Have B.V. J&W Vastgoed J&W Vastgoed J&W Vastgoed 

P&C Groep N.V. P&C Groep N.V. P&C Groep N.V. P&C Groep N.V. 
In Wear Holding & Distributie 
B.V. 

In Wear Holding & Distributie 
B.V. 

In Wear Holding & Distributie 
B.V. In Wear Holding & Distributie B.V. 

Audax B.V. Audax B.V. Audax B.V. Audax B.V. 

 
Table 5.3 Benchmark ordering for chemical sector 
Individual Total NGO Sectoral 

Cytec Industries B.V. DSM N.V. DSM N.V. DSM N.V. 

DSM N.V. Cytec Industries B.V. Cytec Industries B.V. Cytec Industries B.V. 

Stauffer Chemical B.V. Stauffer Chemical B.V. Stauffer Chemical B.V. Stauffer Chemical B.V. 

Akzo Nobel N.V. Akzo Nobel N.V. Akzo Nobel N.V. Akzo Nobel N.V. 

Eurobrom B.V. Genencor International B.V. Genencor International B.V. Genencor International B.V. 

Genencor International B.V. BASF Nederland B.V. BASF Nederland B.V. BASF Nederland B.V. 

Beiersdorf N.V. Eurobrom B.V. Eurobrom B.V. Eurobrom B.V. 

BASF Nederland B.V. Beiersdorf N.V. Beiersdorf N.V. Beiersdorf N.V. 
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Table 5.4 Benchmark ordering for financial sector 
Individual Total NGO Sectoral 

ING Bank N.V. 
Fortis Bank Nederland (Holding) 
N.V. 

Fortis Bank Nederland (Holding) 
N.V. 

Fortis Bank Nederland (Holding) 
N.V. 

Fortis Bank Nederland (Holding) 
N.V. ING Bank N.V. ING Bank N.V. nv Bank Nederlandse Gemeenten 

nv Bank Nederlandse Gemeenten 
nv Bank Nederlandse 
Gemeenten nv Bank Nederlandse Gemeenten ING Bank N.V. 

Nederlandse Waterschapsbank 
N.V. 

Nederlandse Waterschapsbank 
N.V. Rabobank Groep Nederlandse Waterschapsbank N.V. 

Rabobank Groep Rabobank Groep 
Nederlandse Waterschapsbank 
N.V. Rabobank Groep 

De Nederlandsche Bank N.V. De Nederlandsche Bank N.V. De Nederlandsche Bank N.V. 
Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra Bankengroep 
NV 

Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers N.V. 
Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 
Bankengroep NV 

Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 
Bankengroep NV De Nederlandsche Bank N.V. 

Thomas Cook Nederland B.V. Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers N.V.Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers N.V. Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers N.V. 
Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 
Bankengroep NV Thomas Cook Nederland B.V. Thomas Cook Nederland B.V. Thomas Cook Nederland B.V. 

Holding Bercoop Groep N.V. Holding Bercoop Groep N.V.  Holding Bercoop Groep N.V.  Holding Bercoop Groep N.V. 

Tokai Bank Nederland N.V. Tokai Bank Nederland N.V. Tokai Bank Nederland N.V. Tokai Bank Nederland N.V. 

 
5.3 An intersectoral comparison 
 
The small difference between benchmarks based on sector based weights and benchmarks based 

on total average weights (including all sectors) suggests that it is reasonable to compare the CSR 

performance of companies of different sectors. In order to compare the CSR performance of 

different sectors, Table 5.5 presents an overview of the average benchmark values per sector and 

per weight.  

 
Table 5.5 Average benchmarks per sector 
Weights Construction Retail Chemical Financial 

Individual 0.6507 0.4638 0.7029 0.6960 

Sectoral 0.5946 0.4451 0.6854 0.6032 

Total average 0.5956 0.4404 0.6750 0.5953 

NGO 0.5823 0.4296 0.6624 0.5791 

 
Table 5.5 yields some interesting conclusions. First, as one could expect, we find for all sectors 

that the average benchmark is lowest in the case of weights based on the responses of NGO’s and 

highest in the case of weights based on the individual responses of companies. This suggests that 

the NGO’s are most critical. Hence, the largest discrepancy appears between what companies 

actually do and what they should do according to the stakeholders represented by the NGO's. On 

the other hand, individual companies tend to value different aspects of CSR more in line what 

they actually do. This results in a relative high benchmark. 

 A second interesting finding is that in all cases the difference between the average 

benchmark based on total average weights, NGO average weights and sectoral average weights is 

rather small. This confirms the findings in Chapter 4 that, although NGO’s are most critical, they 

nevertheless have quite similar opinions about what matters with respect to CSR.  
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 Third, we find that, on average, the chemical sector seems to be most professional in 

CSR. This may partly be explained by the large size of chemical companies. As shown by 

Graafland, Van de Ven and Stoffele (2003), large companies normally pay more attention to 

CSR, because they are more visible to the public and the media. This makes investments in 

responsible production and selling patterns relatively more important for large companies. This 

positive relationship between company size and CSR efforts may partly explain why the retail 

sector is paying the least attention to CSR. As shown in Table 3.2 the retail companies in our 

sample have by far the smallest size.  

