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Abstract

Purpose — The paper aims to explore the effect of stakeholder pressure on the disclosure of key performance
indicators (KPIs) and the patterns of this disclosure in large public interest entities (PIES).

Design/methodology/approach — The study is based on the content analysis of the disclosures
provided by 169 large (PIEs) operating in Poland in 2019. The data was hand-collected from the
companies’ non-financial statements. The research hypotheses were empirically tested with the use of
linear regression.

Findings — The explanation for the disclosure of KPIs can be found in stakeholder theory,
operationalized by stakeholder pressure linked to industry. In line with the expectations, business-
related KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in industries with high pressure from investors,
environment-related KPIs are presented by companies operating in environmentally sensitive
industries and companies operating in industries with high pressure from employees disclose society-
related KPIs. According to the results of the study, reporting on employee-related KPIs is accompanied
by environmental and social KPI disclosures.

Originality/value — The study contributes to the literature on corporate non-financial disclosures as it
provides new insights into non-financial KPI disclosures in a new and relatively unexplored institutional
setting established by the Directive 2014/95/EU. While researchers recognize the stakeholders’ environmental
and social concerns, there is nevertheless a lack of understanding of their implications for KPIs in measuring
social practice. The research fills that gap by addressing the specific impact of different stakeholder groups on
the disclosure of KPIs.
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1. Introduction

Traditional financial statements include historical financial data relating to companies’
financial positions and results of operations. Despite the obvious usefulness of such
disclosures, they do not present the whole picture of the company’s performance. Making
money for shareholders is no longer perceived as the company’s only goal (Gray ef al., 2017),
and concepts such as corporate social responsibility (CSR) or sustainable development have
gained momentum as inescapable issues for business (Lisi, 2015). Companies face pressures
from stakeholders to operate in line with these concepts and to disclose more information
about how they perform in this regard (Welbeck, 2017). Therefore, they need to become more
proactive, transparent and future-oriented in their measuring and reporting of CSR-related
activities (Burnett and Hansen, 2008; Perego and Hartmann, 2009).

The rising importance of the CSR notion has led to significant institutional changes in the
corporate reporting landscape. In 2018, large public interest entities (PIEs [1]) in the European
Union (EU) ended the first reporting season under the new requirements of the Directive 2014/95/
EU. With the introduction of the Directive, non-financial disclosures were officially included
within the scope of corporate reporting (EU, 2014b; Dumay ef al, 2019; Andrades Pefia and Jorge,
2019). As La Torre et al. (2018) argue, the Directive has two key objectives: one is to make non-
financial information comparable across the EU and the other is to enhance corporate
accountability through mandatory non-financial reporting. According to the new law, large PIEs,
with an average of 500 employees or more, are required to prepare a non-financial statement
containing information about their practices with regard to environmental matters, social and
employee-related issues, respect for human rights and anti-corruption and bribery. In 2017, the
European Commission (EC) adopted the non-binding guidelines on non-financial reporting to help
companies to disclose non-financial information in a relevant, useful, consistent and more
comparable manner (EC, 2017). Article 1 of the Directive states that the non-financial disclosures
must include information on non-financial key performance indicators (KPIs) relevant to the
particular business (EU, 2014b). As noted in the EC guidelines, “users of information tend to
greatly appreciate quantitative information as it helps them measure progress, check consistency
over time and draw comparisons” (EC, 2017, p. 13).

Given the fact that social and environmental impacts are difficult to express in monetary
terms, KPIs provide an opportunity to capture them in the form of indicators that can be
conveniently used by stakeholders. The lack of strict regulation or a list of the KPIs, which
have to be disclosed, makes it possible for the companies to decide for themselves which
KPIs to disclose and how to do it to make them transparent and relevant for the
stakeholders. Parmenter (2015, p. 7) defines KPIs as “those indicators that focus on the
aspects of organizational performance that are the most critical for the current and future
success of the organization”. KPIs are used to:

« monitor compliance with external regulations and standards;
« facilitate social decision-making by managers; and

» provide information about social and environmental activities and performance for
stakeholders (Henri and Journeault, 2010).

KPIs, which complement narrative non-financial disclosures, allow the corporate non-
financial performance to be presented quantitatively and more comparably. However, their
selection and disclosure might pose significant challenges, especially for these PIEs, which
have just started to provide non-financial information.

While there is a significant amount of research on firms’ external CSR reporting practices
in general, relatively little is known about the use of KPIs and how it is influenced by the



corporate stakeholders (Givoly et al., 2019). Therefore, the aim of our study is to explore the
effect of stakeholder pressure on the disclosure of KPIs and patterns of this disclosure in the
researched companies. We use the managerial branch of stakeholder theory as the basis for
this paper and the study because this theory provides an explanation of why companies
engage in CSR and provide related non-financial disclosures (Ditlev-Simonsen and Wenstep,
2013; Nielsen and Thomsen, 2007; Miles, 2019). It is also seen as an adequate framework for
their evaluation (Snider et al, 2003). According to the stakeholder theory, the corporate
decision to disclose particular KPIs should be primarily focused on the information needs of
stakeholders. At the same time, the selection of the KPIs are influenced by the industry in
which a company operates (Gamerschlag et al., 2011; Ho and Taylor, 2007; Pérez et al., 2015;
Prado-Lorenzo et al., 2009). In our approach, we follow Fernandez-Feijoo et al (2013), who
created four categories of industries based on the pressure of four main groups of
stakeholders (customers, employees, environment and investors) to study the relationship
between these groups and KPI disclosures.

We have analysed the KPI disclosures of 169 large PIEs operating in Poland with the use
of the binary disclosure index. This approach is often used in social science and shows
whether an item is present or absent (Beattie ef al,, 2004). The index takes a value of “1” (the
information is available) or “0” (the information is not available) (Raffournier, 2006;
Michelon et al., 2014; Garanina and Dumay, 2017; Hummel et al., 2017; Beske et al., 2020).
The data was hand-collected from the companies’ non-financial statements published in
2019. Further, we use the linear regression analysis to test the research hypotheses. The
study findings indicate that sample companies provide a variety of non-financial indicators.
The research confirms the importance of employees and investors as pressure groups for
disclosing the KPIs related to social matters and business operations, respectively. In line
with our expectations, environment-related KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in
environmentally sensitive industries (ESI), in which the stakeholders’ awareness of the
environmental issues is significant. Interestingly, there is a correlation between social,
employee and environmental KPI disclosures. In other words, the companies that disclose
KPIs related to environmental and social issues, intensely use the KPIs to report on
employee matters.

This study provides new insights into non-financial KPI disclosures in a new and
relatively unexplored institutional setting, thus contributing to the CSR literature (Lisi, 2018;
Chang et al, 2014; Arvidsson, 2011; Nielsen et al, 2017). Despite the stakeholders’
environmental and social concerns, there has been scant evidence as to when and how
stakeholders’ pressures matter for the non-financial KPI disclosures measuring their social
practice (Thomson, 2007). Thus, our study widens the stakeholder’s perspective by
addressing the specific impact of different stakeholder groups on the disclosure of KPIs
(Fernandez-Feijoo et al, 2013; Lisi, 2018). It may be interesting for the governmental
agencies, national accounting associations, standard-setters and managers as an incentive to
take a proactive approach to improve the quality of KPI disclosures provided by the large
PIEs and develop a holistic system of CSR measurement aligned with the stakeholder’s
information needs.

More specifically, as regard the EU regulation environment, our study findings support the
claim that there is a need to better align the practices of companies in the field of non-financial
KPI reporting. The identified relations in the current corporate KPI disclosures allow us to state
that they are not random and that the similarities between them are stakeholder-driven. What
is more, we are able to state that environmental and social disclosures trigger employee
disclosures. Therefore, all initiatives aimed at enhancing the quality of environmental and
social disclosures within the EU should be supported. Given the fact, that the environmental
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disclosures, in particular related to climate change risk, are gaining special attention from the
regulators and other institutions, their expected positive influence on other reporting would be
beneficial for the whole reporting process. In our opinion, the EU should follow the path
initiated in the EC's Guidelines on reporting climate-related information issued in 2019 (EC,
2019), which proposes a clear set of climate change-related KPIs that might be disclosed by all
companies. As a next step, a similar set of guidelines could be proposed by the EC as regard
corporate social disclosures.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 presents the main guidelines concerning non-
financial KPI disclosures. Section 3 offers a review of the relevant literature, defines the
research gap and develops the research hypotheses. The empirical study design is presented
in Section 4, with particular focus on the sample, data collection and methodology, as well as
the variables used in the regression model. Subsequently, the research findings are
discussed in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 offers concluding remarks, information on the
study’s limitations and an indication as to future research possibilities.

