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([HFXWLYH�6XPPDU\�
Many CSR standards and management  systems are current ly being developed in Europe 
and internat ionally, with a substant ial lack of coordinat ion and collaborat ion. Standards 
may have dif ferent  levels of applicat ion, content , scope and sources:  

• 1RUPDWLYH - standards based on ‘ universal values’  such as the UN Global Compact ’ s 
Nine Principles, and the OECD Guidelines for Mult inat ionals; 

• *HQHUDOO\�$FFHSWHG�$FFRXQWLQJ�3ULQFLSOHV (GAAP) – CSR Standards dealing with the 
process of account ing, audit ing and report ing at  its most  general level,  such as the 
GRI Sustainabilit y Report ing Guidelines, and the AA1000 Series; 

• *HQHUDOLVHG� 0DQDJHPHQW� 6\VWHPV – Standard providing an overall management  
system to embed CSR and sustainabilit y principles within organisat ions. These 
include Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000; 

• 6SHFLDOLVHG�6\VWHPV - lit erally hundreds of specialised standards covering everything 
from labour standards to carbon emissions to animal rights to organic cert if icat ion; 

• 5HJXODWLRQ – Standards deriving direct ly or indirect ly from legislat ion, for example in 
areas such as the management  of risk and avoidance of lit igat ion.  

 

The proliferat ion of standards has resulted in a variety of approaches, on the one hand, 
but  also in terminological confusion and conceptual complexity, on the other hand.  As 
a result ,  corporat ions willing to adopt  a CSR approach f ind it  very dif f icult  to choose the 
most  appropriate standard to suit  their business obj ect ives, organisat ional values and 
management  culture.     

By acknowledging these issues, the purpose of this proj ect  has been twofold: 

a) 'HYHORSLQJ� WKH� 4�5(6� IUDPHZRUN - in part icular defining a Q-RES 
management  system standard, externally cert if iable (the Q-RES Standard), 
and addressing the issues of the verif icat ion process by establishing a mult i-
stakeholder, independent  body; 

b) ,GHQWLI\LQJ� DQG� PDNLQJ� H[SOLFLW� WKH� FRPPRQ� HOHPHQWV and areas of 
complementarity DPRQJ� IRXU� OHDGLQJ� LQLWLDWLYHV in the f ield of CSR 
development  in Europe: 4�5(6 (Italy),  9DOXHV0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP (Germany), 
the 6,*0$ Proj ect  and $$���� Series (UK), by defining the key elements of a 
common framework for CSR management  standards. 

Our research is based on the assumpt ion that  an init iat ive in the direct ion of facilitat ing 
the convergence among exist ing CSR standards would be very helpful for the business 
community, cont ribut ing to achieve the purposes of the EU Green Paper on CSR. 

 

3DUW� $ of this report  presents the rat ionale and Mission of the Q-RES Proj ect  and 
discusses a theoret ical founding of CSR Management  Standards, by suggest ing a  
def init ion of CSR as ‘ extended’  corporate governance, which is suggested as unifying 
perspect ive to look at  CSR management  standards. Chapter 2 presents the Q-RES 
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Standard, that  integrates the Q-RES Guidelines in a CSR management  system standard, 
based on ISO st ructure and language, which is available for external assurance. It  points 
out  the development  of the Q-RES framework, after the publicat ion of Q-RES Guidelines 
in 1999 (English t ranslat ion 2001), ident ifying six management  tools for improving the 
social and ethical responsibility of corporat ions: 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

��� &RUSRUDWH�HWKLFDO�YLVLRQ:  a YLVLRQ of  the social 
cont ract  that  the f irm offers to it s stakeholders;  

��� &RGH� RI� HWKLFV:  ethical principles def ining the 
f irm’ s rights and dut ies YLV�j�YLV each category of  
stakeholder;  

��� (WKLFDO�7UDLQLQJ�DQG�&RPPXQLFDWLRQ:  enabling 
organisat ional members to ident ify and manage 
CRS issues in the light  of the ethical principles; 

��� 2UJDQL]DWLRQDO�V\VWHPV�RI�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�DQG�
FRQWURO� the ‘(WKLFV� LQIUDVWUXFWXUH· support ing  
implementat ion and internal monitoring; 

��� 6RFLDO� DQG� HWKLFDO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\: making the 
organisat ion accountable for the relat ion 
between performance and commitments; 

��� ([WHUQDO� YHULILFDWLRQ� DQG� FHUWLILFDWLRQ by 
independent  third party to ensure credibilit y.   

 

The Q-RES Guidelines describe the “ quality requisites”  for the Q-RES management  tools,   
by defining for each element  its content , methodology of development , evidence for 
the verif icat ion process and criteria for excellence.  