   
Table 5.6 Benchmark ordering for all sectors 
 Individual Total NGO Sectoral 
1 Cytec Industries B.V. DSM N.V. DSM N.V. DSM N.V. 
2 DSM N.V. Cytec Industries B.V. Cytec Industries B.V. Cytec Industries B.V. 
3 

ING Bank N.V. 

Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. 

Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. 

Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. 

4 
Dura Vermeer Groep NV 

Fortis Bank Nederland 
(Holding) N.V. 

Fortis Bank Nederland 
(Holding) N.V. 

Fortis Bank Nederland 
(Holding) N.V. 

5 Fortis Bank Nederland 
(Holding) N.V. Dura Vermeer Groep NV Dura Vermeer Groep NV Dura Vermeer Groep NV 

6 nv Bank Nederlandse 
Gemeenten Stauffer Chemical B.V. Stauffer Chemical B.V. Stauffer Chemical B.V. 

7 Nederlandse 
Waterschapsbank N.V. Grontmij NV ING Bank N.V. 

nv Bank Nederlandse 
Gemeenten 

8 Van Straten groep B.V. ING Bank N.V. Grontmij NV ING Bank N.V. 
9 Koninklijke Volker Wessels 

Stevin N.V. Van Straten groep B.V. Van Straten groep B.V. Grontmij NV 
10 

Grontmij NV 
nv Bank Nederlandse 
Gemeenten 

Koninklijke Volker 
Wessels Stevin N.V. Van Straten groep B.V. 

11 Stauffer Chemical B.V. Walstraat Holding B.V. Walstraat Holding B.V. Akzo Nobel N.V. 
12 

Rabobank Groep 
Koninklijke Volker Wessels 
Stevin N.V. 

nv Bank Nederlandse 
Gemeenten Walstraat Holding B.V. 

13 
WE International Unidek Beheer B.V. Unidek Beheer B.V. 

Koninklijke Volker Wessels 
Stevin N.V. 

14 Unidek Beheer B.V. Akzo Nobel Akzo Nobel Unidek Beheer B.V. 
15 

Simon Benus Beheer B.V. Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V. 
Verhoeven Bouwgroep 
B.V. 

Nederlandse 
Waterschapsbank N.V. 

16 Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V. 

Nederlandse Waterschapsbank 
N.V. Rabobank Groep Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V. 

17 
Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V. Hollandsche Beton Groep nv 

Genencor International 
B.V. Genencor International B.V. 

18 
Akzo Nobel Genencor International B.V. 

Hollandsche Beton Groep 
nv Hollandsche Beton Groep nv 

19 
De Nederlandsche Bank N.V. Rabobank Groep 

Klaassen Beheer 
Maatschappij B.V. Rabobank Groep 

20 
Hegeman Holding B.V. 

Klaassen Beheer Maatschappij 
B.V. 

Nederlandse 
Waterschapsbank N.V. 

Klaassen Beheer 
Maatschappij B.V. 

21 Klaassen Beheer 
Maatschappij B.V. Hegeman Holding B.V.  Hegeman Holding B.V.  Van den Herik Beheer B.V. 

22 Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. Van den Herik Beheer B.V. 

De Nederlandsche Bank 
N.V. Hegeman Holding B.V. 

23 
Van Wijnen Holding N.V. Marloesto Beheer B.V. 

Van den Herik Beheer 
B.V. WE International B.V. 

24 Consumentencoöperatie Co-
op Nederland u.a. WE International WE International 

Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 
Bankengroep NV 

25 Hollandsche Beton Groep nv De Nederlandsche Bank N.V. Marloesto Beheer B.V. BASF Nederland B.V. 
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26 A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. 

A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. 

Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 
Bankengroep NV De Nederlandsche Bank N.V. 

27 
Walstraat Holding B.V. 

Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 
Bankengroep NV Simon Benus Beheer B.V. Marloesto Beheer B.V. 

28 
Marloesto Beheer B.V. Van Wijnen Holding N.V. 

A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. 

A. van Noordenne 
Holdingmaatschappij B.V. 

29 Eurobrom B.V. BASF Nederland B.V. BASF Nederland B.V. Van Wijnen Holding N.V. 
30 J.W.M. Gardien Holding B.V. Simon Benus Beheer B.V. Van Wijnen Holding N.V. Simon Benus Beheer B.V. 
31 Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers 

N.V. 
B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven van 
de Klok Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. 

Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers 
N.V. 

32 Bot Bouwgroep B.V. Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. Eurobrom B.V. Eurobrom B.V. 
33 

Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. Eurobrom B.V. 
B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven 
van de Klok Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v. 

34 
Thomas Cook Nederland B.V. J.W.M. Gardien Holding B.V. 

J.W.M. Gardien Holding 
B.V. Thomas Cook Nederland B.V. 

