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1. Introduction

This study is a follow-up study on research that was conducted by the Centre for Business and Professional Ethics in 2007, titled “Ethics Reporting Practices of JSE listed Companies” (hereafter referred to as the 2007 CBPE Report). Whereas the 2007 CBPE Report only surveyed JSE listed companies that were included on the Socially Responsible Investment Index (SRI Index) of the Johannesburg Securities Exchange (JSE), this current study compares a sample of JSE SRI listed companies with non-JSE SRI listed companies, and seeks to benchmark the performance of South African companies against international best practice. The aim of this research is to provide a general overview of the gradually changing landscape of ethics reporting in South Africa. The results will be useful for the ongoing longitudinal surveying of ethics reporting practices (Phase A: annually), as well as more detailed qualitative analysis of companies’ actual ethical performance against reported performance (Phase B: first results to be reported in September 2010). This research may assist business leaders in determining whether their companies are keeping pace with other companies in the industry and if they are conforming to international best practice. It also wants to showcase the growing awareness of business ethics amongst South African companies. 
The 2007 CBPE Report surveyed the annual/sustainability reports of JSE companies that were listed on the SRI index in order to answer the following questions:
-
On what particular aspects do companies tend to report?

-
Is there a general trend to the kind of ethics reporting that takes place? 

-
With how much detail and thoroughness is ethics reported on in the annual and/or   sustainability reports of these companies?

These questions were answered by considering the following: 

(i) Whether ‘ethics’ or related concepts like ‘integrity’ or ‘moral’ appear in the reports at all. 

(ii) Whether a code of conduct or ethics is mentioned in the report and how detailed the discussion of the code is.

(iii) Whether there was ‘minimal reporting’ (less than one paragraph) or ‘substantial reporting’ (more than one paragraph).

Adapted versions of these three considerations have been retained in this follow-up study, with the following changes: We still considered whether ‘ethics codes’ are specifically mentioned in the annual/sustainability report, but in addition whether it is publicly available on the companies’ websites. A further development is that we wanted to assess the content of these codes by measuring it against certain important benchmarks (see criteria in this report).

The arbitrary categories of ‘minimal’ and ‘substantial’ reporting are not included in this study. Instead, it was decided to compare various models of sustainability reporting both internationally and locally, and to compile a list of criteria on governance and ethics that emerge as salient in all of these reporting models (see methodology in this report).
2.