Working through a partnership approach among academic researchers and 
representat ives of business organisat ions, professional and indust ry associat ions and non 
prof it  associat ions the Q-RES Proj ect  has further developed the Q-RES Guidelines by 
defining a Q-RES standard, externally cert if iable. 

The “4�5(6�6WDQGDUG��1RUP�DQG�*XLGHOLQHV�IRU�WKH�LPSURYHPHQW�RI�HWKLFDO�DQG�VRFLDO�
SHUIRUPDQFHV�RI�WKH�RUJDQLVDWLRQµ,  has been developed as a standard consist ing of two 
parts: 

a) 7KH 4�5(6� PRGHO� DQG� WRROV� IRU� WKH� PDQDJHPHQW� RI� HWKLFDO� DQG� VRFLDO��
UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RI�RUJDQL]DWLRQV 

b) 7KH�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP�IRU�HWKLFDO�DQG�VRFLDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on most  recent  body of standards on 
management  systems (ISO 9000, 2000 ed.),  
the Q-RES Standard describes the 
management  system to be adopted by an 
organisat ion willing to improve it s own 
social and ethical responsibilit y, in which 
all t he Q-RES tools can be integrated. The 
Standard also makes clear reference to 
the principles and processes that  have 
already been ident if ied by the ISO 9000 
standard, and shows the relat ionship 
exist ing between these and the six 
management  tools of the Q-RES model. 
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3DUW�% of the report  is devoted to the benchmarking exercise among Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA 
and AA1000 on the basis of four aspects that  we have ident if ied as key elements of any 
CSR management  system:  

• 9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�²�the guiding principles shaping an organisat ion’ s 
overall approach to CSR and orientat ing its decision-making processes��

• &65� 0DQDJHPHQW� 3URFHVV – an overall organisat ion process linking together 
values and principles for CSR, CSR Management  Tools and the organisat ion’ s 
core st rategy, policies and procedures; 

• &65 0DQDJHPHQW� 7RROV – a number of management  tools helping the 
organisat ion to address specif ic issues and ‘themes’  linked with CSR 
performance, e.g. stakeholder engagement , report ing etc.;  and 

• $VVXUDQFH – procedures of internal audit  (self-governed by the organisat ion) and 
external verif icat ion (provided by independent  third part ies) aimed to raise the 
credibility of the system. 

In Chapter 4 we discuss each of the above elements in general terms, present ing a 
definit ion for the element , its aim within a CSR Management  System and its t ypical 
content . Finally, we present  a number of examples drawn from company adopt ion of 
the element  or pract ice learned by one of our init iat ive. 

In the following four chapters we present  and discuss respect ively the specif ic 
cont ribut ions – and posit ion – of Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000 with reference to Values 
and Principles for CSR (Chapter 5), CSR Management  Process (Ch. 6), CSR Management 
Tools (Ch. 7) and Assurance (Ch. 8). 

The f inal sect ion of each of these chapters presents the results of our benchmarking 
analysis, point ing out  the key ‘common elements’  that  we have ident if ied among the 
four init iat ives.  

Our key f indings, summarised in the following four tables, demonst rate that  despite 
some obvious diversity in terminology and approach, it  is possible to ident ify a number 
of areas of commonality amongst  the Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000  frameworks.  

These f indings encourage the perspect ive, supported by the European Commission, of     
convergence amongst  dif ferent  CSR management  standards. We believe that  this route 
is worth to be further explored and are commit ted to further work in this direct ion. 
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&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV��9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65 

 
• &RUSRUDWH�9DOXHV��7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�GHILQH�DQG�GHYHORS�LWV�RZQ�YDOXHV�JXLGLQJ�

LWV� RYHUDOO� EXVLQHVV� �DQG� &65�� VWUDWHJ\�� In part icular, the following core values are 
shared by our init iat ives: 6XVWDLQDELOLW\��0XWXDO�DGYDQWDJH��)DLUQHVV��

• 0XOWL�VWDNHKROGHU�DSSURDFK��7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�WDNH� LQ�GXH�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�WKH�
LQWHUHVWV�DQG�QHHGV�RI�DOO�LWV�VWDNHKROGHUV�

• *RYHUQDQFH�� 7KH� YDOXHV� DQG� SULQFLSOHV� IRU� &65� VKRXOG� EH� XQGHUVWRRG� DV� WKH�PDLQ�
JRYHUQDQFH�V\VWHP�RI�WKH�UHODWLRQV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�DQG�DOO�LWV�VWDNHKROGHUV�
�LQFOXGLQJ�RZQHUV�VKDUHKROGHUV��

• 0DQDJHPHQW� ,QWHJUDWLRQ:  7KH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� VKRXOG� GHYHORS� LWV� &65� 0DQDJHPHQW�
6\VWHP� LQ�DQ� LQWHJUDWHG�ZD\�ZLWK�UHVSHFW�WR� LWV�FRUH�EXVLQHVV�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHPV�
DQG�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�SURFHVVHV��

• $FFRXQWDELOLW\:  7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�DFFRXQWDEOH�WRZDUGV�LWV�VWDNHKROGHUV�DQG�
UHVSRQG�²�ZKHWKHU�SRVLWLYHO\�RU�QHJDWLYHO\���WR�WKHLU�OHJLWLPDWH�FODLPV� 

• 3HUIRUPDQFH�,PSURYHPHQW:  7KH�XOWLPDWH�DLP�RI�WKH�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�6\VWHP�LV�WR�
KHOS� WKH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� LPSURYH� LWV� VRFLDO�� HWKLFDO�� HFRQRPLF� DQG� HQYLURQPHQWDO�
SHUIRUPDQFH� 

�

&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV��&65�0DQDJHPHQW�3URFHVV�

3+$6(� .(<�$&7,9,7,(6�

3ODQ� • Def ine the organisat ion’ s Mission, Values and Principles 

• Develop code of ethics, policies, procedures 

• Ident ify stakeholders and priorit ise CSR issues 

'R� • Communicate Values, St rategies and Policies internally 

• Train employees 

• Monitor compliance 

&KHFN� • Measure performance 

• Report ing 

• Assurance 
  

$FW� • Respond to stakeholders 

• Review the process 

• Learning & innovat ion 
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&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV��&65�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV 
3+$6(� &65�0$1$*(0(17�722/6�

3ODQ� • Q-RES Code Of Ethics Development  Methodology 

• SIGMA Business Case Tool  

• SIGMA Stakeholder Engagement  Tool 

'R� • Q-RES Ethics Training Methodology 

• VMS Procurement  Methodology 

&KHFN� • AA1000 Framework 

• SIGMA Environmental Account ing Tool  

• SIGMA Sustainabilit y Account ing Guide 

• SIGMA Sustainabilit y scorecard  

$FW� • AA1000 Assurance Standard 

 

&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV��$VVXUDQFH 
 

There is a core commonalit y in all of  the frameworks in that  they advocate assurance in the 
part icular sense that  management  of the company needs to ensure that  what  it  is doing is 
what  it  thinks it  is doing, and in addit ion may wish to communicate this in a credible way to 
others, inside or outside of  the company.  

Then come some aspects of assurance that  only overlap or are dist inct  between frameworks, 
as set  out  below. 

• The $$����� 6HULHV includes a specialised “ assurance standard”  (AA1000 Assurance 
Standard) t hat  in many ways goes to the heart  of  it s values and orientat ion; 

• 6,*0$
V approach to assurance is in many ways similar to the AA1000 approach for the 
simple reason that  it  has formerly adopted the AA1000 Assurance Standard as the 'Intel 
inside' approach to assurance it  advocates; 

• 9DOXHV0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP‘s approach to assurance is based on what  the framework 
calls VHOI�JRYHUQDQFH� DSSURDFK,  which emphasises the key plaid by the organisat ions 
who voluntary adopt  a self-binding CSR management  standard like VMS. Nevertheless, 
the existence and effect iveness of VMS within an organisat ion can be verif ied by an 
external auditor on a voluntary basis;  

• The� 4�5(6�approach to assurance is twofold: in the Q-RES Guidelines the framework 
def ines ¶H[FHOOHQFH� FULWHULD· and ‘DXGLWLQJ� HYLGHQFH· for the external verif icat ion 
concerning the adopt ion of Q-RES management  tools by the organisat ion; in the Q-RES 
Standard it  def ines a CSR management  system based on a ISO-like model that  can be 
cert if ied by independent  t hird party.  
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The purpose of the Q-RES Proj ect  is fundamentally about  deepening our understanding 
of how to manage an organisat ion to improve its Corporate Social and Ethical 
Responsibility.  Specif ically, it  explores the role of effect ive management  systems, and 
how convergence of emerging systems can enhance effect iveness for both individual 
companies and the overall f ield. 
 
Of course Q-RES does not  exist  in a vacuum, and neither do management  systems. It  is 
useful to paint  a picture of the broader architecture of standards within which Q-RES 
not  only exists but  to which it  is cont ribut ing. 
 