35 Holdingmaatschappij maison 
de bonneterie B.V. 

Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers 
N.V. 

Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Van Haren B.V 

B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven van 
de Klok 

36 Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 
Bankengroep NV Thomas Cook Nederland B.V. 

Theodoor Gilissen 
Bankiers N.V. 

Consumentencoöperatie Co-op 
Nederland u.a. 

37 
Holding Bercoop Groep N.V. 

Consumentencoöperatie Co-op 
Nederland u.a. Breman Topholding B.V. J.W.M. Gardien Holding B.V. 

38 
Genencor International B.V. 

Beleggingsmaatschappij Van 
Haren B.V 

Consumentencoöperatie 
Co-op Nederland u.a. 

Beleggingsmaatschappij Van 
Haren B.V. 

39 
Beiersdorf N.V. Breman Topholding B.V. 

Thomas Cook Nederland 
B.V. Breman Topholding B.V. 

40 Beleggingsmaatschappij Van 
Haren B.V. Congros Meijers B.V. 

Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. Congros Meijers B.V. 

41 B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven van 
de Klok Holding Bercoop Groep N.V. Congros Meijers B.V. Holding Europa Have B.V. 

42 Van den Herik Beheer B.V. Holding Europa Have B.V. Beiersdorf N.V. Holding Bercoop Groep N.V. 
43 

Congros Meijers B.V.  
Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V. Holding Europa Have B.V. Beiersdorf N.V. 

44 
Fugro N.V. Bot Bouwgroep B.V. Bot Bouwgroep B.V. 

Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. 

45 Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V. 

Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. 

Holding Bercoop Groep 
N.V. Krinkels Holding B.V. 

46 
Krinkels Holding B.V. Beiersdorf N.V. 

Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V. Bot Bouwgroep B.V. 

47 
BASF Nederland B.V. Krinkels Holding B.V. Krinkels Holding B.V. 

Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V. 

48 Breman Topholding B.V. Fugro N.V. Fugro N.V. Fugro N.V. 
49 J.M. van Tilburg 

Management BV Otto B.V. Otto B.V. Otto B.V. 
50 

Tokai Bank Nederland N.V. 
J.M. van Tilburg Management 
BV 

J.M. van Tilburg 
Management BV 

Holdingmaatschappij maison 
de bonneterie B.V. 

51 
Otto B.V. 

Holdingmaatschappij maison 
de bonneterie B.V. 

Holdingmaatschappij 
maison de bonneterie B.V. 

J.M. van Tilburg Management 
BV 

52 Carpet-World B.V. Carpet-World B.V. Carpet-World B.V. Carpet-World B.V. 
53 

J&W Vastgoed Tokai Bank Nederland N.V. 
Tokai Bank Nederland 
N.V. Tokai Bank Nederland N.V. 

54 Holding Europa Have B.V. J&W Vastgoed J&W Vastgoed J&W Vastgoed 
55 P&C Groep N.V. P&C Groep N.V. P&C Groep N.V. P&C Groep N.V. 
56 In Wear Holding & 

Distributie B.V. 
In Wear Holding & Distributie 
B.V. 

In Wear Holding & 
Distributie B.V. 

In Wear Holding & Distributie 
B.V. 

57 Audax B.V. Audax B.V. Audax B.V. Audax B.V. 

 
 

Fourth, an unexpected result is that the construction sector ranks for three out of four types of 

weighting as high as the financial sector, which is normally known for its high attention to CSR. 

This is even more amazing if we take into account that the average size of the financial 
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companies is much larger than the average size of the construction companies in our sample. This 

invokes the question whether the good reputation of the financial sector (compared to the bad 

reputation of the construction sector) is really based on good CSR performance or more due to a 

more effective communication strategy by financial companies. Likewise, this result suggests that 

the current bad reputation of the construction sector may be an overreaction to the recent news 

about the fraud in the construction sector and that people tend to forget that construction 

companies do pay much attention to other social and ecological issues. Another explanation 

might be that the upward bias might be somewhat higher for construction companies, because, as 

we have seen in chapter three, companies find it hard to admit major infringements or illegal 

actions in questionnaires.  

Table 5.6 presents an overview of the ranking of all companies. In all cases, the top five 

companies consist of DSM, Cytec Industries, Beheer-en beleggingsmaatschappij Teerenstra, 

Fortis Bank Nederland and Dura Vermeer Groep. This also holds for the case of weights based 

on the individual responses of companies, although the exact ordering differs. For the other 

weighting methods, even the exact ordering of the top five is similar. The table shows that the 

weighting method may incidentally change the exact position of the company in the total list, but 

does not affect its global position. 

 Table 5.7 presents an overview of the variation in benchmark results for the different 

methods of weighting. Again, using weights based on total averages, NGO averages or sectoral 

averages hardly affect the standard deviation. Only for individual weights the standard deviation 

is substantially higher. 

