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Abstract 
The guidelines of the Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI) framework have increasingly 
become the international benchmark for 
organisational transparency and 
accountability across the world. Adherents to 
the GRI’s social and environmental 
disclosure guidelines have the potential to 
increase organizational competitiveness and 
profitability and thereby the share prices of 
the organisations. Few studies have been 
undertaken in developing countries like India 
on social and environmental disclosure based 
on the GRI Guidelines. This paper 
investigates the corporate social and 
environmental disclosures of 50 small and 
large Indian organizations drawn from five 
industries. Using seventeen social and 
eighteen environmental disclosure criteria, 
the study evaluates disclosure information as 
presented in annual reports and related 
website reports. 
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Introduction 
Corporations in emerging nations are 
required to improve the quality of corporate 
financial reporting and the quantity and 
quality of corporate social and environmental 
reporting to attract competitive overseas 
finance. Organisations in emerging nations 
need to have greater transparency and more 
social and environmentally responsibility if 
they are to be successful in the future 
competition for funding. 

It cannot be assumed that corporate social 
disclosure is consistent across the Asia-
Pacific region. Environmental reporting by 
Indian corporations lags significantly behind 
that found in developed countries. The 
reporting, in general, is unsystematic, 
piecemeal and inadequate (Sahay, 
2004).There are three main reasons for 
environmental non-performance in Asian 
countries: (i) lack of government pressure; 
(ii) lack of perceived benefit, either in terms 
of status with respect to consumers or within 
the business community; and (iii) a 
perception that their organisation does not 
have any environmental impact (Perry and 
Sheng, 1999). Thompson and Zakaria (2004) 
mention that irrespective of nationality, lack 
of recognised reporting framework, the cost 
of reporting and fear of how readers will 
react could be general reasons for non-
disclosure. The paucity of social and 
environmental reporting is largely due to the 
lack of governmental pressure to report 
(Thompson and Zakaria, 2004).  

Thompson and Zakaria found that the slow 
take-up of social and environmental reporting 
among Asian countries (except Japan, China 
and South Korea) may be a result of the fear 
by the laggards that social and environmental 
reporting initiatives may be seen as a way of 
exposing and punishing. Inadequate social 
and environmental disclosure in India is 
probably caused by less pressure from 
stakeholders, environmental groups, the 
general public and the government (Sahay, 
2004).  India, being an Asian country, has a 
distinct cultural base, different social and 
environmental laws, different degree of 
pressure on government by green and social 
NGOs, different level of government 
responsiveness and different level of public 
support for NGOs from that of developed 
countries. Sahay (2004) mentions that 
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environmental legislation is adequate in 
India. What is needed is enforcement and 
associated market rewards. To date very little 
research on environmental disclosure has 
been undertaken in India other than Dasgupta 
et. al., (2001); Priyadarshini and Gupta, 
(2003); Sahay, (2004); Arora and Puranik, 
(2004) and Raman, (2006) so this research 
will contribute to the related literature on 
other developing countries.  

Environmental disclosure increases 
transparency which improves public image 
and relations with stakeholders (Robbins, 
2003). It also increases relationships with 
customers and employees (Baker, 2001) who 
increase the value of intangible assets of the 
company (Ernst and Young, 2002). Increased 
transparency pushes a company towards 
more effective and efficient allocation of 
resources. Increased disclosure reduces 
regulatory cost, decreases legal liability and 
increases government’s impact on the firm 
(Robbins, 2003). Thus, it will improve the 
competitiveness, profitability and share price 
of the organisation (CERES, 2002). To our 
knowledge, no substantive research has been 
undertaken in India to examine the level of 
environmental and social disclosure based on 
the environmental and social performance 
indicators suggested by GRI. As a result both 
domestic and overseas investors are not fully 
aware of the quality of the social and 
environmental reporting by listed companies 
in India. The study will highlight the quantity 
and quality of Indian social and corporate 
environmental reporting practice by 
examining the level of disclosure compliance 
based on selected environmental and social 
performance indicators suggested by Global 
Reporting Initiative (2002) using a sample of 
50 listed companies in India. 