Literature review
Although social and ethical accounting, auditing and reporting (SEAAR) has been around for a number of decades, it has only recently become an established practice within South African companies. It is important to understand its emergence as an essential part of the business ethics landscape. SEAAR can be seen as a natural response to certain developments within the field of corporate social responsibility. In his analysis of the development of the corporate social responsibility movement, William C. Frederick (2006) points out that the more philosophical corporate social responsibility (CSR1) movement of the 1960’s gave way to the corporate social responsiveness movement (CSR2) in the 1970’s. CSR2 moved away from questions around why CSR is necessary to how it should be pursued. It focused on the tools, techniques, organizational structures and behavioral systems that responsive companies should have in place, and initiated empirical research into business-and-society issues (Frederick, 2006: 43).  
Another branch of business ethics that played an important role in the development of corporate reporting is the series of governance failures and business ethics scandals that hit corporations all over the world in the late 1990’s and early 2000’s. Internationally, stricter governance legislation and regulation emerged to protect the public against accountability failures. The USA government signed the Sarbanes-Oxley Act into law in 2002 which introduced legislative changes also pertaining to corporate governance regulation (Sarbanes-Oxley Forum, 2008). The objective of the Act is “to protect investors by improving the accuracy and reliability of corporate disclosures made pursuant to the securities law” (Sarbanes-Oxley Forum, 2008). The Act followed in the wake of high profile scandals like Enron. Section 406 of the Act requires public companies to disclose whether or not they have a code of ethics in place for their senior financial officers, and if not, to formally account for the lack thereof (Manatt Memorandum, 2003:1). The US Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) adopted a broadened version of the rules of the Act in 2003, which pertains not only to senior financial officers, but also to principal executive officers (Manatt Memorandum, 2003:2). The New York Stock Exchange (NYSE), Nasdaq and the American Stock Exchange proposed additional regulations for codes of ethics. The NYSE and Nasdaq have proposed rules to the SEC that require all listed companies to have implemented codes of ethics that apply to employees at all levels (Wilson, Sonsini, Goodrich & Rosati, 2003:3). It is unclear whether or not the SEC has adopted these proposals. 
As a result of the ethical failures and the regulatory responses to the lack of accountability that existed, governance and ethics management movements within the business ethics environment gained resilience and soon joined the CSR movements in demanding more accountable corporate reporting. The goal was to hold companies accountable beyond their performance on the financial bottom-line. The result was the emergence of the notion on “sustainability” reporting, which employed the term Triple Bottom-Line (TBL) to refer to the criteria that companies should comply with in order to be able to claim sustainability. It required that companies meet certain basic governance and ethics criteria and that reporting is done on three areas of performance, namely Social, Environmental and Economic.
Subsequently, the Global Reporting Initiative Guidelines (G3) emerged as one of the most well-known and commonly utilized sustainability reporting models, for disclosing a company’s TBL performance. Research demonstrates that the GRI is one of the primary ways in which firms select the content of their corporate responsibility reports (40% of the G250). The Global Compact emerged as the most prevalent source of principles governing sustainability practice. The GRI and the Global Compact subsequently developed partnerships and they refer to each other as best practice models – the Global Compact being the aspirational set of principles to subscribe to, and the GRI the best reporting model to use in reporting on how these principles are put to practice (University of Amsterdam and KPMG Global Sustainability Services, 2005). 
In this study we therefore relied very strongly on the G3 guidelines for reporting. Since our expertise at the CBPE is focused on business ethics and corporate governance, we will focus on the criteria that the G3 indicates as important in terms of governance and ethics. We will not be commenting on the specific social, environmental and economic performance indicators that the GRI and the JSE SRI Index prescribe.
 We will however also explore how the G3’s governance and ethics criteria are echoed in local South African governance and ethics guidelines, such as the King Reports (King II & the new draft King III) as well as the JSE listing requirements and the JSE SRI Index requirements.

The GRI’s specific goals, as stated in the Guidelines document, offer report formats to account for sustainability; assist corporations in presenting a balanced picture of their organisation to stakeholders; promote the comparability of corporate sustainability reports; stimulate benchmarking and the verifiable assessment of sustainability performance; and facilitation of stakeholder engagement. The GRI claims to enable the kind of transparency that will increasingly become the expected norm in stakeholder relations, investment decisions and other market relations. In order to foster this kind of transparency, the GRI wants to provide “a globally shared and widely understood framework of concepts, consistent language and agreed metrics for communicating clearly and transparently about sustainability”.
 To create the context for this kind of transparency and accountability, the G3 requires certain ‘Standard Disclosures’. It is in these sections of the G3 that one encounters the criteria for good governance, codes of ethics and policy environments, stakeholder engagement and the endorsement of initiatives such as the Global Compact. 
There are clear areas of consensus and overlap between the GRI and local initiatives such as King II (and the recent draft version of King III), the JSE general listing requirements and the SRI Index requirements. The JSE implemented new listing requirements that came into effect in 2003. The new regulations included specific requirements in terms of corporate governance with regards to the composition of the board of directors, the disclosure of directors’ remuneration and related issues (Grant Thorton Website). The JSE SRI Index requirements are even more specific as they indicate clearly what should be included in a company’s code of conduct. We have decided to develop a comprehensive set of criteria on ethics and governance as it emerges from the areas of consensus that exist between these three models (GRI, JSE general listing requirements and JSE SRI Index requirements), and in particular those more detailed criteria on codes within the JSE SRI Index requirements. We believe this set of criteria presents a decent core of best practice standards for governance and ethics reporting. However, it is acknowledged that there are more sophisticated ethics management models and interventions focused on improving corporate cultures. For instance, ethics management practices such as training, awareness raising, ethics officers and cultural audits have emerged as standard best practice in the US and elsewhere.
 Though some companies have already embarked on such initiatives, reporting on these practices is still in its infancy. In the near future one would want to see criteria such as these included in corporate reporting.
Researchers like Rob Gray (1991) argue that sustainability reporting has become an essential part of a well-functioning democracy. However, there are sceptics who seem to believe that this is misleading, if not harmful, to employ concepts like TBL. Norman and MacDonald (2004) for instance argue that what is sound about the TBL is not novel, and what is novel, is not sound. It is not the purpose of our research to respond to these criticisms of TBL reporting. Rather, we aim to highlight the best practice standards that emerge from these models to evaluate the extent to which companies comply with such standards (Phase A), and finally to be able to evaluate their real performance against their reported performance (Phase B).