 
Table 5.7 Standard deviation 
Individual Total NGO Sectoral 
0.1698 0.1348 0.1343 0.1346 
 
 
5.4 Formal tests of the robustness of the benchmark 
 
As already indicated in Section 5.2 and 5.3, using different weights for the various CSR aspects 

does not have a major impact of the ordering of the CSR performance of different companies. To 

test this finding more systematically, this section provides both graphical and econometric 

evidence of the correlation between the benchmark results.  

In Figures 5.1-5.3 the various benchmarks are plotted together. These figures show again 

that the differences between the sectoral benchmark, the NGO benchmark and the average 

benchmark are not large. In contrast, if the total average benchmark and individual benchmark 

are plotted together the points are less close to the reference line (45° line), which means that the 

differences between the two benchmarks are larger. The picture also makes clear that the 

difference between benchmark based on individual weights and benchmark based on total 

average weight is more likely to be positive for companies with a high CSR performance than for 
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companies with a low CSR performance. This might indicate that companies with a high CSR 

performance are more aware which aspects of CSR receive a high valuation in their company. As 

a result, they are more able to provide a valuation that is consistent with their performance.  
 
Figure 5.1 NGO benchmark plotted with the total average benchmark 
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Figure 5.2: Individual benchmark plotted with the total average benchmark 
 
Individual  benchmark  
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 Figure 5.3: Sectoral benchmark plotted with the total average benchmark 

 

Finally, the correspondence between the different benchmarks can also be tested by 

econometric correlations between the benchmarks. For this purpose, Table 5.8 presents 

Kendall’s τ and Spearman’s ρ values. The sign of the coefficient indicates the direction of the 

relationship, and its absolute value indicates the strength, with larger absolute values 

indicating stronger relationships. The * in the tables mark the numbers that are significant at a 
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99% confidence interval. In both cases, the outcomes confirm that the total average 

benchmarks, the NGO benchmarks and the sectoral benchmarks are very strongly correlated 

and that the correlation between the individual benchmarks and the other benchmarks is 

smaller. 
 

 Table 5.8 Correlation coefficients 
Kendall’s τ  Individual Total average  NGO Sectoral 

Individual 1.000 0.746* 0.746* 0.741* 

Average 0.746* 1.000 0.950* 0.951* 

Ngo 0.746* 0.950* 1.000 0.936* 

Sectoral 0.741* 0.951* 0.936* 1.000 

Spearman’s ρ  Individual Total average  NGO Sectoral 

Individual 1.000 0.897* 0.899* 0.896* 

Total average 0.897* 1.000 0.995* 0.995* 

NGO 0.899* 0.995* 1.000 0.991* 

Sectoral 0.896* 0.995* 0.991* 1.000 

 

 
6 Summary of the main findings 
 
There are many advantages to benchmarking of corporate social responsibility of companies. For 

example, benchmarking serves transparency. Through benchmarking, companies are given a 

mark for their actions and achievements, which enables stakeholders to judge how responsible a 

specific company is. When a score is constructed, it is much easier for stakeholders to confront 

the company with its actions. This increases its accountability.  

Notwithstanding these and other advantages, benchmarking of CSR is also highly 

criticized because it tends to disregard the complexity of measuring responsible behaviour.  

These problems relate to the assumption that values can be reduced to one dimension (monism) 

and that values are comparable (commensurability). Moreover, benchmarking may disregard of 

intentions of the company or the particular context in which the company operates. Furthermore, 

the estimation of the quality of the company’s CSR efforts may be rather subjective because of 

measurement problems, whereas also the possible lack of control of the company cannot be taken 

into account.  

 

Method 

 

Although we acknowledge that it is impossible to base the benchmark on an absolutely closed 

and in every respect satisfactory argumentation, we feel that these problems do not prevent to 

make deliberate and well-reasoned decisions when constructing an index that summarizes 

information about the CSR efforts of different companies. In order to counter the problems as 

good as possible, we develop a benchmark method with the following characteristics.  
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�  focus on four sectors (construction, retail, chemical sector and financial financial sector) 

in order to improve the comparability in results and test for sector specific contexts. 
�  we use information about 70 concrete aspects which are both related to the effort and 

procedures of the company to foster ethical standards as well as to the results of these 

efforts 
�  we also ask for the company’s opinion about the relevancy of these different aspects of 

CSR (grouped into 40 weights). Also some Non Governmental Organisations (NGOs) 

have been sent this part of the questionnaire in order to know how these organisations 

value the various activities. 
�  we check the answers to the first part of the questionnaire using annual reports and other 

public information. 
�  we develop four alternative benchmarks using weights based respectively on opinions of 

individual companies, sectoral averages, total averaged weights and NGO opinions. Such 

 a component-value strategy, in which the overall value is a weighted sum of its 

component values, can offer a successful solution to the multi-criterion evaluation 

problem if criteria are relevant for the practise to be evaluated. Basing the weights on the 

opinions of the companies and NGO’s is also consistent with principle P6.3 of the 

AA1000 standard which states that the identification of indicators that reflect the 

company’s performance must be based on  the values of the company itself, the opinions 

of stakeholders and the society at large (Jonker, 2000). Comparing the outcomes of the 

alternative methods of weighting enables us to investigate the robustness of the 

benchmark outcomes and investigate the relevance of specific sectoral contexts and 

stakeholder relations. 