 
Examining level of disclosure based on 

GRI indicators 
Even though environmental disclosures have 
increased, there is considerable variety in the 
substance of what is reported (Burritt, 2002). 
There is a clear need for standardisation of 
environmental reporting practice because 
improved comparability will increase the 

value of reported information (Schaltegger 
and Burritt, 2000).  

Schaltegger and Burritt (2000) mention that 
the main global social and environmental 
reporting standard is the Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI, 2000). The GRI Reporting 
Framework facilitates transparency and 
accountability by organizations such as 
companies, public agencies, non-profits of all 
sizes and sectors across the world.  GRI is a 
worldwide, multi-stakeholder network. A 
multi-stakeholder approach (470 stakeholders 
at 31.12.07) ensures the credibility and trust 
required for a global disclosure framework. 
To date, 957 organisations in over 60 
countries have used the GRI framework as 
the basis for their reporting and 
approximately over 850 organisations release 
sustainability reports based on GRI reporting 
guidelines.1 GRI reporting guidelines have 
also gained recognition and endorsement 
from all kinds of stakeholders, especially 
governmental agencies, such as the European 
Union, United Nations, Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development 
and World Economic Forum (Ho and Taylor, 
2007).  Although authors (Rezaee et al., 
1995; Burritt, 2002; Schaltegger and Burritt, 
2000; Sahay, 2004) have mentioned the clear 
need for standardisation of environmental 
reporting practice to our knowledge, there is 
no published work on social and 
environmental disclosures based on GRI 
guidelines in India. 

The primary focus of this study is to examine 
the level of quantity and quality of the social 
and environmental disclosures adopted by the 
listed companies in India based on the 
guidelines suggested by Global Reporting 
Initiative, 2002.  
 
Motivation and  Literature Review 
Relevant literature reveals that corporate 
social and environmental reporting has 
received considerable attention from 
researchers. Through various empirical 
studies, research has identified incentives for 

                                                 
1 http://www.globalreporting.org/AboutGRI/OurReports, 
30.12.07). 
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corporate social and environmental 
disclosure. Gray et. al. (1996) provided an 
extensive list of incentives for corporate 
social reporting. The list includes ethics, 
individual commitment, accountability, legal 
code of practice, anticipated regulation, 
marketing, public image, defence to distract 
attention, influence perceptions,  response to 
pressure, go ahead of /stay with competitors, 
experimentation,  prior commitment, ethical 
investors, to overcome fears of secrecy and to 
maintain a position of power and 
legitimization. Solomon and Lewis (2002) 
stated that all of these fall loosely within four 
theoretical perspectives (market, social, 
political and accountability) presenting 
incentives for voluntary corporate 
environmental disclosure. The overall 
practical benefits of studying disclosure 
levels of corporations for the community, 
government and organisations themselves 
are: i) Improved public image and relations 
with stakeholders (Robbins, 2003; Adams, 
2002). ii) Increased value of intangible assets 
(Ernst and Young, 2002:5). iii) Improved 
relationship with customers (Baker, 2001). 
iv) Better recruitment and retention of 
employees (Adams, 2002, 2004). iv) Increase 
government impact (Robbins, 2003), v) 
Improved competitiveness, profitability, and 
share price (CERES, 2002). vi) Improved 
internal decision making and cost savings 
(Adams, 2002).   
 
Literature Review 
Relevant literature reveals that, studies 
providing empirical evidence regarding 
corporate social and environmental reporting 
practice are mainly undertaken for USA, UK, 
Australian and other developed countries.  
Their focus is on annual report or other 
sources based on either longitudinal or cross-
sectional analysis. Research findings from 
some representative studies are discussed 
below. 

Guthrie and Parker (1990) compared social 
reporting practices of the United States, 
United Kingdom, and Australia. Their results 
indicated that the incidence of social 
reporting appeared to be much higher in the 

United States, and in the United Kingdom, 
than in Australia. However, in terms of 
amount of space devoted to social disclosures 
in annual reports (i.e., number of pages in 
annual reports); they did not find a 
significant difference among the three 
countries. 
 
Gamble et al. (1996) examined the annual 
report environmental disclosures for a sample 
of firms representing nine industries and 27 
countries for the years 1989 through 1991. 
Their results indicated that extremely diverse 
practices were observed among and within 
the sample countries and these practices were 
not consistently applied over time. Overall, 
companies operating in countries with a high 
social conscience and/or developed capital 
markets voluntarily disclosed more 
environmental information. In particular, the 
United States, Canada, and the United 
Kingdom had the highest disclosure level.  
 