3.

Methodology
In Phase A of this study a checklist comparison was done on annual and/or sustainability reports. The GRI Profile Disclosures on Governance, Commitments and Engagement; the JSE listing requirements and the JSE SRI selection criteria were used as criteria. A comprehensive set of criteria on ethics and governance was developed from the areas of consensus between the three models, particularly the detailed criteria on codes within the JSE SRI Index requirements. This provided 10 central reporting criteria of which some have sub-sections, resulting in a total of 22 items.
The sample universe consisted of all companies listed on the JSE main board market. Initially the listed companies were divided into strata according to industry sectors similar to those of the KPMG “International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2005” (refer to Table 1). An equal amount of non-SRI listed companies from each sector was randomly selected to match the amount of SRI listed companies in each sector. The total sample consisted of 114 companies. Then every third (or rounded to the highest closest equivalent) of the companies from each sector was randomly selected from the SRI listed group (n=25) as well as from the non-SRI listed group (n=25), making the final sample total n=50.

	Table 1 – Strata according to industry sector

	SECTOR
	SRI- listed companies included in sample (n)
	Non-SRI listed companies included in sample (n)
	Total

	a.
	Financial Services, Insurance, Investment and Securities
	7
	7
	14

	b.
	Engineering, Construction, Mining, Metals and Natural Resources
	6
	6
	12

	c.
	Transport and Machinery
	1
	1
	2

	d.
	Pharmaceuticals and Medical Services
	2
	2
	4

	e.
	Human Resources and Education
	1
	1
	2

	f.
	Food and Beverage
	1
	1
	2

	g.
	Electronics, Telecommunications, IT & Software
	2
	2
	4

	h.
	Retail
	1
	1
	2

	i. 
	Forestry, Pulp and Paper 
	2
	2
	4

	j.
	Energy Oil and Gas
	2
	2
	4


3.1 Checklist analysis of Annual Reports, Sustainability Reports and Websites
The most recent annual/sustainability report that was available on each company’s website during the first two weeks of September 2008, and the official website of each company, was used to obtain information relevant to this study. Previous studies in the field of business ethics that relied solely on information provided in annual/sustainability reports are the Zeghal and Ahmed study on corporate social and environmental reporting in 1990, the Faure and de Villiers study on employee-related disclosures in corporate annual reports in 2004, as well as the King II Report recommendations. It was pointed out in the 2007 CBPE Report that annual/sustainability reports are the most important public documents published by companies, and although they do not reflect the ethics of an organization perfectly, they may be expected to provide a first impression of a company’s ethical climate (2007:3). 
In Phase B of this study in-depth qualitative content analysis will be done on a further sample to determine the measure of ethical practices of selected JSE and JSE SRI listed companies. In future years, partnerships may also be developed with institutes that have expertise in evaluating social and environmental indicators in order to enable a full evaluation of companies’ complete sustainability reporting.
3.2
Analysis criteria
Companies’ compliance with best practice in terms of ethics reporting, can be described in four basic clusters of criteria: (1) Governance Practices, (2) Legal Compliance, (3) Code Existence, Accessibility and Comprehensiveness; and (4) Stakeholder Engagement.
The extent of the companies’ commitment to reporting on ethics and good governance was determined on the basis of how well they complied with best practice standards in ethical reporting in each of these four areas. Over time, a certain consensus emerged regarding the indicators of sound governance and ethics management and these were included in international standards such as the Global Reporting Initiative’s G3 document, which was also endorsed by King II. The JSE SRI Index requirements echo and support these governance and ethics standards, and include more detailed specifications regarding the desired content of an organization’s code of conduct. For this study, information was therefore gathered on the combined criteria of the GRI Profile Disclosures on Governance, Commitments and Engagement; the JSE listing Requirements and the JSE SRI Selection Criteria. Though by no means exhaustive in terms of all ethics management practices and tools that are available, these criteria form a benchmark in terms of how well companies are doing in terms of minimum ethical reporting.