Below is set  out  in graphical terms a way of looking at  what  we have called here the 
evolving ‘global standards architecture’ .  Crucially, is that  we have dist inguished several 
levels: 

 
 

)LJXUH���� 7KH�HYROYLQJ�JOREDO�VWDQGDUGV�DUFKLWHFWXUH�
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(a) Normat ive. Our start ing point  here is the ‘universal values’  best  expressed in 

various UN convent ions and agreements. These are in many ways best  
summarised by two normat ive statements, the UN Global Compact ’ s Nine 
Principles, and the OECD Guidelines for Mult inat ionals. 

(b) Generally Accepted Account ing Principles (GAAP). The underlying process of 
account ing, audit ing and report ing at  its most  general level concerns the 
replacement , or the upgrading of GAAP. Avoiding the specialised standards (see 
below), this is today best  expressed in two related standards, the Global 
Report ing Init iat ive Sustainabilit y Report ing Guidelines, and the AA1000 Series, 
including both the AA1000 Framework that  embeds stakeholder engagement  in 
the process of account ing itself ,  and the AA1000 Assurance Standard. 

(c) Generalised Management  Systems. There are several emerging generalised 
management  systems, again avoiding at  this level the specialised ones, including 
Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000. Most  developed is SIGMA, which is soon to t ransit  
to a Brit ish Standards Inst itute CSR and Sustainable Development  Standard with 
the intent ion to discuss incorporat ing both the GRI and the AA1000 Series, the 
VMS and Q-RES frameworks, and the AA1000 Management  Framework, part  of the 
AA1000 Series. Also emerging is the ISO CSR Standard, and arguably the EFQM 
framework is increasingly suited to inclusion in this class of standards. 

(d) Specialised Systems. There are literally hundreds of specialised standards 
covering everything from labour standards to carbon emissions to animal rights to 
organic cert if icat ion. Some of these are pure process standards, and some 
incorporate normat ive standards, such as SA8000. This combinat ion is not  a 
problem as long as they are consistent  with the overarching architecture. 

(e) Regulat ion. The law is both part  of many of  the above, and adds addit ional 
aspects to the overarching architecture. For example, the management  of risk, 
and avoidance of lit igat ion results in a range of standards that  are certainly 
linked to the above, but  have dist inct  orientat ions.  

 

The preceding remarks provide a general framework for a ‘global standards 
architecture’ , and also illust rates it s ‘populat ion’  based on current  t rends, i.e. those 
groups who have relevant  stakes in CSR management  standard development . What  is 
useful in addit ion to take into account  are further underlying t rends that  will impact  on 
the ‘populat ing’  of the f ramework. Most  important , perhaps, is the shif t  from an almost  
exclusive focus on the ‘front  door’  stakeholders to a greater focus on ‘in-door’  and 
‘back-door’  stakeholders, where: 

Ö
 )URQW�GRRU:  include the media, and civil society organisat ions – essent ially the 

forum of public opinion. 
Ö

 ,Q� GRRU:  include in part icular the management  of the organisat ion, and also 
other staff .  

Ö
 %DFN�GRRU:  include in part icular the investment  community and regulators. 
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These shif t ing pat terns may not  change the topics being covered (although it  may, also), 
but  will almost  certainly change how these issues are managed and accounted for, a 
factor that  in turn drives changes in how management  systems can be most  effect ive. 

 

���� 3URMHFW�REMHFWLYHV�
Many CSR standards and management  systems are current ly being developed in Europe 
and internat ionally.  Despite the similarit ies and clear overlaps among the dif ferent  
init iat ives, there is a substant ial lack of coordinat ion and collaborat ion. This has 
resulted in a variety of  approaches, on the one hand, but  also of terminological and 
conceptual complexity, on the other hand.  As a result ,  corporat ions willing to adopt  a 
CSR approach f ind it  very dif f icult  to choose the most  appropriate standard to suit  their 
business obj ect ives, organisat ional values and management  culture.     

This proj ect  represents a natural development  of the Q-RES Proj ect  in part icular looking 
at  ‘standardisat ion’  and external verif icat ion issues of the 4�5(6� *XLGHOLQHV ×  (2001), 
and exploring the possible benefits of future convergence among Q-RES and three other 
key CSR standards: 

1.  $$����� 6HULHV (thereafter AA1000) including AA1000 Framework (1999) and 
AA1000 Assurance Standard (2003) developed by AccountAbility,  London2; 

2.  7KH� 6,*0$� *XLGHOLQHV (thereafter SIGMA) developed by the SIGMA Proj ect , 
London3,  and  

3.  9DOXHV0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP Ø  Principles and Const ituents for Sustainable 
Development  (thereafter VMS), developed by the Cent re for Business Ethics 
(ZfW), the scient if ic inst itute of the German Business Ethics Network based in 
Constance, in cooperat ion with a number of German companies. 