Deegan and Gordon (1996) undertook a 
survey of the environmental reporting 
practices within the 1991 annual accounts of 
a random sample of 197 companies from 50 
industries. They found that 36 per cent of the 
sample was identified as producing 
environmental disclosures voluntarily. Using 
word counts, the mean amount of positive 
environmental disclosures significantly 
outweighed the mean amount of negative 
disclosures. Only 14 companies out of the 
entire sample provided any negative 
environmental disclosures.  

Adams et al. (1998) examined corporate 
social reporting practices for a sample of 150 
annual reports from six European countries. 
They split social disclosures into three 
categories: environmental reporting, 
reporting on employee issues, and ethical 
reporting. The findings indicate that the 
amount and nature of social disclosure varied 
significantly across Europe. In particular, the 
German firms disclosed the most information 
across all three categories. The UK firms 
were ranked either second or third behind the 
Swedish companies with respect to 
environmental or employee disclosures. 
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Finally, the results showed that firm size and 
industry membership are important 
determinants of the level of social disclosures 
in all six European countries. 

Hackston and Milne (1996) investigated the 
social and environmental disclosure practices 
of a sample of New Zealand firms. Their 
findings indicated that, the majority of the 
disclosure was declarative and good news in 
nature. The results also showed that both firm 
size and industry membership are 
significantly associated with the amount of 
disclosure, while profitability is not.  

Craig and Diga (1998) analyzed annual 
report disclosure practices in five Association 
of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
countries: Singapore, Malaysia, the 
Philippines, Indonesia, and Thailand. Results 
indicate that, overall, ASEAN companies 
appeared reluctant to disclose information 
that was perceived to be politically or 
socially sensitive such as information 
regarding labour and employment activities, 
environmental programs, and government 
subsidies. They concluded that corporate 
reporting in ASEAN was “oriented strongly 
towards the information needs of capital 
providers, rather than the needs of a broader 
set of stakeholders (including employees, 
government agencies, and the general 
community)” (p. 257).  

Perry and Sheng (1999) compared Western 
experience with environmental disclosure to 
that in Singapore. The survey revealed a low 
commitment to environmental disclosure 
amongst Singaporean organisations. They 
commented that the low level of 
environmental disclosure in Singapore is 
symptomatic of the gap between the 
developing environmental responsibility 
accepted in Western countries and that in this 
newly industrialised economy. They 
commented that raising interest in 
environmental reporting will depend on 
greater environmental consciousness 
amongst shareholders and consumers.  

Vanstraelen et al. (2003) examined forward-
looking and historical non-financial 
disclosures for three European countries 

(Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands). 
Results showed that the Dutch companies 
had the highest total level of forward-looking 
non-financial disclosures. Belgium and the 
Netherlands had a similar level of total 
historical disclosures, followed by Germany. 
They also found that firms with voluntary 
disclosure of forward-looking non-financial 
information tend to have more accurate and 
less dispersed analysts’ earnings forecasts.  

Priyadarshini and Gupta, (2003) indicated 
low level of compliance to environmental 
regulations in India while trying to identify 
the main causes. They found though 
environmental laws are in place, firms 
display a very low level of compliance. They 
reported that three scenarios emerge in the 
context of a developing country like India. 
The absence of economic incentives also 
dissuades firms from complying. 

Sahay (2004) indicated that environmental 
reporting, in general, is unsystematic, 
piecemeal and inadequate and non-
comparable in India. He commented that 
environmental reporting in India is still in its 
infancy and appears to be more of a public 
relations activity. It does not provide relevant 
information to the stakeholders or a database 
for continual improvement. The study 
pointed out that the reason for inadequate 
environmental disclosure is probably that less 
pressure is applied on Indian companies by 
stakeholders, environmental groups, the 
general public and importantly the 
government. He further commented that as 
environmental reporting is unregulated and 
companies are free to use it to publicize their 
good environmental performance without 
giving factual data and environmental trends 
the reports do not lend themselves to 
comparison between companies and between 
sectors. Finally he commented that 
environmental legislation, perhaps, is 
adequate. What is needed is its enforcement.  