The criteria include:

3.1. Structure of the board of directors 
3.2. Differentiation between Chair and CEO
3.3. Indication of the number of Non-Executive directors and how many are independent

3.4. Mention of qualifications of board of directors
3.5. Mention of a code existence and minimum content. The following criteria are JSE SRI specific – it states that codes should include:
3.5.1. Prohibition of giving and/or receiving bribes

3.5.2. Prohibition of facilitation payments

3.5.3. Guidelines on receiving gifts

3.5.4. Guidelines on political donations

3.5.5. Conflict of Interest - is policy mentioned, and does a checklist exist (or do the provisions exist outside of code)
3.5.6. Prohibition of money laundering

3.5.7. Reference to anti-competitive practices

3.6. Reference to whistle-blowing and/or a hotline 
3.7. Commitment stated towards legal and/or regulatory compliance
3.7.1. Reference to specific legislation, for example King II or certain Acts

3.8. Endorsement of any of the following eight global corporate citizenship initiatives (also referred to as the ‘Global Eight’):
3.8.1. ILO Conventions
3.8.2. OECD Guidelines

3.8.3. ISO 14001

3.8.4. GRI

3.8.5. SA 8000
3.8.6. AA1000

3.8.7. Global Sullivan Principles

3.8.8. Global Compact

3.8.9. Mention of any other
3.9. Reference to Industry and/or Professional Associations

3.10. Stakeholder Feedback Mechanisms such as AGM for shareowners, staff forums, open days and opinion option on website
3.10.1. List of stakeholders other than shareowners, including environment 
3.10.2. Explanation of stakeholder list such as the impact of the company’s operations on each stakeholder group
3.10.3. Approaches to stakeholder engagement such as newsletters, magazines, website and other means for stakeholders to give feedback
3.10.4. Reflection of stakeholder issues 
4.

Research results

4.1 Overall results on the various criteria
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It is very encouraging that out of the total of 22 criteria, the SRI companies in the Energy, Oil and Gas sector addressed an average of 17.5 criteria. SRI companies in the Electronics, Telecommunications, IT and Software as well as the Food and Beverage sectors addressed an average of 15 criteria. Overall, non-SRI companies in those sectors addressed much fewer of the criteria than their SRI counterparts.  Of note is the Financial Services, Insurance, Investment and Securities sector. Although the SRI companies in this sector averaged a total of 13.43 out of the 22 criteria, two of the companies in the sample met an encouraging19 out of the 22 criteria.  There are however cases where SRI listed companies did even worse than their non-SRI counterparts. This is for instance the case in the Pharmaceutical industry.
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4.2
Governance
In terms of general governance structures, SRI companies seem to be doing relatively well in terms of complying with best practice. Nearly all SRI listed companies disclose their Board Structure (96%), indicate that the Chair of the Board and CEO roles are split (96%), indicate the existence of Non-Executive Directors on the Board (96%), and mention the Qualifications of Board members (88%). 
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Non-SRI companies are largely compliant with best practice in terms of disclosing their board structure (96%) and including non-executive directors (96%). Interestingly, more non-SRI than SRI companies mention their Board’s qualifications (96%). The reason may be that there is a certain “appeal to authority” operative in the absence of more detailed sustainability reporting in the case of non-SRI companies. However a smaller percentage of non-SRI companies (82%) reported a split between the Chair of the Board and the CEO. 