This research is based on the assumpt ion that  an init iat ive in the direct ion of integrat ing  
- or at  least  put t ing in a common, meaningful framework - the dif ferent  CSR standards 
would be very helpful for the business community, cont ribut ing to achieve the purposes 
of the EU Green Paper on CSR. 

We carried out  the research focussing on two key obj ect ives: 

c) 'HYHORSLQJ� WKH�4�5(6�IUDPHZRUN - in part icular defining an internat ionally 
applicable verif icat ion process by establishing a mult i-stakeholder, 
independent  body, and expanding the pilot ing proj ects within part icipat ing 
organisat ions; 

d) ,GHQWLI\LQJ� DQG� PDNLQJ� H[SOLFLW� WKH� FRPPRQ� HOHPHQWV and areas of 
complementarity among Q-RES and AA1000, SIGMA and VMS, by defining the 
key elements of a common framework for CSR management  standards. 

                                            
1 The English t ranslat ion of the Q-RES Guidelines (2002) is available for free download at :  
 ht tp: / / www.qres. it / Q-RES%20Guidelines%20January%202002.pdf   
2  Document  available for free download at  ht tp:/ / www.accountabilit y.org.uk/ aa1000/ default .asp  
3  Document  available for free download at  ht tp:/ / www.proj ectsigma.com/ Guidelines/ default .asp  
4 Document  available for free download at  ht tp:/ / www.dnwe.de/ dnwe/ redax/ f iles/ 1006502972557-
1/ Final%20Version%20WMS%20English%20.pdf  
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3DUW� $ of this report  addresses the f irst  obj ect ive, present ing the rat ionale and 
theoret ical background of the Q-RES Proj ect , il lust rat ing the content  of the Q-RES 
Guidelines, discussing the main issues concerning CSR as a new corporate governance 
model and present ing a study on developing the Q-RES Guidelines in a CSR standard, 
based on ISO st ructure and language, which is available for external assurance. 

3DUW�% of the report  is devoted to the benchmarking exercise among Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA 
and AA1000 on the basis of four aspects that  we have ident if ied as key elements of a 
common framework for CSR management  systems:  

• Values and Principles 

• CSR Management  Process 

• CSR Management  Tools 

• Assurance. 
 

���� 6FRSH�RI�WKH�EHQFKPDUNLQJ��
The primary focus of our benchmarking study are the four CSR management  standards 
developed by the research partners: Q-RES, AA1000, SIGMA and VMS. In addit ion, where 
relevant  we have made reference to the following standards: 

o SA8000 – in relat ion to external verif icat ion 

o EMAS – in relat ion to management  process 

o GRI Guidelines – in relat ion to report ing  

o UN Global Compact  – in relat ion to CSR values and principles 

o ISO 9000 and 14000 series  - in relat ion to management  process 

 

���� 3DUWQHUV�LQYROYHG�
This research is the result  of a collaborat ion of four partners:  

- &(/( – The &HQWUH�IRU�(WKLFV��/DZ�	�(FRQRPLFV of LIUC University of Castellanza, 
Italy5;  

- 7KH�,QVWLWXWH�RI�6RFLDO�DQG�(WKLFDO�$FFRXQW$ELOLW\,  London6;  

- 7KH�6,*0$�3URMHFW, London7;  

- &HQWUH�IRU�%XVLQHVV�(WKLFV��=I:�� Constance8 (Germany). 

 

The f inal report  is the result  of such an internat ional collaborat ion and should therefore 
be seen as a j oint  product .   
                                            
5 ht tp: / / www.liuc. it / ricerca/ default .htm   
6 ht tp: / / www.accountabilit y.org.uk/   
7 ht tp: / / www.proj ectsigma.com/   
8 ht tp: / / www.dnwe.de/ 2/ en/ ba_01_en.htm  
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However, it  can be noted that  Part  A of the report  is focussing on the Q-RES Proj ect , 
and therefore cont ribut ions to this parts have been writ ten by CELE members, namely 
Simone de Colle (paragraphs 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4 of Chapter 1 and 2.1,  2.2 and 2.3 of 
Chapter 2 – the lat ter with L. Sacconi),  Emma Baldin (paragraph 2.4) and Lorenzo 
Sacconi (the whole of Chapter 3 and paragraph 2.3 with S. de Colle).  