2. Non-financial key performance indicators disclosure

While presenting non-financial disclosures, including KPIs, companies may follow various
reporting frameworks such as Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Standards, ISO 26000 or UN
Global Compact. The study of Bradley and Botchway (2018) highlights the discretionary
nature of CSR reporting, revealing considerable variance in the KPIs disclosed. According to
Arvidsson (2011), for the corporate-disclosure process regarding KPIs to function efficiently,
action should be undertaken not only by management teams but also by policymakers and
financial market regulators. The response to this is the EU initiative and the publication of
the Directive 2014/95/EU, as well as EC guidelines. However, both documents provide only
general instructions on the matter. In line with the comments obtained during the public
consultations that preceded the publication of the guidelines by the EC, the document
identifies key principles as regard KPI disclosures, provides for flexibility of exercising
judgment by companies and makes reference to other frameworks. The initial idea to
include a comprehensive list of KPIs in the EC guidelines was less strongly supported by the
respondents participating in the consultations. Especially companies and business
organizations suggested that it would not be appropriate to include such a list. As a result,
the EC guidelines are very flexible, and they stress that KPIs should reflect the specific
circumstances in which the companies operate and be closely related to the metrics used for
internal management and risk assessment processes. Therefore, there are KPIs that might
be relevant for almost all companies, but there are others that will be suitable only for issues
and circumstances of a given industry [2].

A company should disclose those KPIs which are “necessary to understand its development,
performance, position and impact of its activity” (EC, 2017, p. 13), and these disclosures must
take into consideration “the information needs of investors and other stakeholders” (EC, 2017,
p. 13). KPIs should be material, and they need to provide a fair and balanced view to provide
stakeholders with information that is relevant, transparent and useful.

As stressed by the EC guidelines, KPI disclosures should fulfill the information needs of
stakeholders. According to the literature, the use of non-financial KPIs for a wide variety of
decision-making and control purposes can act as an intervening variable among business
motivations, perceived stakeholder pressures and top management’s environmental
commitment on the one hand and environmental and economic performance on the other (Lisi,
2015). Management’s social commitment is positively associated with KPI use (Arvidsson,
2011; Lisi, 2015). However, it is also external pressures from such stakeholder groups
as investors, customers, clients, employees that improve the quality and transparency of



non-financial disclosures (Fernandez-Feijoo ef al, 2013). According to Ditlev-Simonsen and
Wenstep (2013) owners are the main motivators for managers to pursue CSR and its disclosure,
followed by customers, governments, employees and non-governmental organizations.

Research in CSR disclosures and KPIs has grown and has explored a variety of issues
(for literature review see among others: Mura ef al., 2018; Wood, 2010). Although the above-
mentioned studies have enabled the gaining of a much deeper understanding of both
technical and behavioural aspects of corporate non-financial performance measurement,
they represent a highly fragmented field, with different theoretical perspectives,
conceptualizations of the measurement process and contributions to practice (Mura ef al,
2018). Still little is known about the pressure of different stakeholder groups and their
expectations towards the social performance of organizations and their KPI disclosures.
What is more, there is not much evidence available to make it possible to understand the
patterns of disclosure on non-financial KPIs in the organizations and the relationship among
the disclosures of various KPIs.

3. Theoretical underpinning, literature review and hypotheses development
3.1 Stakeholder theory

Different theoretical perspectives have been used to study the motives behind voluntary
CSR disclosures, their usefulness and transparency. One of the most commonly used is the
stakeholder theory. It was introduced to the literature by Freeman (1984, p. 46), who defines
a stakeholder as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of
the organization’s objectives”. Initially, companies were seen as having only one
stakeholder: the owners whose main expectation was the maximization of the return on
equity. According to the stakeholder theory, a firm has to take into account the needs of its
various stakeholders and balance their divergent interests. This usually requires taking into
consideration which stakeholders’ pressure matters the most (Fassin, 2012; Miles, 2019).

Stakeholder theory and CSR concepts are related as stakeholder theorists often define
corporate behaviour with respect to the stakeholders (Driver and Thompson, 2002).
Therefore, the stakeholder theory is commonly used as an explanatory theory for the
company’s decision to provide voluntary disclosures. It is also useful in exploring
the stakeholders’ influence, focusing on their information needs and addressing how the
companies should tailor their response (Miles, 2019). Companies are called to disclose non-
financial information to satisfy the demands and needs of several groups of stakeholders
(Da Silva and Aibar-Guzman, 2010). CSR reporting is even seen as a part of the dialogue
between the company and its stakeholders (Gray et al., 1995, p. 53), and the inclusion of non-
financial issues into corporate disclosure strategies beyond what is required by law can be
viewed as a means to improve a company’s alignment with the growing concerns and
expectations of its stakeholders (Lisi, 2018).

Theorists identify two branches of stakeholder theory, normative and managerial (Gray
et al., 1995). The normative stakeholder theory follows the idea that the company should
consider all stakeholders” expectations. The managerial branch is closely aligned with the
concept of stakeholder management. According to the managerial stakeholder theory,
stakeholders can put pressure on the company to fulfill their expectations and management
is persuaded to address the needs of the most influential groups. The managerial approach
is used to describe how the company identifies stakeholders, manages relationships with
them and follows their views (including sustainability concerns) in the decision-making
processes (including these related to accounting and reporting) (Kaur and Lodhia, 2018).
Corporate voluntary reporting is assumed to be driven by powerful stakeholders, which
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means that these stakeholders’ information needs are most likely to be echoed in the
disclosures provided (Farneti et al., 2019).

In this paper, the authors follow Kent and Zunker (2015) and the managerial branch of
stakeholder theory as a theoretical lens is used. As indicated above, this theory allows
researchers to identify the most critical stakeholders associated with particular non-
financial disclosures rather than focus on stakeholders in the general range. As Kent and
Zunker (2015) illustrate, it is expected that companies whose employees are powerful
stakeholders will provide disclosures on employee-related information, while ecologists’
groups are more likely to be powerful stakeholders for environment-related disclosures
(Kent and Chan, 2009). For the companies operating in the financial sector, pressures from
the shareholders and creditors are likely to be reflected in the extended financial reporting
disclosures (Healy and Palepu, 2001; Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013).

In this study, the focus is on a particular type of non-financial disclosures, namely, KPIs.
As Lisi (2018) argues, perceived pressures from stakeholder groups to disclose CSR
information in the form of KPIs represent a strong incentive for corporate managers to
integrate social and environmental criteria into the companies’ performance measurement
systems. Corporate non-financial reporting should reflect more extensive use of KPIs for
decision-making and control purposes to improve their alignment to stakeholder pressure
regarding the company’s CSR priorities (Lisi, 2018; Arvidsson, 2011).

3.2 Related research and hypotheses development

KPIs and their use by companies are the topics of accounting research which is undertaken
mostly in the context of economic motivations and impact on the corporate performance
(Lisi, 2018; Chang et al., 2014), top management’s environmental and social commitment and
use of KPI for internal purposes (Lisi, 2018; Arvidsson, 2011; Nielsen et al., 2017), differences
in corporate approaches to KPI disclosure (Bradley and Botchway, 2018) and the need for
more regulation in this regard (Arvidsson, 2011). Companies disclose industry-specific KPIs
to inform the stakeholders about the critical aspects of their performance (Givoly et al,
2019). As regard the influence of stakeholder pressure on the use of KPIs by companies, the
literature does not provide much evidence for this and the findings of the studies conducted
to date seem to deliver mixed results. According to Fernandez-Feijoo et al (2013), the
pressure of some groups of stakeholders (customers, clients, employees and environment)
improves the transparency of the corporate disclosure. However, this study does not focus
on KPI disclosures specifically. At the same time, Lisi (2018) does not provide evidence that
perceived stakeholder pressure is a significant determinant of KPI use.

Previous research found a relationship between industry and CSR reporting
(Gamerschlag et al., 2011; Ho and Taylor, 2007; Pérez et al., 2015; Prado-Lorenzo et al., 2009).
The reason for this diversification is associated with the fact that industries are subject to
specific and localized pressures from different stakeholders (Adams et al., 1998; Pérez et al.,
2015; Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013). Therefore, in line with this assumption, we expect to
identify a relationship between the stakeholders’ influence and KPI disclosures. This
stakeholder pressure, as is believed by the authors of this paper, is related to the industry in
which the company operates.