From these results it becomes evident that most South African companies are in line with international best practice when it comes to the basic governance protocols. However, in the case of non-SRI companies, it is disconcerting that 18% still don’t separate the roles of the Chair of the Board and the CEO. This is one of the most basic requirements to ensure proper accountability and oversight.
4.3
Codes of Conduct

4.3.1 Accessibility of Codes 
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A previous study by KPMG, the “2006 Survey of Integrated Sustainability Reporting Practices and Conduct” surveyed 141 JSE listed companies and reported that 20% of companies did not refer to codes of ethics, which was an improvement since 2004, when more that half of the annual reports did not mention codes of ethics (CBPE Report 2007:1). These figures are not directly comparable to the results of this study, since the methodologies of the studies differ, but it may indicate that references to codes of ethics in annual reports are increasing. This hypothesis can be tested in further research. The 2007 CBPE study reported that all the SRI listed companies mentioned a code of conduct in their annual or sustainability reports (2007:5). Our current study found that the trend towards the adoption of codes has continued as 96% of SRI companies and 80% of non-SRI companies state that they have codes.
It is important to note that the mere existence of a code does not meet the accountability requirements of international best practice in reporting. These codes must be accessible and include guidelines relevant to the context within which the company operates. In the present study, we found that though the majority of companies have codes, it is not so easy to access them, or to verify their content. The majority of companies surveyed in our recent study did not include their complete code of conduct/ethics in either their annual or sustainability reports. However, a large number did list some of the topics in their codes. A number of these companies provided references to their website for access to the code, but in some of the cases the code could not be found. In general it is easier to access the code when there is a search option on the website, but in isolated cases even then the code could not be found. A substantial percentage of companies did mention the existence of a code, but did not provide any information on its content or to where it could be accessed. This is disconcerting as it indicates that there is no real attempt to make stakeholders aware of the companies’ values and ethical commitments, and hence, accountability is undermined.
4.3.2

Code content (topics mentioned or discussed in available codes)
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Our research shows that although 96% of SRI listed companies possess a code of conduct, the content of these codes are varied. In terms of the SRI index guidelines, codes should at least contain prohibitions on receiving bribes or facilitation payments, guidelines on receiving gifts and giving political donations, conflict of interest, money laundering and anti-trust prohibitions. The research result in terms of code content was disappointing. Less than half of the available codes
 of the SRI companies we studied have provisions against bribery (48%). Around a third (32%) included guidelines on receiving gifts. Less than a third (28%) included conflict of interest provisions. Only a fifth of the codes prohibited facilitation payments and included statements on political donations. Equally few codes (20%) address the importance of avoiding anti-competitive practices. Nearly no codes (4%) addressed the issue of money laundering. 
In the case of non-SRI companies, code existence is slightly lower, yet the vast majority (80%) of companies do have a code of conduct. When one starts to compare the content of these codes to those of the SRI listed companies, it becomes clear that codes of non-SRI companies are of a much lower quality. Only 4% of these codes include provisions on bribery and anti-competitive practices, none of them say anything about facilitation payments or money laundering. Only 8% comment on gifts and political donations. Only 16% of the codes contain provisions of conflict of interest. Given the anti-trust violations and the abuses of conflicts of interest in South Africa’s recent past, these omissions are quite disappointing. 