Part  B of the report ,  focussed on the benchmarking analysis of Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and 
AA1000 standards, includes two types of cont ribut ions: 

- ‘specif ic’  paragraphs, which illust rate the specif ic elements of the standards and 
have been therefore writ ten by the representat ive of that  init iat ive (paragraphs 
5.1 to 5.4, 6.1 to 6.4, 7.1 to 7.4 and 8.1 to 8.4); 

- ‘common parts’ , which analyse the general framework of a common CSR 
Management  System (Chapter 4) and discuss the common elements among the 
dif ferent  standards (paragraphs 5.5, 6.5, 7.5 and 8.5). 

 

The cont ribut ions to Part  B by the various authors can be summarised as follows: 

- Josef Wieland wrote paragraphs 5.2, 6.2, 7.2 and 8.2 and cont ributed to Chapter 
4 on the Key Elements of a CSR Management  System and to the paragraphs on 
Common Elements 5.5, 6.5, 7.5 and 8.5. Moreover, Josef provided a maj or 
cont ribut ion to paragraph 4.1 on Values and Principles for CSR; 

- Rosalind Oakley wrote paragraphs 5.3, 6.3, 7.3 and 8.3 and cont ributed to 
Chapter 4 on the Key Elements of a CSR Management  System and to the 
paragraphs on Common Elements 5.5, 6.5, 7.5 and 8.5. Moreover, Rosalind wrote 
the f irst  draft  of paragraph 4.3 on CSR Management  Tools; 

- Simon Zadek and Jonathan Cohen wrote paragraphs 5.4, 6.4, 7.4 ad 8.4. and 
cont ributed to Chapter 4 on the Key Elements of a CSR Management  System and 
to the paragraphs on Common Elements 5.5, 6.5, 7.5 and 8.5. Moreover, Simon 
Zadek wrote paragraph 4.4 on Assurance and paragraph 1.1 of the Int roduct ion; 

- Lorenzo Sacconi cont ributed to Chapter 4 on the Key Elements of a CSR 
Management  System and to the paragraphs on Common Elements 5.5,  6.5, 7.5 
and 8.5. Moreover, Lorenzo cont ributed to the specif ic paragraphs on Q-RES 
Values and principles (5.1) and Q-RES External Verif icat ion (8.1). 

- Simone de Colle wrote paragraphs 4.1 (with J. Wieland and L. Sacconi) on Values 
and Principles for CSR; 4.2 on CSR Management  Process and 4.3 (with R. Oakley) 
on CSR Management  Tools; the specif ic paragraphs on Q-RES 5.1 (with L. 
Sacconi),  6.1, 7.1 and 8.1 (with L. Sacconi). Moreover, Simone provided the f irst  
draft  and f inal edit ing for the paragraphs on Common Elements 5.5, 6.5, 7.5 and 
8.5, and for the Execut ive Summary and Conclusions as well.   

 
Lorenzo Sacconi provided the overall scient if ic supervision of the f inal report  whilst  
Simone de Colle ensured the scient if ic coordinat ion among the proj ect  partners. 
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��� 7KH� 4�5(6� PRGHO� IRU� PDQDJLQJ� WKH� VRFLDO� DQG� HWKLFDO�
UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RI�FRUSRUDWLRQV��

 
 

���� 7KH� 0LVVLRQ� RI� WKH� 4�5(6� 3URMHFW�� GHYHORSLQJ� D� TXDOLW\� VWDQGDUG� RQ�
VRFLDO�DQG�HWKLFDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�

The rat ionale for developing a standard addressing the social and ethical responsibilit y 
can be summarised by the following considerat ions: 

• The challenge for a successful company in the global economy is to build and 
maintain eff icient ,  effect ive and fair relat ionships with its stakeholders; 

• There are already signs of growing interest  in society on the social and 
ethical dimensions of corporate act ivity; 

• The investor community is increasingly looking beyond the crude numbers of   
f inancial performance to include environmental and social and ethical 
criteria to assess the reliability of corporat ions in which they invest ; 

• A prescript ive approach (like ethics) can provide a criterion to balance the 
dif ferent  (and conflict ing) stakeholder expectat ions and legit imate claims; 

• Most  social and ethical standards are single-stakeholder or single-issue (e.g. 
SA8000 on labour condit ions; LBG on community invest ing; GRI on 
report ing);Current  quality assurance systems (e.g. ISO) are unable to capture 
relevant  dimensions of  business act ivity – i.e. the social and ethical 
performance. 

All the  above considerat ions represents ‘good reasons’  for developing a new type of  
‘quality’  standard addressing the social and ethical dimension of business act ivity.  