Investors are seen as important users of financial and non-financial information provided
by the companies (De Villiers, 2018). Mohamed et al. (2019) study findings show that some
voluntary disclosures provided in the management report are more useful than mandatory
disclosures. According to the Big 4 publications (PriceWaterhouseCoopers, 2007; Deloitte,
2012; Ernst and Young, 2015; KPMG, 2016) investors find voluntary disclosures of industry-
specific KPIs significant for decision-making. Not only investors but also financial analysts



increasingly follow and forecast the KPIs used by managers to make informed investment
decisions (Givoly et al., 2019; Coram et al., 2011). KPIs which refer to business operations and
a concern such issues as products, sales or customer satisfaction, seem to be especially
useful as they have an understandable impact on the general corporate performance. Curtis
et al. (2014) show that KPIs such as growth in same-store sales, the number of stores and
new stores opened are convenient in predicting sales. Wu's (2012) study allowed for the
identification of customer satisfaction, sales performance and customer retention rate as the
most essential KPIs in the banking industry.

KPIs which relate to business operations might also be relevant for the second important
group of corporate stakeholders, namely, customers. Customers also need sustainability
disclosures (Bradford et al., 2017; De Villiers, 2018). According to the Ditlev-Simonsen and
Wenstop (2013) study, customers are the second important motivator (after owners), for
managers to pursue CSR, but according to the respondents participating in the study, they
ought to be the first. The companies’ response to customer pressure is seen in terms of their
ability to provide better products and services of the right quality and price. Providing
information to customers on issues such as safety during the use of products or an ethical
marketing policy aims to fulfil their expectations towards the corporate CSR practice
(Mishra and Suar, 2010). It is expected that the companies operating in the industries where
investors and customers can more effectively apply pressure, more relevant business-
oriented KPIs will be disclosed. The H1 can therefore be formulated:

HI. Business-related KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in industries with high
pressure from investors and customers.

There is a general agreement in the CSR literature that companies, which operate in
industries with a negative impact on the environment, generally provide more environment-
related disclosures than companies in other sectors (Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013). Brammer
and Pavelin (2008) found that high quality corporate environmental disclosure is primarily
associated with larger firms and those in sectors most closely related to ecological concerns.
According to the findings of Tagesson et al. (2009), the raw material industry provides more
environmental disclosures than others included in their study. There are studies, which
demonstrate the influence of stakeholder pressures on companies’ environmental strategies
and initiatives (Sharma and Henriques, 2005; Buysse and Verbeke, 2003; Banerjee et al.,
2003). For example, Buysse and Verbeke (2003) show that more profound and broader
coverage of stakeholders is associated with more proactive corporate strategies towards the
environment. The findings of Banerjee et al. (2003) indicate that in the industry with high
environmental impact, concerns expressed by the community stakeholders (such as
ecological activists) and customers have the most significant impact on the recognition of
the importance of environmental issues facing the company and their integration into its
strategy. Gamerschlag et al. (2011) find that companies under the pressure of ecological
groups disclose environmental information to a larger extent than the ones which are not
exposed to such influences. In the case of an environmentally harmful event (e.g. an oil spill)
companies were found to respond to the stakeholders who seek information by regularly
updating their websites (De Villiers and Van Staden, 2011). In line with the above, it is
expected that the managers’ choice to disclose environment-related non-financial KPIs is
likely to be affected by the industry in which the company operates, and more specifically,
the environmental sensitivity of this industry. Therefore, the following can be posited:

H2. Environment-related KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in ESI.
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As Mishra and Suar (2010, p. 309) identify, “addressing of issues such as philanthropic
giving, public-private partnerships and social and economic development of the
surrounding community depicts CSR towards the community”. Society-related KPIs present
the influence of corporate decisions and operations on society in general. According to Lisi
(2018), the perceived concern of stakeholders for issues related to the responsibility towards
the community represents a strong incentive for companies to integrate social criteria into
their performance measurement systems. These concerns are primarily expressed by the
management and employees who are socially engaged and willing to participate in
the company’s social initiatives, such as, e.g. volunteering or payroll giving. The bigger the
company, the stronger it is influenced by the employees, and, at the same time, the higher
the social visibility and social impact. According to Haski-Leventhal (2013), employees can
be a central component of CSR initiatives — not only as a group whose needs are to be
addressed but also as active contributors to the company’s giving and community
involvement. Given the above, the H3 can be formulated as follows:

H3. Society-related KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in industries with high
pressure from employees.

As Williams and Adams (2013, p. 483) argue, “Companies need to demonstrate a genuine
attempt to be accountable to employees, to demonstrate that they have considered and
responded to the needs and concerns of employees in their decisions, policies and practices”.
The engagement in the CSR practice by the company’s management sends signals to
employees about the values of the company (Jones ef al., 2014). Prior literature has focused
on employees benefiting from the general corporate CSR engagement because of the support
they receive as its part (Cropanzano and Rupp, 2008). Although the CSR research suggests
that there is a relationship between CSR practice and employee engagement, there is a lack
of studies that provide evidence on the influence of this stakeholder group on non-financial
disclosures (Kent and Zunker, 2015), and specifically, on KPIs. However, an employee-
oriented company will commit resources to promote employee welfare (Hooley et al., 2000)
and inform a broader audience. Companies with higher employee share ownership and
employee concentration were found to disclose more voluntary employee-related
information (Kent and Zunker, 2015). According to some authors, employees in large
companies are well-organized, and their opinions are taken into consideration while
disclosing on the corporate CSR practices (Aldama et al., 2009; Ellis, 2009; Haski-Leventhal,
2013; Wei et al., 2009; Fernandez-Feijoo et al, 2013). Within a company with increased
employee numbers, a larger number of employee-related events and issues are likely to
occur. Thus, management is more likely to be motivated to report on employee issues (Kent
and Zunker, 2015). At the same time, there is a risk that employees may react negatively
towards the company because they believe management does not care about their
employees’ interest if management does not disclose employee-related information (Lev,
1992). In light of the above, the H4 is proposed:

H4. Employee-related KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in industries with
high pressure from employees.

4. Study design

4.1 Sample, data collection and research method

The initial sample consisted of 178 large PIEs operating in Poland and are required to
provide non-financial disclosures according to the new accounting law. However, the



disclosure of 9 PIEs was covered by the reports of the parent company, resulting in the total
number of 169 researched companies. The list of PIEs has been provided by the Polish
Ministry of Finance and is available at www.gov.pl/web/finanse/wykaz-jzp-1 (Ministry of
Finance, 2020). These companies are the most advanced entities in Poland regarding the
implementation of the CSR concept and the source of CSR reporting good practices.

Between June 2019 and September 2019, the sample of the companies’ 2018 non-financial
statements were downloaded from the website https://standardy.org.pl/raporty-spolek (FSR,
2020) in PDF format. Subsequently, a content analysis of the disclosures was performed.
The focus of the analysis was on disclosures on non-financial KPIs.

To identify the non-financial KPIs, a word search was performed with the use of the
following words and phrases in a source file (usually a PDF): “KPI” (in English), “key”
(“kluczow™” in Polish), “indicator” (“wskaznik*” in Polish). Coding consisted of transferring
the information on KPIs included in the companies’ non-financial statements to an
observation sheet. The approach that was used occurs in the category of disclosure index
studies (according to the division of research methods applied to the analysis of narratives
in annual reports by Beattie ef al (2004, p. 32)). “A disclosure index is a research instrument
comprising a series of pre-selected items which, when scored, provide a measure that
indicates a level of disclosure” (Coy, 1995 as cited by Guthrie and Abeysekera, 2006, p. 118).
The approach adopted by the authors of this paper differs from the above definition because
of the fact that the list of KPIs evolved during the content analysis. More specifically, KPIs
were determined in the pilot study based on 10 randomly selected companies, but during the
course of the research, where a new KPI was identified in a subsequent company’s non-
financial statement it was added to the list in the observation sheet. When the presence or
absence of an item needed to be stated, a simple binary (0,1) coding scheme was used. The
coding procedure was performed by the co-authors. The intercoder reliability was tested
with the use of Cohen’s kappa («) or Krippendorff’s alpha (b) (Lombard et al., 2002).

To thoroughly analyse the set of data obtained from the reports, four linear regressions
have been run. They were aimed at testing the pressure of different groups of stakeholders
on the disclosure of business operations, environmental, social and employee KPIs, as well
as uncovering the disclosure patterns of the searched companies.