 

Transparency 

 

In total we sent 378 questionnaires to the largest Dutch companies in the construction, retail, 

chemical and financial sector. The average response rate was 15 %. This rather low response 

induced our team to try to get more information by investigating public sources. For this purpose, 

we did a major effort. In particular, whereas one member of our staff was full time researching 

annual reports, newspaper articles and Internet sites to detect relevant information, we also asked 

200 third years students of the International Business course to write a paper about CSR efforts of 

one particular company from our sample. We soon found out that it is very hard to obtain 

information from public sources for all the CSR aspects distinguished in our questionnaire. 

Therefore, we concentrated our efforts on a subset of 30 questions for 110 of the most well 

known companies for which we expected that we would be able to find this information.  

 On average, we only found public information for 30% of the 30 questions. This implies 

that it is impossible to benchmark CSR efforts of companies on available public information. 

Comparison of the public information and the information from the questionnaires showed in 20-
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30 % different answers. Analysis of the type of differences showed that in some cases the exact 

meaning of the answer options is too crude. Another explanation is that persons who filled in 

were not fully informed about the actual situation of their company or that the public source does 

not give good information about the actual situation of the company. As our inspection covers a 

limited time, it might well be that we missed some information related to issues in the past. A 

final explanation is that the company did not want to reveal sensitive information in the 

questionnaire, for example about fines for environmental infringements or deceptive promotion 

activities. Another interpretation is that the person who filled in the questionnaire interprets the 

cases different than public sources (like newspapers) do. 

Finally, we found that in several cases the public information gives a more favourable 

picture than the information provided by the company. On average, there seems to be no upward 

or downward bias in the answers. The deviating answers seem to occur arbitrarily across sectors 

and across questions. For that reason, we decided not to adapt the answers filled in by the 

companies themselves on the basis of public resources and conclude that the answers filled in by 

the companies give a reliable picture of the performance of these companies. 

 
Sectoral and average outcomes of the questionnaire 
 
Analysis of the responses show in some cases some clear sectoral patterns of CSR. For example, 

environmental aspects of suppliers are important for the construction and chemical sector, but do 

not receive a high priority in the retail and financial sector. This difference in effort is also 

reflected in the weights. Still, for many aspects we find a high similarity in weights between 

different sectors. For example, all aspects of employee relations are valued with an average 

weight of at least 0.5, except an active dialogue with NGO’s. Of course, NGO’s rate this aspect 

much higher, but for most other aspects the NGO’s view does not differ very much from that of 

the companies.  

 
Outcomes of the benchmark of individual companies 
 
Comparison of the four benchmarks shows that the various weights do not have a strong impact 

on the benchmarks. The ascending order is rather robust. In all sectors, the company receiving the 

highest mark is the same for weights based on the sectoral averages, total averages or NGO’s 

averages. Also the top five in the total ordering of all companies is very robust if these different 

weights are used. This indicates that neither the sectoral context nor specific stakeholder 

perceptions have a major impact on the benchmark results. Only in the case of weights based on 

the individual answers of company, the company receiving the highest mark differs from the 

other methods. Since individual weights are relatively subjective and might be biased to the 

actual performance of companies, the weights based on sectoral averages may provide a more 

reliable guide because it still takes into account the sectoral context, whilst being more inter-

subjective in nature. 
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Furthermore, we find that the average benchmark is lowest in the case of weights based 

on the responses of NGO’s and highest in the case of weights based on the individual responses 

of companies. However, the difference between the average benchmark based on total average 

weights, NGO average weights and sectoral average weights is rather small. This is explained by 

the fact that, although NGO’s are most critical, they nevertheless have quite similar opinions 

about what matters with respect to CSR.  

Finally, we find that, on average, the chemical sector seems to be most professional in 

CSR and the retail companies least professional, whereas the construction and financial sector 

have an intermediate position. This suggests a positive relationship between company size and 

CSR efforts. It also indicates that reputation and actual CSR performance do not necessarily 

coincide. 
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Appendix List of companies that were sent a questionnaire 
 

Table A.1 lists the names of the companies that were sent a questionnaire. The companies that 

responded are marked by a star. 