Raman (2006) conducted an exploratory 
study on how top management perceives and 
reports CSR in India. Using the technique of 
content analysis the study looked at the 
chairman's message section in the annual 
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reports of the top 50 companies in India to 
identify the extent and nature of social 
reporting. His analysis revealed that 95 per 
cent of the sample made at least a mention of 
practices related to social responsibility. 80 
per cent of the sample size made a disclosure 
related to product/service improvement 
followed by human resources disclosure. 
More than 75 per cent of the companies in 
their chairman’s message had some mention 
about human resources. Not more than 52 per 
cent of the companies mentioned their 
involvement in community activities or other 
activities like education and health services. 
He found that environmental protection and 
energy conservation measures were least 
disclosed. The study found that the nature 
and the extent of disclosures are varied with a 
large emphasis being placed on 
product/service improvement and 
development of human resources. He 
commented that reporting practices could be 
strengthen by adopting GRI (2000) 
guidelines on a vision and strategy statement 
on social issues or presenting a summary of 
the key elements of sustainability practices in 
the organizations.  

Ho and Taylor (2007) investigated triple 
bottom-line (TBL) disclosures of 50 of the 
largest US and Japanese companies. Twenty 
disclosure criteria were developed for each of 
the TBL disclosure areas: economic, social, 
and environmental. Disclosure information 
was examined in annual reports, stand-alone 
reports, and special website reports. The 
authors used regression analysis to examine 
empirically the determinants of TBL 
disclosure practice. Results indicated that the 
extent of reporting is higher for firms with 
larger size, lower profitability, lower 
liquidity, and for firms with membership in 
the manufacturing industry for total TBL 
disclosure. They also found that the extent of 
overall TBL reporting was higher for 
Japanese firms and total TBL disclosures 
were primarily driven by non-economic 
reasons with environmental disclosure as the 
key driver. The results do not support the 
prior findings with regards to environmental 
disclosures that common law countries such 

as USA tend to disclose more public 
information about firms’ activities. 

In summary, most of the empirical research 
on corporate social and environmental 
reporting has focused on the USA, UK, 
Canada, European countries, Australia and 
New Zealand. Only a few studies 
investigated issues of south and south-east 
Asia although authors have mentioned the 
clear need for standardisation of 
environmental reporting practice and use of 
the GRI framework (Rezaee et al.,1995; 
Burritt, 2002; Schaltegger and Burritt, 2000; 
Holand and Foo, 2003; Sahay, 2004; Raman, 
2006 and Ho and Taylor, 2007). 

This study is different from other social and 
environmental disclosure studies undertaken 
by various researcher such as Gray et al., 
(1995b); Deegan and Gordon, (1996); 
Burritt, (1997); Belal (2000); Sahay, (2004); 
Arora and  Puranik, (2004); Ali et al., (2004);  
and Raman, (2006) since GRI social and 
environmental framework has been used. 
GRI framework will improve the 
comparability and thus increase the value of 
reported information (Burritt, 2002; 
Schaltegger & Burritt, 2000). Probably this is 
the first empirical study of this nature on 
India.  

 
Research Design 
 
Development of Measurement Criteria 

GRI environmental and social performance 
indicators have been used to examine the 
level of social and environmental disclosures 
of the selected Indian organisations. Thirty 
five (seventeen social and eighteen 
environmental) disclosure items are selected 
in order to determine the extent of social and 
environmental reporting of the corporations 
in India. An extensive review of prior 
academic literature and business surveys was 
undertaken in developing these disclosure 
items. The thirty five disclosure items are 
mainly selected from 2002 Global Reporting 
Initiative (GRI) guidelines. We have chosen 
the social and environmental indicators 
which are relevant to the organisations 
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involved and are of major concern to the 
organisations in India. These indicators were 
also used in other studies such as KPMG 
(2002); Holand and Foo (2003) and Ho and 
Taylor (2007).  