4.2 Variables definitions and the regression model
4.2.1 Dependent variables. Four dependent variables are the values of the disclosure indexes
calculated as a result of the conducted content analysis of the corporate KPI disclosures.

The identified KPIs were classified into four main categories related to:

(1) business operations;

(2) environmental matters;

(3) society matters; and

(4) employee matters. Four disclosure indexes were calculated for every company

based on the average number of the disclosed KPIs in each of the above-mentioned
areas.

4.2.2 Independent variables. The focus of the four main independent variables is to serve as
a proxy for stakeholder pressure with the use of the relationship between the main
stakeholder groups and the industries. Data concerning the industry was collected from the
companies’ annual, CSR or integrated reports. In total, 24 different sectors were identified
and following (Fernandez-Feijoo et al, 2013) 4 dichotomous variables were created
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considering the pressure on each sector of 4 groups of stakeholders (customers, employees,
environment and investors). Each of them is discussed below.

Customer proximity index (CPI) — the variable equals 1 if the company is a representative of
a well-known industry for the wider public as a consumer of its products or services.
Fernandez-Feijoo et al (2013), Sweeney and Coughlan (2008) and Branco and Rodrigues (2008)
include here such industries as: energy utilities, financial services, food and beverage products,
health care, household and personal products, retailers, telecommunications, textiles and
apparel, waste management, water utilities, commercial services, consumer durables, media,
tobacco, tourism/leisure, toys and universities. For other industries, the variable equals 0.
“Customer proximity” has been a frequently used proxy in research on the social exposure
related to industry affiliation (cf. among others: Campbell ef al., 2006; Clarke and Gibson-Sweet,
1999). Branco and Rodrigues (2008) confirm a positive relationship between social engagement
and the consumer proximity measure. This is because companies that are better known to the
final consumer and to most members of the general public enjoy greater social visibility but
also face more pressure on social involvement from those stakeholders.

EOI — the variable was defined based on the size of a company to measure the pressure
from the employees (Aldama ef al., 2009; Ellis, 2009; Haski-Leventhal, 2013; Wei et al., 2009;
Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013). The company’s size is measured by the number of employees.
Employees in large companies are assumed to be better organized and their opinions are
considered by management, thus they are able to exert some pressure on the company
(Huang and Kung, 2010; Aldama et al., 2009; Ellis, 2009; Haski-Leventhal, 2013; Wei ef al,
2009; Fernandez-Feijoo et al, 2013). The information regarding the employment was
collected from the sample companies’ annual, CSR or integrated reports.

Environmentally sensitive industries (ESI) — this variable equals 1 if a company has an
impact on the environment. The industries that have such an impact are: agriculture,
automotive, aviation, chemical, construction, construction materials, energy, energy utilities,
forest and paper products, logistics, metal products, mining, railroad, waste management and
water utilities (Tagesson et al,, 2009; Gamerschlag ef al, 2011; Branco and Rodrigues, 2008;
Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013). For all the other industries the variable adopts a value of 0.

Investor-oriented industries (IOI) — this variable equals 1 for industries with a high level
of pressure from their investors (Collins, 2010). These are industries in which more than
50% of companies are traded on the stock exchange. Especially for public companies,
current and potential shareholders represent the primary stakeholder, thus exerting a high
level of pressure (Collins, 2010; Sweeney and Coughlan, 2008). Fernandez-Feijoo et al (2013)
include here the following sectors: automotive, aviation, chemicals, computers,
conglomerates, construction, construction materials, consumer durables, energy, energy
utilities, financial services, health-care products, household and personal products, media,
metals products, real estate, retailers, technology hardware, telecommunications, textiles
and apparel and toys. For other industries, the variable adopts a value of 0.

An additional variable has been added to this study’s analysis, namely, standard (STD).
The accountability frameworks, such as the GRI, recognize stakeholder inclusivity as the core
principle to enhance accountability and transparency of social practices (Gao and Zhang, 2001;
Rinaldi ef al., 2014; Kaur and Lodhia, 2018). According to Hoffmann et al (2018) companies that
use GRI disclose more detailed information on sustainability topics in GRI-based stand-alone
reports than in management commentaries. Companies in Poland can also use local Standard
Informacyi Niefinansowych (Non-financial Information Standard — NFIS) [3]. Therefore, it is
assumed that companies that present CSR information with the use of GRI guidelines not only
identify their stakeholders but also engage them in CSR practices and respond to the key topics
and concerns that have been raised through stakeholder engagement and disclose KPIs on



these issues. STD variable is equal to 1 if the company uses GRI, NFIS or another framework to
present CSR information and 0 if the company implemented its own approach to reporting. The
same approach was used by Vurro and Perrini (2011).

The following Table 1 summarizes the variables and their measurement.
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Variable Original
Variable  function Description ~ Measurement scale References
BO_KPI  Dependent/ Disclosure Average number of the Metric Guthrie and Abeysekera
independent index of KPIs related to (2006)
business- business operations
related KPIs  disclosed by the
sample companies
ENV_KPI Dependent/ Disclosure Average number of the Metric Guthrie and Abeysekera
independent index of KPIs related to (2006)
environment- environmental matters
related KPIs  disclosed by the
sample companies
SOC_KPI Dependent/ Disclosure Average number of the Metric Guthrie and Abeysekera
independent index of KPIs related to social (2006)
society- matters disclosed by
related KPIs  the sample companies
EMP_KPI Dependent/ Disclosure Average number of the Metric Guthrie and Abeysekera
independent index of KPIs related to (2006)
employees-  employee matters
related KPIs  disclosed by the
sample companies

EOI Independent Employee- Number of employees ~ Metric Aldama et al. (2009), Ellis
oriented (2009), Haski-Leventhal
industry (2013), Wei et al. (2009),

Fernandez-Feijoo et al.
(2013), Huang and Kung
(2010)
ESI Independent ESI 1 = environmentally Dichotomous Tagesson et al. (2009),
sensitive industries Gamerschlag et al. (2011),
0 = other industry Branco and Rodrigues
(2008), Fernandez-Feijoo
et al (2013)

CPI Independent Consumer- 1= consumer- Dichotomous Fernandez-Feijoo et al.
proximity proximity industries (2013), Sweeney and
industries 0 = other industry Coughlan (2008), Branco

and Rodrigues (2008),
Campbell et al. (2006),
Clarke and Gibson-Sweet
(1999)

101 Independent Investor- 1 = investor-oriented ~ Dichotomous Fernandez-Feijoo et al.
oriented industry (2013), Collins (2010),
industry 0 = other industry Sweeney and Coughlan

(2008)

STD Independent Reporting 1 = company uses GRI  Dichotomous Gao and Zhang (2001),

standard or other framework Rinaldi ef al. (2014), Kaur
0 = company uses own and Lodhia (2018),

approach

Hoffmann et al. (2018),
Vurro and Perrini (2011)

Table 1.

Overview of
variables used in the
empirical study
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4.2.3 Model. The test of the hypothesis searches if the engagement of different stakeholder
groups has an effect on the disclosures of KPIs and examines the disclosures patterns. Four
linear regressions were run:

Regression 1:

BO_KPI = by + by EOI + by ESI + bs CPI + by IOI + bs STD + bs ENV_KPI
+ by SOC_KPI + bg EMP_KPI + &, (1)

Regression 2:

ENV_KPI = by + b; EOI + by ESI 4 b3 CPI + by I0I 4 b5 STD + bg BO_KPI
+ by SOC_KPI + bg EMP_KPI + ¢, @

Regression 3:

SOC_KPI = by + by EOI + by ESI + bs CPI + by IOI + bs STD + bg EMP_KPI

+ b7 ENV_KPI + bg BO_KPI + ¢, 6]
Regression 4:
EMP_KPI = by + by EOI + by ESI + b3 CPI + by IOI + b5 STD + bg SOC_KPI
+ by ENV_KPI + bg BO_KPI + ¢, 4

5. Results

5.1 Descriptive statistics

5.1.1 Key performance indicators related to business operations. A total of 204 different KPIs
related to corporate business operations were identified (Table 2) and were divided into 13
areas as indicated in the table. Companies most frequently present KPIs associated with their
products and services. Those KPIs are usually expressed as a simple ratio showing the number
of units and services provided to the clients. Some companies report the number of product
improvements introduced in the recent period. The second important group of ratios are KPIs
related to the clients’ care and satisfaction. The most frequently used indicators in this area are
net promotes score (NPS) and the number of clients. KPIs linked to sales focus on information
concerning the percentage of export and online sales in the total sales. Concerning distribution
channels, the number of shops, branches and other units in the sales network is often reported.
In the majority of the studied cases, the investments are presented as a ratio of capital
expenditure to sales revenues. The KPIs associated with the suppliers’ relations are expressed
most often as the total number of suppliers and the percentage of local suppliers. Several
companies present KPIs related to the market share and number of markets in which they
operate. Quality KPIs are represented by the number of product controls and the number of
hours of control. Companies included in the sample disclose some working capital ratios,
mainly inventory turnover period in days, receivables collection period in days and payables
payment period in days. KPIs on the production provide information regarding the number of
production sites, as well as material and energy consumption in the production processes.
Finally, warranty and customer service are represented by the ratio of warranties to sales and
indicators of timeliness of complaint processing.