 

Table A.1 Companies that were sent a questionnaire 
 
Construction 

 
Retail 

 
Chemical sector 

 
Financial 
Financial banks Koninklijke Volker Wessels Stevin 

N.V.* 
Ingka Holding B.V. Koninklijke / Shell Groep ING Bank N.V.* 

Koninklijke Boskalis Westminster 

nv 
Koninklijke Ahold N.V. N.V. Kon. Nederlandsche Petroleum 

Mij. 
Coöp. Centrale Raiffeisen 

Boerenleenbank B.V.* 
Hollandsche Beton Groep nv* Prada Holding N.V. Unilever N.V. ABN AMRO Holding N.V. 
Ballast Nedam N.V. Koninklijke Vendex KBB N.V Du Pont de Nemours (Nederland) De Nederlandsche Bank N.V.* 
Amstelland N.V. Blokker Holding B.V. Warner-Lambert Holland B.V. Fortis Bank Nederland (Holding) 

N.V.* 
Heijmans N.V. Laurus N.V. DSM N.V.* NIB Capital N.V. 
TBI Beheer B.V. WE International B.V.* Akzo Nobel N.V.* nv Bank Nederlandse Gemeenten*

NAGRON Nationaal Grondbezit 

N.V. 
Macintosh Retail Group N.V. International Flavors & Fragnances Nederlandse Waterschapsbank 

N.V.* 
Van Oord Groep N.V. P&C Groep N.V.* Yamanouchi B.V. Van Lanschot NV 
ARCADIS N.V. B.V. Sperwer Holding * Dow Benelux N.V. Achmea Bank Holding N.V. 
Fugro N.V.* Eastbridge N.V. Kuwait Petroleum (Nederland) B.V. Westland/Utrecht Hypotheekbank 

N.V. 
Koninklijke BAM NBM nv Schuitema n.v. Merck Sharp & Dohme B.V. Friesland Bank Holding N.V. 
Grontmij N.V.* Swarovski (Europe) Holding B.V. EVC International N.V. FGH BANK N.V. 
Unidek Beheer B.V.* Free Record Shop Holding B.V. Esso Nederland B.V. Labouchere N.V. = Dexia Bank 
Dura Vermeer Groep NV* IKEA Nederland B.V. Oilinvest (Netherlands) B.V. Achmea Hypotheekbank N.V. 
Strukton Groep nv Mexx Group B.V. ExxonMobil Chemical Holland B.V. Robeco Bank Holding B.V. 
Joh. Mourik & Co. Holding B.V. Nokia Nederland B.V. Solvay Pharmaceuticals B.V. Kempen & Co N.V. = Dexia Bank

Janssen de Jong Groep B.V. Euretco N.V. Sobel N.V. Commerzbank (Nederland) N.V. 
IBC bv Consumentencoöperatie Co-op 

Nederland u.a.* 
Coöp. Verk.- & Prod.ver. 

Aardappelm. & Deriv. ‘AVEBE’ 

B.A. 

ASR Bank N.V. 

De Wekerom B.V. Walstraat Holding B.V.* N.V. W.A. Hoek’s Machine- en 

Zuurstoffabriek 
CenE Bankiers N.V. 

Van Wijnen Holding N.V.* Poiesz Holding B.V. OPG Groep N.V. Delta Lloyd Nuts Ohra 

Bankengroep N.V.* 
Beheermaatschappij A.J. ter 

Steege B.V. 
BSH Huishoud-Elektro B.V. Elf Hydrocarbons Holding B.V. N.V. Bank voor de 

Bouwnijverheid 
Bon Beheer B.V. Hermans Holding B.V. Abbott Holdings B.V. AEGON Bank N.V. 
Vos Groep B.V. Intersafe Holding B.V. Holland Chemical International N.V.KAS BANK N.V. 
J.G. Groothuis Harbrinkhoek Overtoom International B.V. Air Products Holdings B.V. Roparco N.V. 
Moes Bouwbedrijf B.V. Habitat Holding B.V. NORIT N.V. Banque Artesia Nederland N.V. 
Hurks Holding B.V. Otto B.V.* Sigma Coatings B.V. Demir-Halk Bank (Nederland) 

N.V. 
Holding Meulen Bedrijven B.V. Bruna BV Petroplus International B.V. Bank of Tokyo-Mitsubiski 

(Holland) N.V. 
Koopmans Bouwgroep b.v.*� Benno en Guy Leeser Holding 

�

Brocacef Holding N.V.� N.V. De Indonesische 
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B.V.� Overzeese Bank 
Schutte Holding Zwolle B.V.�Neckermann B.V.� Caldic B.V.� United Garanti Bank 

International N.V. 
Holding Van Wanrooij B.V.� Beleggingsmaatschappij Van 

Haren B.V*�
Glaxo Wellcome B.V.� Mizuho Bank Nederland N.V.

Oudenallen Beheer B.V.� Zeeman Groep B.V.� Eurobrom B.V.*� KBC Bank Nederland N.V. 
P.A. van de Raast 
Samenwerkende Bedrijven 
N.V.�

Aldi Ommen B.V.� Atofina Holland Holding B.V.� Finansbank (Holland) N.V. 

Beheermaatschappij Roosdom 
Tijhuis B.V.�

Foot Locker Netherlands 
B.V.Worebo Beheer B.V.�

Trafigura Beheer B.V.� Theodoor Gilissen Bankiers 
N.V.* 

Gebr. Van Kessel Holding 
B.V.�

Audax B.V.*� Henkel Nederland B.V.� Bank Mendes Gans N.V. 
Van Gelder Hattem Beheer 
B.V.�

Resa Beheer B.V.� Cytec Industries B.V.*� Algemene Spaarbank voor 
Nederland ASN N.V. 