The social indicators are primarily adopted 
from the GRI (2002) Guidelines. In 
developing the social criteria, indicators from 
other studies Ho and Taylor (2007); KPMG 
(2002, 2005); and Deloitte and Touche 
(2002) are also incorporated. We have 
included seventeen social indicators, which 
are divided into four groups- (a) Employee, 
(b) Diversity, Opportunity and Human 
Rights, (c) Customer and Communities and 
(d) Integrity and Ethics similar to Ho and 
Taylor (2007). Indicators used for evaluating 
the extent of corporate social disclosure are 
included in Appendix 1.  

The environmental indicators are also 
selected from GRI (2002) Guidelines; KPMG 
(2002, 2005); and Deloitte and Touche 
(2002). We have used environmental 
indicators of prior studies (such as Holand 
and Foo, 2003; and Ho and Taylor, 2007). 
Eighteen indicators have been selected and 
grouped into four categories- (a) General, (b) 
Energy, Water and Materials, (c) Pollution 
and Waste Management and (d) Others as 
used by Ho and Taylor (2007). The indicators 
cover the five common environmental 
problems identified by the United Nation’s 
ISAR (The Working Group of Experts on 
International Standards of Accounting and 
Reporting): depletion of non-renewable 
energy resources, depletion of freshwater 
resources, global warming, depletion of the 
ozone layer, and waste disposal. Indicators 
used for evaluating the extent of 

environmental disclosure are also included in 
Appendix 1. 

 
Data collection   
This study covered social and environmental 
information provided by the selected publicly 
listed Indian companies within the chosen 
industries of the accounting year 2006-2007. 
The industries were selected on the basis of 
evidence that social perceptions suggested 
that companies operating in these industries 
were more likely to be considered ‘dirty’ or 
environmentally damaging. (Elkington, 
1994).   

The chosen industries are (i) Chemical, (ii) 
Forestry and Paper, (iii) Industrial 
Engineering, (iv) Industrial Transport, and 
(v) Mining.  A list of Indian companies 
according to their net total assets (NTA) is 
included in Appendix 2. In order to allow 
sufficient time for adoption of the GRIs 
Guidelines (2002) the accounting year 2006-
2007 is chosen. The GRI issued its first 
guidelines in 2002 and released its revised 
3G reporting guidelines and performance 
indicators in 2006. The study involves 
collection of annual reports of 50 top and 
bottom (based on net total assets) publicly 
listed Indian companies for the accounting 
year 2006- 2007.  Annual reports and 
information are collected from company’s 
websites and other related internet sites.  

 

Measuring of Compliance with Social and 

Environmental Disclosure Indicators 

A quantitative approach is adopted to 
measure the extent of disclosure. A score for 
each company has been assigned to 
determine the level of compliance.   
 

 

Table 1: Distribution of Sample According to Industry and Size of the Organization 

Industry Big Small Total No. of 
companies 

Percentage 

Chemicals 6 4 10 21.739 

Forestry and Paper 6 4 10 21.739 

Industrial Engineering 6 4 10 21.739 

Industrial Transport 6 4 10 21.739 

Mining 4 2 6 13.044 

Grand Total 28 18 46 100.00 

 



 

18 

.
One problem with this type of scoring system 
is that some companies might be penalised 
by being assigned a score of zero when the 
company is not expected to disclose that item 
because it is irrelevant due to the nature of 
operations or for some other reason (Ali, et 

al, 2004). In order to avoid this  problem, an 
indicator has been assigned as (a) a value of 
two if it discloses tables of data (quantitative, 
to measure disclosure quality), (b) one, if it  
discloses through a brief mention of the topic 
(qualitative) and (c) zero if it has not 
disclosed (as adopted by Cooke, 1989a, Ali, 
et al. 2004).  
 