No. of
KPIs No.of KPIs  observations Max. Min. Mean SD
Business-related KPIs
Investments 16 26 4 0 0.154 0512
Warranties and customers service 8 18 4 0 0.225 0.643
Working capital management 10 12 4 0 0.071 0387
Suppliers relations 13 32 2 0 0.189  0.488
Sales/marketing/distribution 51 91 7 0 0538  1.107
Clients care/satisfaction 29 52 8 0 0.308  0.906
Production 9 16 3 0 0.154 0476
Quality 11 20 4 0 0.118  0.498
Products/services offered 38 58 6 0 0.349  0.940
Others 19 47 3 0 0219 0612
Environment-related KPIs
Emissions 10 147 4 0 0941 1.084
Water use 9 76 2 0 0.450  0.587
Wastewater 6 33 3 0 0.195  0.466
Materials and products 21 75 3 0 0.444  0.680
Energy use 26 133 4 0 0.787  0.888
Package and waste 57 216 8 0 1172 1452
Environmental investments,
malfunctions, penalties 25 55 8 0 0.355  1.008
Society-related KPIs
Charity and sponsoring 7 46 2 0 0.272 0497
Volunteering 6 22 5 0 0.130  0.562
Social initiatives, grants, investments 26 42 9 0 0.249  0.950
Complaints and nuisances 4 9 2 0 0.053 0273
Employees-related KPIs
Accidents 93 450 14 0 2580 3252
Training 44 210 7 0 1249  1.647
Employment 83 815 17 0 5077 3.858
Salaries 23 76 4 0 0450 0.852
Leaves 8 34 4 0 0201 0613
Employees’ assessments 12 21 6 0 0.124 0619
Corruption, ethics, mobbing, discrimination 70 105 18 0 0.621 1.970
Corporate boards 15 29 2 0 0.170  0.480
Trade unions and employee’ benefits 32 74 7 0 0438 1.117
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Table 2.
Details concerning
the identified KPIs

5.1.2 Key performance indicators related to environmental matters. Companies included in
the sample present 154 different environmental KPIs in total (Table 2) and refer to 8
categories: emissions, water use, wastewater, materials and products, energy use, package
and waste, environmental investments, malfunctions, controls and penalties. Companies
most frequently present KPIs related to packages and waste. KPIs linked to waste are most
often divided into two groups: hazardous and non-hazardous, and also according to its
disposal. KPIs are usually expressed in tonnes but also as a relation of the total amount of
waste to the unit of production or revenue. Regarding emissions, the amount of carbon
dioxide is most frequently presented, followed by information on other selected substances.
KPIs are usually expressed in Megagrams (Mgs), however, similar to the above, some
companies also present the amount of emissions in relation to the unit of production or
revenues. The use of energy is presented with the KPIs differentiated according to the
energy source: electricity, fuels and natural gases. KPIs are expressed in the natural units
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and also related to the revenues (e.g. PLN 1,000 or PLN 1,000,000) or to the number of clients.
Three companies present the “energy efficiency” indicators and two companies present the
“Intensiveness of the energy use” indicators. The KPIs associated with the use of water are
expressed most often as the total amount. Only a few companies differentiate its use
according to the source or relate it to the number of employees, units of production or
revenues. The KPIs related to materials and products are reported equally often as those
related to the use of water. The next KPI category is quite diverse as it comprises of several
aspects related to environmental disclosures such as environmental investments,
malfunctions, controls and penalties. Out of these, the number of penalties related to the
environment were most often presented.

5.1.3 Key performance indicators related to social matters. In total, 43 different KPIs
disclosed by companies with regard to relations with society were able to be identified
(Table 2). They cover four areas: charity and sponsoring; volunteering; social initiatives,
grants, investments; complaints and penalties. Traditionally the CSR activities in Poland are
linked to charity and sponsorships. Within this sub-category, companies disclose the total
amount of money given to charity or in a relative form, divided by the total revenue.
Employees’ engagement in volunteering was measured in different ways — as a number of
volunteers, the number of projects realized or applications submitted. However, the most
frequently used KPI is the one based on the number of volunteering hours. Companies also
use non-financial KPIs to provide information regarding various social initiatives, grants
and scholarships offered to the local communities or social investments. KPIs most often
used under this sub-category are the number of beneficiaries and the number of social
initiatives supported. The corporate relationship with society is not only positive but it may
also have negative aspects. Companies included in the sample disclose the number of
complaints issued by the local communities, which were filed or filed and examined,
administrative proceedings against them and potential nuisances for the local communities.

5.1.4 Key performance indicators related to employee matters. The largest number of
KPIs is used to present the companies’ relations with employees — 380 different indicators in
total (Table 2). They refer to 10 categories: accidents; training; employment; salaries and
benefits; employees’ assessments; corruption, ethics, mobbing, discrimination; trade unions;
corporate boards; others. In total, 83 different KPIs are used to present the level and
structure of employment and related changes. Employees are typically differentiated
according to the gender, age, job seniority, place of work (organizational unit (segment) or
geographical location such as region or town), the position, type of contract, type of job (full
time vs part-time; permanent vs temporary), nationality (Poles vs foreigners) or education.
Another important aspect is employee rotation. It was presented as a single KPI but also
segregated, most often according to the gender, age, type of contract or operational segment.
Several companies also present KPIs related to the recruitment procedures such as the
number of employees internally recruited, the number of interns (according to gender,
localization and whether they were employed after the internship or not), the number of paid
and unpaid internships, the number of received/verified applications, the average
recruitment time, the efficiency of the recruitment process after completing the internship
program.

The next important area of disclosure is work accidents. The number of accidents is the
most often presented KPI in this area, followed by the number of fatal, severe and minor
accidents. Companies most often calculate the lost time injury frequency rate with the use of
the following formula: the number of lost time injuries multiplied by 1,000,000, divided by
the employee total hours worked. Another version of the KPI related to a similar problem —
process safety events rate is also provided. One more commonly used KPI in this area of



disclosure is accident severity rate. Other frequently disclosed KPIs include the number and
indicators related to occupational diseases, the number of days’ inability to work related to
accidents at work or number of potentially accidental incidents. KPIs related to occupational
health and safety (OHS) training are also disclosed. They refer to the number of employees
who participated in such trainings, number of hours and e.g. number of penalties imposed
on companies for violating OHS rules. The obligation to create an employee-friendly
environment, including the provision of possible personal development, is also an important
area of non-financial reporting. The most frequently used KPI linked to this problem
presents the average number of training hours per employee. As regard the frequency of
appearance, it is followed by the number of trained employees (according to the gender and
workplace) and the total number of training sessions.

Another important area of employee-related disclosure is linked to salaries and other
benefits. The KPI most frequently used is the average salary, followed by the “ratio of
average gross salary of women to average gross salary of men in particular grade
categories/employee groups” and the “ratio of the average remuneration of board members
to the lowest salary in a company”. As regard leave taken by employees, six KPIs out of
eight that were identified are linked to parental leave with “returns and retention after
maternity/parental leave” being the most frequently reported. Others related to the number
of employees currently on maternity/parental/paternity leave or e.g. “the percentage of
women who resigned from work within 12months of returning to work after having a
child”.