In some cases (40% of SRI companies and 32% of non-SRI companies), a conflict of interest policy exists outside the framework of the code of conduct. Though this is certainly preferable to having no conflict of interest provisions at all, the problem is that it does not place the provisions within the principled framework of the code. As such, it becomes a mere compliance exercise to declare one’s conflicts of interest, without understanding why it is ethically problematic. It is also still extremely disconcerting that less that half of all companies have such provisions. What this may suggest is that many companies have other policies (such as money-laundering, anti-trust etc.) that are not mentioned in their code or any of their reports.
It is clear that although companies accept the need to have a code, very few codes contain the content required to give employees guidance on some of the most pressing ethical issues that they face in the South African context. Especially the lack of guidelines on how to deal with conflicts of interest, anti-competitive practices, and gifts, is of huge concern in a country where these problems have been the cause of many ethical failures in the past. 
4.4
Relevant compliance aspects
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All SRI companies (100%) state that they comply with the regulatory mechanisms that apply to their industry. Amongst non-SRI companies, the level of compliance is equally high (96%). This indicates that all companies are very concerned with legal compliance and the mitigation of legal risk. Also, it is interesting to note that the larger majority (84%) endorse global principles and codes of a more aspirational nature. It seems as if South African companies overall have a high level of awareness of these international initiatives. Endorsement of the global initiatives may play an important part in building investment trust. Further research would be required on the level of application of these initiatives in practice. It is important that endorsement of these initiatives go beyond lip-service. However, we will only be able to judge this after phase B of this project.
A more disappointing finding is that only 36% of SRI companies state that they comply with those industry or professional association codes of conduct relevant to their business. This may place professionals in commerce and industry in situations where their professional ethics are in conflict with the demands of the business environment, leading to ethical failures.
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The lack of whistle-blowing provisions is also cause for concern. Only 60% of SRI companies report that they have a whistle-blowing line, and in the case of non-SRI companies the percentage of companies that have such a facility is a mere 20%. This means that the vast majority of employees in South Africa’s corporate environment do not have access to a confidential reporting mechanism. However, companies may defend themselves against this charge by arguing that there are other avenues available, like the Primedia Crime-line initiative to provide a confidential reporting mechanism.
4.5
Stakeholder engagement
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One important area where reporting on practice is thin or minimal, is in terms of stakeholder relations. SRI index companies provide substantially better reporting on their ‘lists of stakeholders’ and ‘stakeholder feedback mechanisms’ than non-SRI listed companies. Most companies in the sample report on their ‘approaches to stakeholder engagement’, but only 32% of SRI listed companies provide any information on ‘stakeholder issues’. Stakeholder categories that have been indicated remain very broad and in very few cases are specific groups listed. In the case of non-SRI listed companies, the compliance figures drop significantly. Only 12% of non-SRI companies have a stakeholder engagement mechanism and list their stakeholders. Very few companies explain their selection of stakeholders (32% of SRI companies and 0% of non-SRI companies). In terms of the criterion that companies should explain their stakeholder approach, compliance is much higher where 80% of SRI companies explain their stakeholder approaches and a surprising 72% of non-SRI companies do so as well. However, in most cases the platforms for interaction mentioned refer to annual reports and websites, which indicates that real interaction with stakeholders is not sought, nor are challenges to stakeholder approaches tolerated. 
Around a third of SRI companies reflect on their stakeholder issues, but no non-SRI companies do so. There is a clear incongruence here, since the processes and mechanisms that are reported on are aimed towards identifying and managing stakeholder relations, yet the actual issues are not reported on. If the stakeholder issues were reported on more comprehensively the report would present a more balanced and fair view of the impacts of commercial activity on affected stakeholders. It seems obvious that there should be a relationship between a company’s status as a socially responsible company and the level of its stakeholder engagement. The question that remains however is why only 32% of SRI listed companies reflect on their stakeholder issues. Surely all socially responsible companies should do so?
5.
Conclusions 
The trend in reporting is to cover the most basic levels of corporate governance requirements and regulatory compliance. Companies seem to closely follow the JSE listing requirements, meet legal expectations and endorse international standards. The mentality seems to be one of minimalist compliance. As soon as one delves deeper into the actual content of codes, or the existence of support structures such as whistle-blowing lines, compliance dwindles. 
In general, it is clear that companies that claim to be socially responsible (SRI companies), comply more fully with all of the governance and ethics requirements. The problem however is that in some cases, such as basic governance requirements and endorsements of global initiatives, SRI companies do only marginally better than non-SRI listed companies. There are however some areas where SRI companies perform much better than non-SRI companies. The content of their codes are vastly better than non-SRI companies. Also, the level of their stakeholder engagement is at least three times as high as that of non-SRI companies. 
In general, the codes of companies that have listed them seem to lie on either one of two extreme poles. In some cases guidance on certain very specific issues are provided, whilst other issues are neglected. This is mostly due to the lack of contextual placement of these codes within a framework of the company’s conception of their general social responsibilities. This leads to a prescriptive ethic of “don’ts”.  However, where “don’ts” are not provided, no context for creative ethical decision making can be found. In other cases some very vague and broad principles were propagated, with no reference to how this applies to specific moral issues that might arise. In other words, here we find an aspirational ethic of what social role the company would like to play/be seen as playing, with little guidance on how this could actually be achieved. In future, one would like to see a movement towards integration of these two crucial aspects of company codes of ethics.