It  was from these assumpt ions that  in 1999 a group of academic researchers, company 
representat ives, experts of quality management  systems and cert if icat ion decided to 
j oin together and build the 4�5(6�3URMHFW, with the following 0LVVLRQ:  

´7R�SURPRWH��WRJHWKHU�ZLWK�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�RUJDQLVDWLRQV��
D�PDQDJHPHQW�IUDPHZRUN�IRU�FRUSRUDWH�VRFLDO�DQG�HWKLFDO�
UHVSRQVLELOLW\�EDVHG�RQ�WKH�LGHD�RI�WKH�VRFLDO�FRQWUDFW�
EHWZHHQ�WKH�ILUP�DQG�LWV�VWDNHKROGHUV��E\�GHYHORSLQJ�
D�QHZ�W\SH�RI�TXDOLW\�VWDQGDUG��H[WHUQDOO\�YHULILDEOHµ��

���� +LVWRU\�DQG�SDUWQHUV�LQYROYHG����
The Q-RES Proj ect ’ s f inal goal was set  from the beginning as the definit ion of  a 
complete, consistent  and integrated set  of management  tools to foster corporate social 
and ethical responsibilit y within business.   

The init ial members of the proj ect  included representat ives of CELE–Centre for Ethics, 
Law & Economics of LIUC University,  which is responsible for research and proj ect 
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management ; FRUSRUDWLRQV�(companies interested in improving their social and ethical 
responsibility),  DVVRFLDWLRQV�(professional associat ions, indust ry associat ion, NGOs and 
other QRQ�SURILW� RUJDQLVDWLRQV commit ted to improving the social and ethical 
responsibility of business). 

�
)LJXUH���� 7KH�4�5(6�3DUWLFLSDQWV�

Q
RES

4�5(6�3URMHFW�0HPEHUV

&RUSRUDWLRQV
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$VVRFLDWLRQV�DQG������
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At  the internat ional level Q-RES established linkages with the 6,*0$� 3URMHFW co-
ordinated in the UK by ISEA, BSI and Forum for the Future (Simone de Colle, Q-RES 
Proj ect  Manager, was nominated member of the SIGMA Proj ect  Steering Group), with 
$FFRXQW$ELOLW\ (Simone de Colle is a Council Member of AccountAbility) and with the 
9DOXHV0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP (VMS) init iat ive co-ordinated by professor Josef Wieland in 
Constance, Germany (a j oint  presentat ion of Q-RES and VMS took place at  the EBEN 
Conference in Constance, 18 May 2001, and Q-RES is presented in 6WDQGDUGV�DQG�$XGLWV�
IRU�(WKLFV�0DQDJHPHQW�6\VWHPV��a book edited by Josef Wieland9).    

The Q-RES Proj ect  working plan in the past  5 years can be divided into three phases.  
During the f irst  phase (1999-2001) the following init iat ives were organised: 

                                            
9 See Wieland (2003).  
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• Analysis of the corporate social and ethical responsibilit y tools adopted by the 

part icipat ing companies in the proj ect  and examples of internat ional best  
pract ices; 

• Discussion of emerging standards and guidelines on corporate social 
responsibility in Italy and worldwide (SA8000, GRI, AA1000 etc.);  

• Q-RES-Table meet ings devoted to defining corporate social and ethical 
responsibility tools and ident ify criteria of excellence for their int roduct ion and 
management ; 

• Development  of the Q-RES Guidelines for social and ethical quality management . 

 

This phase was concluded in July 2001, when the f irst  draft  of  the 4�5(6�*XLGHOLQHV 
were presented in an public event  at  the Chamber of Commerce in Milan, together with 
a presentat ion of  Green Paper on CSR by the Commission.   The Q-RES Guidelines 
address the need of a holist ic CSR management  framework, as suggested by the Green 
Paper.  

In May 2002 Q-RES was invited by the EU Commission to present  the Q-RES Guidelines at  
the  “ 6HFRQG 5RXQG�7DEOH�RQ�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�6WDQGDUGV” 10.   

The second phase of the proj ect  (2001-2003) included following act ivit ies: 

• Start ing adopt ion of Q-RES tools (SLORWLQJ�SURMHFWV);  
• Establishment  of the “ Q-RES Normat ive Group” , a working group in charge of 

the development  of the Q-RES Guidelines into a Q-RES standard, externally 
verif iable; 

• Set t ing up an European working group on the integrat ion of Q-RES with 
AA1000, 9DOXHV0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP (Germany) and SIGMA Guidelines; 

• A feasibility study on the establishment  in Italy of an independent , mult i-
stakeholder body promot ing adopt ion of the standard and its external 
verif icat ion. 