Results 
Out of 46 investigated companies 43 
(93.47%) have made some form of social and 
environmental disclosure. The results of the 
descriptive analysis of the social and 
environmental disclosure measures are 
presented in Table 2, 3 and 4. Table 2 reports 
the results of social disclosures by dividing 
the total disclosure scores of four categories, 
(a) Employee, (b) Diversity, opportunity and 
human rights, (c) Customers and 
communities and (d) Integrity and ethics, by 
assigning a score of zero, one or two. Of the 
46 investigated companies 36 (82.61%) 
provided some form of social disclosure.  
Consistent with the findings of Hackston and 
Milne (1996) and Thompson and Zakaria 
(2004), Indian companies make disclosures 
mainly about employees then customers and 
communities followed by integrity and 
ethics. Companies only disclosed ‘provision 
of business code’ under the integrity and 
ethics category. There is no disclosure by any 
company about ‘diversity, opportunity and 
human rights’. Table 3 reports the results of 
environmental disclosure scores into four 
categories, (a) General, (b) Energy, water, 
and materials, (c) Pollution and waste 

management and (d) Others. Out of 46 
investigated companies 43 (93.47%) have 
made some form of environmental 
disclosure. The findings are inconsistent with 
the findings of the similar study by 
Thompson and Zakaria, 2004, (16%). Most 
of the environmental disclosures made by 
Indian companies are about ‘energy, water, 
and materials’ followed by the ‘general’ 
category. Very few companies disclose 
information under the categories of ‘pollution 
and waste management’ and ‘others’. None 
of the companies disclose information on 
indicators such as strategies for the use of 
recycling product, environmental impacts of 
principal products and services, 
environmental accounting policies, 
environmental expenditures and fines/ 
lawsuits/ non-compliance incidents. 
 
Although Table 5 indicates that out of 46 
companies 43 disclose some environmental 
disclosure and 36 disclose some social 
disclosure, it is evident from Table 3 that 
environmental disclosures are mainly about 
general policy together with some declarative 
statements. Apart from energy usage and 
water usage information, almost all other 
disclosures were qualitative in nature.  It is 
evident from Table 2 that except fpr 
disclosures under the ‘employee’ category, 
other disclosures are qualitative in nature. 
Evidence about the level of social and 
environmental disclosures by the sample of 
Indian corporations reveals that it is low in 
quantity and poor in quality. The total 
disclosure scores (social and environmental 
combined) of the Indian companies are 
included in Appendix 3. 
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Table 2: Distribution of Social Disclosure Indicators in Indian Companies 

Disclosure Indicators Score Frequency % 
Employee   

   
1)    Company’s statement of a corporate commitment to its 

shareholders and for society as a whole 
0 
1 

20 
26 

43.5 
56.5 

2)    Number of employees and their geographic distribution  0 
1 
2 

39 
2 
5 

84.8 
4.3 

10.9 
3)   Turnover of workforce  0 

1 
2 

43 
1 
2 

93.5 
2.2 
4.3 

4)   Levels of employee education  0 
2 

36 
10 

78.3 
21.7 

5)   Employee benefits concerning health care, disability, or  
retirement  

0 
1 
2 

26 
1 

19 

56.5 
2.2 

41.3 
6)   Employee health and safety information such as number of 

lost workdays, accidents or deaths 
0 
1 
2 

37 
4 
5 

80.4 
8.7 

10.9 
7)   Employee training and education   

 
0 
1 
2 

33 
3 

10 

71.7 
6.5 

21.7 
Diversity, opportunity and human rights    
8) Any mention of policies or programs addressing  

workplace harassment and discrimination  
0 

46 100.0 

9) Number or percentage of women and minorities in the 
organization  

0 
46 100.0 

10) Policies or procedures dealing with human rights issues  0 46 100.0 
Customers and communities    
11) Any mention of policies for preserving customer health 

and safety  
0 
1 
2 

38 
5 
3 

82.6 
10.9 
6.5 

12) Company’s involvement in community activities 0 
1 

45 
1 

97.8 
2.2 

13) Policies for prioritizing local employment  0 46 100.0 
Integrity and ethics    
14) Policies for compliance mechanisms for bribery and  

corruption  
0 

46 100.0 

15) Policies for preventing anti-competitive behaviour  0 46 100.0 
16) Policies for consumer privacy  0 46 100.0 
17) Provision of business code  0 

1 
2 

39 
2 
5 

84.8 
4.3 

10.9 
 

 

Table 3: Distribution of Environmental Disclosure Indicators in Indian Companies 

Disclosure Indicators Score Frequency % 

General     

1. Company’s statement of a corporate commitment to 
environmental protection 

0 
1 

7 
39 

15.2 
84.8 

2.  Environmental audit  
 

0 
1 

45 
1 

97.8 
2.2 

3.  Environmental awards   
 

0 
1 

2 

43 
2 
1 

93.5 
4.3 
2.2 

4.  Incorporation of environmental concerns into business       
decisions (e.g., green purchasing)  

0 
2 

45 
1 

97.8 
2.2 

5.  Identification of a contact person for providing additional  
information  

0 46 

 
100.0 
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Energy, water, and materials     