Another group of KPIs disclosed by companies included in the sample relating to
corruption, ethics, mobbing or discrimination. Most frequently used KPIs refer to the
number of reports of corruption, mobbing or discrimination cases. Some companies also
disclosed as a KPI the number of non-ethical behaviour cases, the percentage of employees
who underwent anti-corruption training or the number of complaints regarding human
rights violations. KPIs also represented the companies’ unionization with the use of the
number (or percentage) of employees belonging to trade unions and the total number of
trade unions operating in the company. The number of strikes and the number of days lost
due to strikes are also presented. As far as the benefits are concerned, companies frequently
disclosed KPIs related to medical care (e.g. number of employees covered by medical care),
co-financing of sport or fringe benefits. There are also some KPIs that refer to the corporate
boards, such as diversity in management bodies or the percentage of people from the local
community in senior management positions at major business locations. Other KPIs include
an employee education rate, profitability of labour costs, the profitability of human capital
or an employee productivity indicator.

In summary, the following best practices can be identified as regard the non-financial
KPI disclosures by the sample companies. Some provided transparent disclosures by
selecting approximately ten high quality, broadly recognized KPIs (such as indicators used
in the sector or for specific thematic issues) that are relevant and useful for stakeholders, as
well as comparable within the same sector. Furthermore, the disclosure was supplemented
with the information on the method of measurement, past and target values, as well as a
narrative commentary explaining the relevance of the KPIs. The list of KPIs was presented
in a table previously shown.

The areas that seem to pose the most significant challenges as regard KPI disclosures are
the variety of the KPIs included in reporting and the method of disclosure, which makes the
information provided difficult to analyse. The common approach is to present KPIs which
are available to the company or easily accessible and not necessarily those of real
importance. The disclosed KPIs are also spread across the whole non-financial statement,
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which makes their analysis difficult. Stakeholders seek transparent, comparable and reliable

29,7 information on which non-financial indicators are truly “key” and influence corporate
operational and strategic decisions. Unfortunately, some companies provide many different
non-financial indicators but without any explanation as to how and why they are used by
the management.

16 5.2 Correlation analysis
Table 3 provides correlations between all variables. It is apparent that the largest correlation
exists between ESI and CPIL Significant correlations exist between ENV_KPI and
EMP_KPI, as well as between SOC_KPI and EMP_KPI.

VIF calculated for independent variables shows no multicollinearity in the tested models
(the values are below 2.05). If VIF value exceeds 4.0 or is by tolerance less than 0.2 then there
is a problem with multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2010).

5.3 The results of the linear regressions

The results of the estimation of the first linear regression are presented in Table 4, showing
a positive and significant effect of investors’ influence on the disclosure of business-related
KPI. The variables used for analysis were standardized.

The positive sign of the coefficient shows that investors positively affect disclosure on
business operations with the use of KPIs. This result indicates the existence of pressure
from the financial markets to increase the confidence level of investors by increasing the
Variables EOI ESI 101 STD CPI BO_KPI ENV_KPI SOC_KPI EMP_KPI
EOI 1000 —0051 —0035 0050 0254  0.185 0.024 0.246 0.053
ESI —0.051 1.000 0.081 0.025 —0.669 —0.152 0.265 —0.079 0.180
101 —0035 0081 1000 —0012 0008 0149  —0.025 0013 —0.021
STD 0.050 0.025 —0.012 1.000 —0.056 0.095 0.219 0.028 0.213
CPI 0254 —0669 0008 —0056 1000 0204  —0.144 0172 —0.072
BO_KPI 0.185 —0.152 0.149 0.095 0.204 1.000 —0.137 0.100 —0.048

Table 3. ENV_KPI 0.024 0265 —0.025 0219 -0.144 —-0.137 1.000 0.225 0.594

Correlations between  SOC KPI 0246 —0079 0013 0028 0172  0.100 0.225 1.000 0.402

variables EMP_KPI 0.053 0.180 —0.021 0213 -0.072 —0.048 0.594 0.402 1.000

Regression Summary for dependent variable: BO_KPI
R =0.344 R = 0.128 Adjusted R? = 0.074 F(8.160) = 2.680 p < 0.0086 Std. error of estimate: 0.191
N=169 b* Std. error of b* b Std. error of b #160) p-value
Intercept 0.051 0.049 1.035 0.302
EOI 0.139 0.080 0.000 0.000 1.731 0.085
ESI —0.037 0.106 —0.015 0.042 —0.354 0.724
CPI 0.114 0.106 0.045 0.042 1.079 0.282
101 0.153 0.075 0.064 0.031 2.041 0.043%*
STD 0.130 0.077 0.056 0.034 1.682 0.094

Table 4. SOC_KPI 0.073 0.085 0.126 0.147 0.858 0.392
EMP_KPI  —0.004 0.100 —0.004 0.104 —0.038 0.970

The results of ENV KP[ 0152 0.095 —0.118 0.073 —1.604 0.111

estimation of

Regression 1

Note: **p < 0.05




disclosure on the business operations (Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013; Curtis ef al, 2014;
Wu, 2012). A similar relation as regard the customers’ pressures was unable to be identified
by the authors of this paper. Consequently, the H1, according to which business-related
KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in industries with high pressure from both
investors and customers, is only partially supported. The statistical results provided by the
equation testing the hypothesis show that equation (1) represents a relatively low degree of
explanation because the adjusted R-squared (R%) equals 0.128. The model used collectively
explains 12.8% of the variability of the BO_KPI around its mean.

The results of the estimation of the second linear regression are presented in Table 5,
showing a positive and significant influence of the fact that the company belongs to the
environmentally sensitive industry and discloses employee-related KPIs on the disclosure of
environment-related KPIs. The variables were standardized.

Regression 2 confirms that companies operating in ESI present KPIs related to environmental
issues to mitigate the public perception of their detrimental impact on the environment. This
finding is in line with the results of the studies conducted by Fernandez-Feijoo et al. (2013),
Gamerschlag ef al (2011), Tagesson et al (2009), Sharma and Henriques (2005), Buysse and
Verbeke (2003) and Banerjee et al (2003). Thus, the H2, which states that environment-related
KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in ESI, is supported. Interestingly, the disclosure on
KPIs related to environmental issues is spurred by reporting on employee matters. In other
words, companies disclosing on employee matters disclose also on environmental issues with the
use of KPIs. This might be due to the fact that environmental sensitivity can also pose a danger to
the employees due to the use of machines (in such industries as construction, mining, automotive)
or harmful substances (e.g. in the chemical industry). The statistical results provided by the
equation testing the hypothesis show that Regression 2 represents a relatively high degree of
explanation because the R equals 0.399. The model used collectively explains 39.9% of the
variability of the ENV_KPI around its mean.

The results of the estimation of Regression 3 are presented in Table 6 and show a
positive and significant effect of the fact that the company belongs to the employee-oriented
industry and provides employee-related disclosures in the form of KPI on the disclosure of
society-related KPIs. The variables were standardized.

The positive signs of the coefficients show that employees and the disclosure of
employee-related KPIs positively affect disclosure of society-related KPIs. Regression 3

Regression summary for dependent variable: ENV_KPI
R = 0632 R* = 0.399 Adjusted R = 0.369
F(8.160) = 13.291 p < 0.000 Std. error of estimate: 0.205

N =169 b* Std. error of b* b Std. error of b #160) p-value
Intercept 0.054 0.053 1.029 0.305
EOI 0.002 0.067 0.000 0.000 0.023 0.981
ESI 0.179 0.086 0.092 0.044 2.078 0.039**
crlr 0.036 0.088 0.018 0.045 0.409 0.683
101 —-0.012 0.063 —0.007 0.034 —0.198 0.843
STD 0.114 0.064 0.064 0.036 1.793 0.075
BO_KPI —0.104 0.065 —0.135 0.084 —1.604 0.111
EMP_KPI 0.523 0.071 0712 0.097 7.372 0.000°%*
SOC_KPI 0.029 0.071 0.065 0.157 0415 0.678

Note: **p < 0.05
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confirms that the larger the number of employees, the higher the pressure on social issues
disclosure. The companies which are larger have resources to provide social support and
contribute to the charity. Therefore, it seems reasonable that they more often disclose society-
related KPIs and provide higher levels of disclosure. This finding also supports the results of
previous studies (Aldama et al, 2009; Ellis, 2009; Haski-Leventhal, 2013; Fernandez-Feijoo et al,
2013; Lisi, 2018). Thus, the H3, which states that society-related KPIs are disclosed by

18 companies operating in industries with high pressure from employees, is supported.
Interestingly, the disclosure of KPIs related to social issues is triggered by the reporting on
employee matters. Companies which disclose employee-related KPIs, also disclose on social
issues. This might be due to the fact that more extensive disclosures on employees are usually
provided by larger companies which are also more actively involved in supporting the local
communities. The statistical results provided by the equation testing the hypothesis show that
equation (2) represents a relatively high degree of explanation because the R equals 0.246. The
model used collectively explains 24.6% of the variability of the SOC_KPI around its mean.