There is a great need for more proactive and values-driven reporting, coupled with a sound policy environment. Most companies seem to do the bare minimum to satisfy compliance requirements. Certain important elements of proper ethics management, such as access to whistle-blowing structures, and proper guidance on crucial ethical issues such as conflict of interest and the acceptance of gifts, is long overdue.

The high visual quality of the majority of reports was striking. The text of these reports was supplemented, and in some cases perhaps overpowered, by an abundance of aesthetically pleasing photographs and visual designs. This could be attributed to the growing visual awareness of our age or perhaps to the need for companies to set themselves apart in creative ways, due to ever increasing levels of competition. However, one might suspect that in many cases the visual element serves as a distraction from substantial and credible content. This was certainly the impression created in some cases.
A second phase to this research is crucial before any conclusive statements can be made regarding ethical reporting in South Africa. A more qualitative analysis of report content and quality, as prescribed in the G3 principles for sustainability reporting, is needed. This will require that the materiality, stakeholder inclusiveness, sustainability context, accuracy, completeness, reliability, comparability, clarity, accuracy, timeliness, and balanced nature of information be verified and evaluated. In order to determine real performance versus reported performance, a much more qualitative analysis, which will require consulting additional sources outside the company report, will be necessary.
A limitation of the present study is that it focused only on ethics and governance criteria. Future studies will have to provide a more comprehensive evaluation of the content of sustainability reports by including an analysis of economic, social and environmental performance indicators. This will have to be done in partnership with other experts at the University of Pretoria. Only then will it become possible to evaluate companies’ sustainability reporting and performance on all of the aspects which constitute the TBL. The governance and ethics requirements create an important framework, but more detail is required before any final statements can be made about the value of sustainability reporting in South Africa.
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�  We will be partnering with experts in these areas to extend the reach of our research on these aspects in 2010


� G3 at � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalreporting.org" ��www.globalreporting.org�








� See the US Federal Sentencing Guidelines, which include 7 steps for ethics management, plus new provisions on the Board’s responsibility for inculcating a culture of ethical compliance within corporations.


� “Available” codes here include both those codes that were fully accessible as well as reports that listed the topics to be found in their code, but did not make the code as such available.
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