Oosterhof-Holman Beheer 
B.V.�

Beter Bed Holding N.V.� Cepsa International B.V.� Triodos Bank N.V. 
Krinkels Holding B.V.*� Benno Beheer Made B.V.� Beiersdorf N.V.*� Canada Trust Bank N.V. 
Gebr. Van de Ven 
Beheermaatschappij B.V.*�

Radio Correct Beheer B.V.� CONDEA Servo B.V.� Tokai Bank Nederland N.V.* 

Gebr. Goldewijk Holding B.V.Brova B.V.� Eurocil Holding B.V.� Koçbank Nederland N.V. 
Beheer Slavenburg’s 
Bedrijven B.V.�

Koninklijke Capi-Lux Holding 
B.V.�

Merck Sharp & Dohme Int. 
Services B.V.�

Levob Bank N.V. 

SBB Bouwgroep B.V.� Aldi Drachten B.V.� AstraZeneca B.V.� The Economy Bank N.V. 
Van der Vorm Beheer B.V.� Aldi Best B.V.� SSM Coal B.V.� Citicorp Investment Bank 

(The Neth.) N.V. 
Giesbers Groep B.V.� McGregor Fashion Group N.V.� SC Johnson Europlant B.V.� Bank of Taiwan (Europe) N.V.

Vastbouw International 
Holding B.V.*�

Harry Cox Beleggingsmij. ’s-
Hertogenbosch B.V.�

Genencor International B.V.*� HSBC Investment Bank 
(Netherlands) N.V. 

Bruil Verenigde Bedrijven 
Ede B.V.�

Beheermaatschappij Van der 
Loo B.V.�

Addax B.V.� CITCO Bank Nederland N.V.

Kanters Holding B.V.� Bata Nederland B.V.� Bayer B.V.� Friesland Bank Securities 
N.V. Hegeman Holding B.V.*� Paragraph II B.V.� Basell Polypropylene B.V.� Van der Hoop Effektenbank 
N.V. SJA Holding B.V.� Jan Ranzijn Beheer B.V� Rhodia Nederland B.V.� Holding Bercoop Groep N.V.*

M.J. de Nijs en Zonen Holding 
BV�

Gebrs. Van Schaijik Houdster 
B.V.�

Kemira Pigments Holding B.V.�Amstgeld N.V. 
Duin Holdings B.V.� Addasta Holding B.V.� Knoll B.V.� Amsterdan Trade Bank N.V. 
Aannemingsmaatschappij 
Friso B.V.�

Aldi Culemborg B.V.� PPG Holdings B.V.� Bank Ten Cate & Cie N.V. 

G&S Holding B.V.� Aldi Roosendaal B.V.� Stauffer Chemical B.V.*� Chang Hwa Commercial Bank 
(Europe) N.V. 

J.W.M. Gardien Holding B.V.*Aldi Zaandam B.V.� Teva Pharmaceuticals Europe 
B.V.�

Thomas Cook Nederland 
B.V.* W.H. Gerritsen Beheer 

Renkum B.V.�
Holdingmaatschapij P.Bakker 
Hillegom B.V.�

Texaco Nederland B.V.� Bank Insinger de Beaufort 
N.V. 

Haegens Holding b.v.� Basilicum B.V.� Thermphos International B.V.� Nedship Bank N.V. 
A. Hak Beheer B.V.� Bever Zwerfsport Holding B.V.�Cooperatieve Nederlandse 

Veterinair Pharmaceutische 
Groothandel U.A.�

Schretlen & Co. N.V. 

H.C. Holding B.V.� De Block's Holding B.V.� Vitol Holding B.V. 
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Heembouw Holding B.V.� Boekhandels Groep Nederland 
b.v.�

Agip International B.V. 
Holdingmaatschappij L. 
Hendriks�

L.E. van Braam Beheer B.V. � AHP Holdings B.V. 
Van den Herik Beheer B.V.*�H. van Bree Beheer 

Valkenswaard B.V.�
Amylum Nederland B.V. 

Hillen & Roosen Groep B.V.� Bristol Holding B.V.� BASF Nederland B.V.* 
Van Hoogevest Groep B.V.� J. Bun Holding B.V.� BP Nederland Holdings B.V. 
HvB Bouwgroep B.V.� Carpet-World B.V.*� Bristol-Myers Squibb Holdings 

B.V. Indubouw B.V.� Coltex Retail Group B.V.� Calpam Int. Petroleum 
Company C.G.H. van Iwaarden Beheer 

B.V.�
Congros Meijers B.V.*� Chemsumma Corporation B.V. 