6.  Energy usage information   0 
1 
2 

5 
10 
31 

10.9 
21.7 
67.4 

7.  Encouragement of renewable energy consumption  0 
1 
2 

43 
1 
2 

93.5 
2.2 
4.3 

8.  Water usage information  0 
1 
2 

15 
9 

22 

32.6 
19.6 
47.8 

9.   Information concerning the materials that are re-cycled  
or re-used  

0 
1 
2 

44 
1 
1 

95.7 
2.2 
2.2 

10.  Any mention of strategies for the use of recycling    
product  

 
0 46 100.0 

Pollution and waste management    

11.  Information about the sources, types and remedy 
procedures of emissions  

0 
1 
2 

41 
3 
2 

89.1 
6.5 
4.3 

12.  Pollution impacts of transportation equipment used for 
logistical purposes 

0 
1 
2 

41 
3 
2 

89.1 
6.5 
4.3 

13.  Environmental impacts of principal products and services  
0 

46 100.0 

14.  Discussion on the amount, types of wastes and methods 
of waste management  

0 
1 

38 
8 

82.6 
17.4 

Others    

15.  Any mention of environmental accounting policies  0 46 100.0 

16.  Environnemental expenditures 0 46 100.0 

17.  Fines/lawsuits/non-compliance incidents  0 
1 

44 
2 

95.7 
4.3 

18.  Environmental contingent liabilities  0 
2 

34 
12 

73.9 
26.1 

 

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of Social, Environmental and Total (Social and 

Environmental Combined) Disclosure Scores of Indian Companies 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Disclosure Score (Social) 46 0 11 3.39 2.985 

Disclosure Score (Environmental) 46 0 11 4.93 2.808 

Disclosure Score (Total) 46 0 21 8.46 5.488 

 
Table 5: Social and Environmental Disclosure Scores of Indian Companies 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Scores Social. 

Frequency 

% Environm-

ental. 

Frequency 

% 

          0 8 17.4 3 6.5 

1 10 21.7 1 2.2 

2 4 8.7 4 8.7 

3 2 4.3 11 23.9 

4 7 15.2 1 2.2 

5 2 4.3 9 19.6 

6 8 17.4 5 10.9 

7 1 2.2 2 4.3 

8 1 2.2 4 8.7 

9 1 2.2 3 6.5 

11 2 4.3 2 4.3 

Total 46 100.0 46 100.0 
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Conclusion 
This study, though preliminary, suggests 
that most of the Indian corporations in the 
sample do disclose some aspects of social 
and environmental responsibility of their 
organisations. However, the quality and the 
extent of such disclosures vary 
substantially. Strong emphasis is being 
placed on human resources development, 
product /service improvement and usage of 
energy and water. Most of the companies 
totally ignored the important indicators 
under the categories of diversity, 
opportunity and human rights, integrity and 
ethics, and pollution and waste 
management. Indicators such as 
environmental accounting policies, 
environmental expenditures and fines/ 
lawsuits/ non-compliance incidents are also 
ignored. 
  
This paper provides evidence that, quantity 
as well as quality of social and 
environmental disclosures of Indian 
corporations lags behind that found in 
many developed countries. It is also found 
that most of the social and environmental 
disclosures are declarative and non-
quantitative. Inadequate social and 
environmental disclosures may result from 
weak governmental and societal pressures 
to report on social and environmental 
issues. In contrast countries such as France, 
the Netherlands and the UK have 
requirements and also give incentives to 
organisations for including non-financial 
disclosures as a part of regular disclosures 
(GRI 2002: KPMG 2005). Such pressures 
may increase the quality and quantity of 
social and environmental disclosures in 
country like India. 
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 Appendix 1 
 
Social Disclosure Indicators used for 

Evaluating the Extent of Corporate Social 

Disclosure Compliance.  
 