The results of the estimation of the fourth linear regressions are presented in Table 7. A
positive and significant effect is shown on the disclosure of KPIs related to social and
Regression summary for dependent variable: SOC_KPI
R =0.496 R* = 0.246 Adjusted R? = 0.208
F(8.160) = 6.533 p < 0.000 Std. error of estimate: 0.103
N=169 b* Std. error of b* b Std. error of b (160) p-value
Intercept —0.015 0.026 —0,579 0,564
EOI 0,191 0,073 0,000 0,000 2,609 0,010*%*
ESI —0.090 0.097 —0.021 0.023 —0.921 0.359
CPI 0.081 0.098 0.019 0.023 0.827 0.410
101 0.025 0.070 0.006 0.017 0.358 0.721
STD —0.076 0.072 —0.019 0.018 —1.065 0.289
Table 6 BO_KPI 0.063 0.073 0.036 0.042 0.858 0.392
: ENV_KPI 0.037 0.089 0.017 0.040 0.415 0.678

The results of EMP_KPI 0412 0.086 0.251 0.053 4783 0.000%

estimation of

Regression 3 Note: **p < 0.05

Regression summary for dependent variable: EMP_KPI
R =0.666 R* = 0.444 Adjusted R* = 0416
F(8.160) = 15.951 p < 0.000 Std. error of estimate: 0.145
N=169 b* Std. error of b* b Std. error of b #160) p-value
Intercept 0.051 0.037 1.384 0.168
EOI —0.038 0.064 0.000 0.000 —0.600 0.549
ESI 0.085 0.084 0.032 0.032 1.021 0.309
CPI 0.019 0.084 0.007 0.032 0.222 0.825
101 —0.019 0.060 —0.008 0.024 —0.319 0.750
STD 0.099 0.061 0.041 0.025 1.613 0.109
Table 7 BO_KPI —0.002 0.063 —0.002 0.060 —0.038 0.970
: ENV_KPI 0.485 0.066 0.356 0.048 7.372 0.000+*

The results of SOC_KPI 0.304 0.064 0.498 0.104 4783 0.000%

estimation of

Regression 4 Note: **p < 0.05




environmental matters on the disclosure of employees-related KPIs. The variables were
standardized.

The positive sign of the coefficients shows that there is a positive association between the
disclosure on KPIs related to environmental matters and social issues and the employee-
related KPI disclosures. Confirmation was not able to be established between the
relationship of the employee-related KPI disclosure and the employees’ pressure. Therefore,
the H4, according to which employee-related KPIs are disclosed by companies operating in
industries with high pressure from employees, is not supported. However, Regression 4
reveals a positive correlation between disclosures on KPIs related to employees, society and
the environment. This interesting finding might suggest that the corporate awareness of
these three non-financial issues is somehow related and business operations are a somewhat
distinct area. It makes sense when considering the information content of these disclosures.
The statistical results provided by the equation testing the hypothesis show that Regression
4 represents a relatively high degree of explanation because the R equals 0.444. The model
used collectively explains 44.4% of the variability of the EMP_KPI around its mean.

6. Conclusions

The non-financial disclosures can be offered to the stakeholders in narrative or non-narrative
forms, such as indicators or indices. Such indicators and indices are tools extensively used in
official statistics, management, policy evaluation and communication. They attempt to capture
in a quantitative form various aspect of corporate performance (Scott ef al., 2014). In the context
of the EU Directive, they are referred to as KPIs. Their disclosure is crucial to achieve the
regulations’ aims, which are increased comparability and accountability across EU companies.
However, as one may argue, these are both important, but somewhat contradictory aims.
Stakeholders need forward-looking nonfinancial information on KPIs to compare and evaluate
companies’ non-financial performance. At the same time, there is no universal set of KPIs that
can be used by all companies. The lack of such a list does not enhance the comparability of
disclosures, but at the same time allows companies to respond better to their stakeholders’
information needs, in line with the accountability notion.

In this paper, we have analysed the effect of stakeholder pressure on the disclosure of KPIs
and patterns of this disclosure in researched companies using a managerial branch of
stakeholder theory (Ditlev-Simonsen and Wenstop, 2013; Nielsen and Thomsen, 2007; Miles,
2019). The data was collected from 2018 reports of 169 companies from 24 different industries
that presented in a total of 781 different KPIs. The KPIs were classified into four categories
related to business operations, environmental matters, social issues and employees, which
enabled the calculation of KPI disclosure indexes in each area. The disclosure was tested using
nine variables. Following Fernandez-Feijoo et al (2013), four independent variables were
defined as a result of the industry categorization that reflects the existence or not of stakeholder
pressure. These four categories represent the impact of customers, employees, the environment
and investors on companies operating in particular industries. The next four independent
variables tested the correlation between different groups of disclosed KPIs. The independent
variable representing standard was included in the analysis to understand the impact of
stakeholder-oriented reporting frameworks on the disclosure of KPIs.

The industry is usually perceived as the factor influencing the disclosure on CSR
practices, especially in the case of ESI (Tagesson et al, 2009; Gamerschlag et al., 2011,
Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013). Our research confirms the effect of the environmental variable
on the disclosure of environment-related KPIs. Moreover, the results suggest the importance
of employees as a driver for disclosing society-related KPI disclosure. This finding supports
the results of previous studies (Aldama et al, 2009; Ellis, 2009; Haski-Leventhal, 2013;
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Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2013). Investors were identified as the source of external pressures
imposed on companies which result in the disclosure on business-related KPIs. This finding
is in line with the result obtained by Fernandez-Feijoo et al (2013) who investigated the non-
financial disclosures in general. Interestingly, there is a correlation between social, employee
and environmental KPI disclosures. When the companies disclose KPIs on environmental
and social issues, intensely report on employee matters. In other words, the reporting on
employee matters with the use of related KPIs is accompanied by environmental and social
KPI disclosures. Thus, this finding reveals patterns of disclosure of the sample companies
informing when and how stakeholder pressures matter. The presentation of business-
related KPIs is aimed at increasing the trust of investors, while environmental KPIs at
moderating the negative perception of companies’ harmful impact on the environment.
Larger companies, with more pressure from employees, are more engaged in social and
charitable practices on which they report intensely. Finally, social, environmental and
employee-related KPI disclosures are correlated supporting the view that this pattern of
disclosure is used to legitimize the operation of the firms among employees and the wider
society. Interestingly, there is no clear evidence of the pressure of customers and applied
standard on the disclosures of KPIs. Thus, the second and third hypotheses are fully
supported, while the first is only partially supported. The H4 is not supported, as contrary
to our expectations, we are not able to state that employee-related KPIs are disclosed by
companies operating in industries with high pressure from employees.

This study provides new insights into when and how stakeholders pressures matter for the
non-financial KPI disclosures in a new and relatively unexplored institutional setting and in this
way it contributes to the CSR literature (Lisi, 2018; Chang et al, 2014; Arvidsson, 2011; Nielsen
et al, 2017). The managerial branch of stakeholder theory explains our results because we are
able to state that stakeholders” environmental and social concerns impact on the use of the KPIs
for measuring corporate social practices. This relation was also found by previous studies
(Thomson, 2007; Fernandez-Feijoo et al, 2013; Lisi, 2018). Our results suggest that, despite the
fact that KPISs rely to a large extent on the company’s internal context, and in particular, the
managers decisions, the stakeholders’ expectations and the need to address them are also
relevant. We share the view that previous studies, which focused mainly on non-financial
disclosures in general, are not representative of the problem. Due to the different nature of
narrative disclosures and KPIs, stakeholder pressures concerning non-financial issues might be
better reflected in external narrative reporting. KPIs are more embedded in the companies’
internal business operations, and consequently, the stakeholders’ influence on their use might not
be so evident. Therefore, our study contributes to the stakeholders’ theory as it clearly shows that
the stakeholders’ needs are relevant for managers’ disclosure decisions with regard to KPIs. The
new regulatory framework introduced by the implementation of the EU Directive has led to an
increase in KPI disclosures, but at the same time, due to its flexibility, it allows the companies to
adjust their reporting to their stakeholders’ needs. We believe that better alignment between the
KPI internal use and external disclosure with taking into account stakeholder needs is crucial for
the further development of non-financial reporting. It is also needed for the increased
comparability of the disclosures between companies and a wider acceptance among accountants
and assurance providers due to the numerical character of the data disclosed.