Jurriens Exploitatiemij B.V.�Cooperatieve Drogisten-
Associatie b.a.�

DuPont Dow Elastomers B.V. 
Kajima Europe B.V.� Cordis Beheer B.V.� Eastman Chemical B.V. 
Klaassen Beheer 
Maatschappij B.V.*�

Drenth Projecten Holding� Ferring B.V. 

B.V. Verenigde Bedrijven van 
de Klok*�

Beheermaatschappij Droogh 
Zoetermeer B.V.�

Genzyme B.V. 

de Kok International B.V.� Eastwick Beheer B.V.� Hercules B.V. 
beheer Koop Tjuchem B.V.� Elysio B.V.� Houghton Europe B.V. 
Kruisstraat Belegging B.V.� Holding Europa Have B.V.*� Hydro Agri Sluiskil B.V. 
 
Kuiper Groep B.V.� Eijerkamp Holding B.V. 
Laudy Bouw Groep B.V.� Edmar Holding B.V. 
Beheermaatschappij Leliveld 
B.V.�

Finhol N.V. 
Li.Re Holding B.V.� Frida Holding B.V. 
Lintzen beheer B.V.� L.Ch.A. Gimbrere BV 
Marloesto Beheer B.V.*� Goedhart Participaties II B.V. 
Mastenbroek beheer B.V.� Goossens Holding B.V. 
Mastum Holding B.V.� De Groot en Slot Beheer B.V. 
Moeskops’ Bouwgroep B.V.� Hans Textiel B.V. 
Aannemersbedrijf Nieuwegein 
B.V.�

H.D.B. Gemeenschappelijk Bezit 
B.V. Holding Nieuwenhuis Rijssen 

B.V.�
J.M. van Heelsbergen Holding 
B.V. A. van Noordenne 

Holdingmaatschappij B.V.*�
De Hoge Dennen Beheer B.V. 

Nijhuis Bouw B.V.� Holdzwem B.V. 
PBO Holding B.V.� Hoogvliet Super B.V. 
Rasenberg beheer B.V.� In Wear Holding & Distributie 

B.V.* Reef Beheer B.V.� inTERGAMMA b.v. 
Reinbouw Groep B.V.� J&W Vastgoed* 
B.V. Bouw- en 
Aanneminsbedrijf Hein 
Schilder�

Kappe international B.V. 

Schouten & de Jong Holding 
B.V.�

De Gebr. Van Kippersluis 
Holding B.V. 

Slokker Holding B.V.� Legcom BV 
Sprangers Nederland B.V.� Holdingmaatschappij maison de 

bonneterie B.V.* 
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Aannemers- en 
Staalconstructiebedr. Aan de 
Stegge B.V.�

Maxwell B.V. 

Van Straten groep B.V.*� Koninklijke Meddens B.V. 
Tangent B.V.� Mikro Electro Beheer B.V. 
Beheer- en 
Beleggingsmaatschappij 
Teerenstra B.V.*�

Holding Mil Durlinger B.V. 

T.N.T. Holding B.V.� Morres Groep B.V. 
Troost Pernis groep B.V.� Nagelpoel II B.V. 
G. Tijhuis Holding B.V.� Oosterik Beheer B.V. 
UBA Holding B.V.� Pearle Trust B.V. 
VBK Beheer B.V.� Portegies Holding B.V. 
B.V. Beheermaatschappij 
VBM�

J.S.M. Rademakers-Broos 
Beheer B.V. 

Verhoeven Bouwgroep B.V.*�Van Rheenen Holding B.V. 
Gebr. Vroom Holding B.V.� Rokla Holding B.V. 
B.V. Aann.mij. V/h Firma 
H.Th. Welling en zonen�

Scheer & Foppen Elektro 
Speciaalzaken B.V. 

H.B. Wijlens Beheer B.V.� J. Schenk Holding B.V. 
ABB Bouwgroep B.V.� Schoenenreus B.V. 
Aduco Holding B.V.� B.V. Schoenmij. ’84 
Alfo Groep G.V.� Holding J.B.G. De Slegte B.V. 
Baas Interholding B.V.� Handelsonderneming Sloeburg 

II B.V. Simon Benus Beheer B.V.*� Modehuis Slot 
Beheermaatschappij B.V. 

Beheermaatschappij J. De 
Boer�

De Stan Holding B.V. 
Boers Holding B.V.� Steps (International) B.V. 
Bot Bouwgroep B.V.*� J.M. van Tilburg Management 

BV* Brands Emmen Holding B.V.�Tracks & Take Off Multitronics 
Holding B.V. 

Breman Topholding B.V.*� B.V. De Twee Gebroeders van 
Venlo Brihold B.V.� Van den Tweel Groep B.V. 

N.V. Holding BVR-Groep� G.J. Verkerk B.V. 
Beleggingsmaatschappij J.M. 
Deurwaarder B.V.�

Verkerk Facilities B.V. 

Bert van der Donk 
Kabelwerken�

C. Ven Vugt B.V. 
B.V. Aannemingsbedrijf 
Dubbers-Malden�

Wibra Beheer B.V. 
 
Holding Henri Witte B.V. 

 