Employee  
1. Company’s statement of a corporate 

commitment to its shareholders and for 
society as a whole 

2. Number of employees and their 
geographic distribution  

3. Turnover of workforce   
4. Levels of employee education  
5. Employee benefits concerning health 

care, disability, or retirement  
6. (Employee health and safety 

information such as number of lost 
workdays, accidents or deaths  

7. Employee training and education   
 
Diversity, opportunity and human rights 
8. Any mention of policies or programs 

addressing workplace harassment and 
discrimination  

9. Number or percentage of women and 
minorities in the organization  

10. Policies or procedures dealing with 
human rights issues  

 
Customers and communities 
11. Any mention of policies for preserving 

customer health and safety  
12. Company’s involvement in community 

activities  
13. Policies for prioritizing local 

employment  
 
Integrity and ethics 
14. Policies for compliance mechanisms 

for bribery and corruption  
15. Policies for preventing anti-competitive 

behaviour  
16. Policies for consumer privacy  
17. Provision of business code  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Environmental Disclosure Indicators used 

for Evaluating the Extent of Corporate 

Environmental Compliance. 
 
General  
1. Company’s statement of a corporate 

commitment to environmental 
protection 

2. Environmental audit  
3. Environmental awards   
4. Incorporation of environmental 

concerns into business decisions (e.g., 
green purchasing)  

5. Identification of a contact person for 
providing additional information  

 
Energy, water, and materials  
6. Energy usage information   
7. Encouragement of renewable energy 

consumption  
8. Water usage information  
9. Information concerning the materials 

that are re-cycled or re-used  
10. Any mention of strategies for the use of 

recycling product  
 
Pollution and waste management 
11. Information about the sources, types 

and remedy procedures of emissions  
12. Pollution impacts of transportation 

equipment used for logistical purposes  
13. Environmental impacts of principal 

products and services  
14. Discussion on the amount, types of 

wastes and methods of waste 
management  

 
Others 
15. Any mention of environmental 

accounting policies  
16. Environnemental expenditures  
17. Fines/lawsuits/non-compliance 

incidents  
18. Environmental contingent liabilities 
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Appendix 2: Distribution of Indian companies according to their net total assets (NTA). 

Name of Companies/Large companies Name of Companies/Small 

companies 

Chemical Industry: 

Gwalior Chemical. industry. ltd. Graphite India ltd. 

Avon Organics ltd. Lanxess A b s ltd. 

Polyplex Corporation. ltd. Fertiliser. & Chemicals. Travancore 

Pidilite Industries ltd. Gujarat. Narmada Vely. Fertiliser  co. 

Castrol India ltd.  

Sree Rayalaseema Chemicals.  

Forestry and Paper 
Rama Newsprint.& Papers ltd. Bilcare ltd. 

Seshasayee Paper& Boards Andhra Pradesh Paper. Miles. 

Ballarpur Industry ltd. JK Paper ltd. 

Star Paper Mills ltd. Ws. Coast Paper Mills. ltd. 

Tamilnadu News & Papers  

Sirpur Paper Mills ltd.  

Industrial Engineering 
Nesco Manugraph ltd. 

Praj Industries ltd. Bharat Forge ltd. 

Nile ltd. Ennore Foundries ltd. 

Prakash Industries ltd. Kirloskar Brothers ltd. 

Revathi Equipment ltd.  

Action Con. Equipment ltd.  

Industrial Transport 
Noida Toll Bridge co.ltd. Bharati Shipyard ltd. 

Allcargo Global. Logistics ltd. Container Corporation of India ltd. 

Sical Logistics ltd. Great Eastern Ship co. ltd. 

Seamec ltd. Blue Dart Express ltd. 

Ship Corporation of India ltd.  

Essar Shipping ltd.  

Mining 
Asian Star Company ltd. Gujarat Mineral Development ltd. 

Sesa Goa ltd. Gitanjali Gems ltd. 

Gujarat N R E Coke ltd.  

Ashapura Minechem ltd.  

Source: DataStream 4 (Data base), accessed on 06.09.07 
Large and Small companies based on Net Total Assets in terms of millions of Indian rupees  
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Appendix 3. Total Disclosure Scores (Social and Environmental Combined) of the 

Sample of Indian Companies 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 