The practical contribution of the study stems from providing an incentive to the
governmental agencies, national accounting associations, standard-setters and practitioners
to improve the quality of KPI disclosures provided by the large PIEs operating in Poland
and develop a holistic system of CSR measurement. We share the view expressed by Loulou-
Baklouti and Triki (2018), that bodies which set accounting standards could regulate non-
financial information disclosure by developing relevant communication standards in



accordance with stakeholders’ expectations. They may identify information items that
should be considered as a priority and make their disclosure mandatory. Our study shows
that KPI disclosures on environment and society may trigger disclosures on employee
matters. This information might be useful for the regulators who can concentrate on the
KPIs related to the environment and society and expect subsequent disclosures on
employee-related KPIs. Our findings may also be useful for corporate managers who build
their non-financial disclosure strategies. Depending on the industry their company operates
in, they should focus on the information needs of particular stakeholder groups. What is
more, they should be aware of the influence of environmental and social disclosures for the
reporting concerning employee matters.

The EC in the guidelines on reporting climate-related information on climate change proposes
14 KPIs in such categories as greenhouse gas emissions, energy, physical risk, products and
services, green finance, along with a unit of measure, an example, rationale, alignment with other
reporting frameworks and the EU policy reference (EC, 2019). The consultations on the review of
the Directive 2014/95/EU which were launched in February and concluded in May 2020 might be
a good moment to introduce a more harmonized approach to KPI disclosures. A number of
questions in the survey concerned the evaluation of current standards and the introduction of a
possible common European non-financial reporting standard. We propose that the EC might
consider developing a set of social KPI indicators, following the approach taken with respect to
those related to climate change and with taking into consideration the opinions of the companies’
employees on which social KPIs are particularly relevant. Companies which fail to provide high
quality environmental and social KPIs should also be under greater scrutiny, as it might have a
negative impact on the employee-related KPIs they disclose.

Our study is not free from limitations. One of them is the sample size. It is limited, but at
the same time, it covers all large PIEs required to provide KPI disclosures. The second is
that we have focused on one country in our analysis. The use of the data for a country where
the CSR concept is more developed and companies have longer experience in KPI
disclosures might lead to different findings. Therefore, the replication of our research with
more data from different countries could enable generalization and a meta-analytic
combination of results of the studies. Furthermore, an interesting direction for future
research would be to explore concrete situations regarding the possible influence of
stakeholders on the design and evolution of the performance measurement system in the
companies. The case studies could focus especially on the stakeholders’ interactions with
companies on the development of non-financial KPIs (use internally and externally).
Moreover, it would be interesting to examine with interviews or surveys how/if any
stakeholders may impact the choice of KPIs and the consequences of the development of
these KPIs and to determine if their use effectively leads to the implementation of a better
social strategy and practice.

Notes

1. The definition of PIEs was introduced by the Statutory Audit Directive (EU, 2006) and updated
in 2014 (EU, 2014a). PIEs are entities governed by the law of an EU Member State whose
transferable securities are admitted to trading on a regulated market of any Member State, credit
institutions, insurance undertakings or entities designated by the Member States as public-
interest entities. PIEs examples are therefore public companies, banks or insurers Deloitte (2015).
It should be noted that the Member States can differ in the way they consider entities to be PIEs.

2. For example, a retail company may use the sales per square metre and customer satisfaction
ratio as a KPI, while an oil and gas company may opt for a KPI which would allow assessing
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progress in search of new oil fields. The decision which KPI to disclose will be driven by the
industry-specific characteristics which, at the same time, are closely related to stakeholder
information needs (PriceWaterhouseCoopers, 2007).

3. Non-financial information standard was developed by the Polish Association of Listed
Companies with the cooperation of experts from the field of non-financial reporting,
sustainability and CSR. It was published in October 2017 (SEG, 2020).
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Table Al.
Examples of the
identified KPIs

Appendix

Area Examples of identified KPIs
Business-related KPIs

Investments — capital expenditure to sales revenues

Warranties and customers
service
Working capital management

Suppliers relations

Sales/marketing/distribution

Clients care/satisfaction
Production

Quality
Products/services offered

Others

Environment-related KPIs
Emissions

Water use

Wastewater

Materials and products

Energy use

Package and waste

— total amount of expenditures on research and development by the reporting
entity during the reporting period in absolute amount and in % terms

— values of warranties to sales
— time of complaint processing

— inventory to cost of goods sold times 365

—receivables to sales times 365

— payables to purchases times 365
—number of local suppliers to total suppliers

— proportion of procurement spending of a reporting entity at local

suppliers in % terms and in absolute amount
—export and online sales to total sales

—number of shops
— market share

—number of new clients to total clients

—NPS
—number of production sites

—material and energy expenses to total expenses
—number of product controls to total products sold

—number of hours of control

—number of units and services provided

—number of product improvements introduced to total products offered

— profit to number of employees

—amount of carbon dioxide produced

— the amount of emissions in relation to the unit of production or revenues
— total amount of ozone-depleting substances per net value added

—use of water in natural units

—use of water to the number of employees; use of water to units of production

—use of water to revenues
— wastewater in natural units

— wastewater to units of production

— wastewater to revenues

— total volume of water recycled and/or reused during the reporting

period in absolute amount and in % terms
—use of selected materials in natural units
— use of selected materials to the number of employees
—use of selected materials to units of production
— use of selected materials to revenues

—use of energy in natural units

— energy expenses to the revenues

—renewable energy consumption as percentage of total energy consumption

in the reporting period

— quantity of hazardous and non-hazardous wastes produced in absolute
terms, as well as proportion of hazardous waste treated, given total
waste reported by the reporting entity in absolute amount, in % terms

and in terms of change

(continued)




Area

Examples of identified KPIs

Environmental investments,
malfunctions, penalties

Society-related KPIs
Charity and sponsoring

Volunteering

Social initiatives, grants,
investments
Complaints and nuisances

Employees-related KPIs

Accidents

Training

Employment

Salaries

Leaves

Employees’ assessments

Corruption, ethics, mobbing,
discrimination

— change in the entity’s waste generation per net value added in %

terms, in terms of change and in absolute amount
— the number of penalties related to the environment
— value of penalties related to the environment

— total amount of money given for charity
—amount of money given for charity to the total revenue

—number of volunteers

—number of volunteering projects
—number of volunteering hours

—number of beneficiaries
—number of social initiatives

—number of complaints issued by the local communities
—number of administrative proceedings

— the number of lost time injuries multiplied by 1,000,000 to the

employee total hours worked

—number of days’ inability to work related to accidents at work

—number of potentially accidental incidents

—number of new injury cases divided by total number of hours worked

by workers
— incident rates

— average number of training hours per employee
—number of trained employees

— total number of sessions of training

— direct and indirect costs of training per employee per year

— employee rotation; the number of employees internally recruited

— the number of interns

—number of paid and unpaid internships

— average recruitment time; number of women in managerial positions

to total number of employees in terms of headcount or FTE

—average salary; average gross salary of women to average gross salary

of men in particular grade categories

— total costs of employee workforce (wages and benefits) divided by the

total revenue in that reporting period

— the number of employees currently on maternity/parental/ paternity leaves
— percentage of women who gave up work within 12 months of

returning to work after having a child
—number of employees’ assessed
—number of assessments performed
— percentage of employees assessed

—number of reports of corruption, mobbing or discrimination cases

—number of non-ethical behaviour cases

— the percentage of employees who underwent anti-corruption training
— the number of complaints regarding human rights violations
— total monetary value of paid and payable corruption-related fines

imposed by regulators and courts in the reporting period

— average number of hours of training in anti-corruption issues per
employee per year (as total hours of training in anti-corruption issues

per year divided by total employees)

(continued)
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Table Al.

ea Examples of identified KPIs

Corporate boards — percentage of people from the local community in senior management
positions at major business locations
—number of board meetings during the reporting period
—number of board members who participate at each board meeting during
the reporting period divided by the total number of directors sitting on
the board multiplied by the number of board meetings during the
reporting period
— female board members to total board members
—number of board members by age range
Trade unions and employee’ — percentage of employees belonging to trade unions
benefits — the total number of trade unions operating in the company
—number of strikes, the number of days lost due to strike
—number of employees covered by collective agreements to total employees
(in terms of headcount or FTE)
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