This phase was concluded in March 2003, with the 4�5(6� &RQIHUHQFH in Milan 
“ Corporate Social Responsibility:  Management  System to make it  operat ional” .  In the 
conference the Q-RES Proj ect  presented three main results of the work done: 

• An empirical Survey on the dif fusion of CSR Management  Tools among Italian 
leading companies (4�5(6�6XUYH\);  

• A f irst  draft  of the 4�5(6� 6WDQGDUG, including and developing the Q-RES 
Guidelines into a new standard build on ISO st ructure, externally verif iable; and 

• A proposal to establish a mult i-stakeholder, independent  body to take care of 
the external verif icat ion process of the Q-RES Standard.  

                                            
10 The Q-RES presentat ion is available online at  the EU CSR web site:  
ht tp: / / europa.eu. int / comm/ employment_social/ soc-dial/ csr/ qres.pdf. 
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The third phase of the Q-RES Proj ect  (2003- ongoing) has been focussed on two main 
init iat ives: 

• Diffusion of the adopt ion of Q-RES Guidelines among organisat ions;  

• Strengthening the l inkages with other CSR management  standards, such as 
AA1000, SIGMA, VMS, GRI and SA8000, in order to highlight  areas of convergence 
with Q-RES.  

���� 7KH�VL[�HOHPHQWV�RI�WKH�4�5(6�PDQDJHPHQW�IUDPHZRUN�
The Q-RES Guidelines lay down a model of st rategic management  consist ing of a process 
comprising the following six steps: 

1. &RUSRUDWH�HWKLFDO�YLVLRQ:  this is not  a simple statement  of  the f irm’ s mission but  a 
YLVLRQ of the social cont ract  that  the f irm offers to its stakeholders ,  by which the 
company presents his own interpretat ion of the fair balance amongst  of  stakeholders’  
interests that  will inspire day by day  management  of the f irm;  

2.  &RGH�RI� HWKLFV:  (i) general principles defining the f irm’ s rights and dut ies YLV�j�YLV 
each category of stakeholder; (ii) prevent ive rules of conduct  on every area of 
interact ion between the f irm and its stakeholders that  is at  risk of opportunism; 
these rules forestall t ypical forms of opportunism and state the standards of  
precaut ionary  behaviour recommended; 

3.  (WKLFDO� 7UDLQLQJ� DQG� &RPPXQLFDWLRQ:  enables the organisat ion members to give 
proper interpretat ion of  organizat ional events in the light  of their bearing on ethical 
principles and allows the t ransmission of a sense of commitment ; 

4.  2UJDQL]DWLRQDO� V\VWHPV�RI� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ� DQG� FRQWURO� �¶(WKLFV� LQIUDVWUXFWXUH·�� an 
ethics commit tee which impart ially represents the points of  view of the various 
stakeholders; top-down cont rol (audit ing); development  of bot tom-up dialogue to 
integrate CSR into work tasks and obj ect ives; systems for the assessment  and 
material and non-material incent ivising of personnel;  

5.  6RFLDO�DQG�HWKLFDO�DFFRXQWDELOLW\:  external communicat ion of principles and rules; a 
social report  account ing for the relat ion between performance and commitments by 
means of proper illust rat ion  of relevant  and material informat ion expressed both by  
indicators or  qualitat ively; synopt ic statement  of the results achieved in relat ion to 
each stakeholder as regards both the economic value dist ributed among stakeholders 
and the other benefits or costs allocated among them; inclusion of the stakeholders’  
point  of view; 

6.  ([WHUQDO�YHULILFDWLRQ�DQG�FHUWLILFDWLRQ of CSR by third-party (independent ) auditors 
which examine evidence on each CSR tool and the results obtained in the various 
areas of management  (resources, quality of products and services, etc.).   

Each elements of this process fulf ils a specif ic funct ion inside the reputat ion mechanism 
and aims to increase the stakeholders’  t rust  towards the company. The Guidelines 
define excellence criteria for each social and ethical responsibility management  tool 
considering emerging internat ional standards and current  best  pract ice. 
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The Q-RES Guidelines describe the “ quality requisites”  of the above management  
framework, by ident ifying for each element  a definit ion, its funct ion, content , 
methodology of development , evidence for the verif icat ion process and criteria for 
excellence. The full text  of the Q-RES Guidelines can be downloaded from www.qres. it .  

���� )URP�WKH�4�5(6�*XLGHOLQHV�WR�D�4�5(6�VWDQGDUG��
The Q-RES management  model described in the Q-RES Guidelines takes into account  the 
issue of its verif iability by external bodies and it  proposes the definit ion of a Q-RES 
6WDQGDUG on which the external verif icat ion and the cert if icat ion of the Corporate 
Social and Ethical Responsibility of an organisat ion may be based.  

In order to develop Q-RES into a cert if iable standard, the Q-RES Proj ect  established a 
specif ic working group of experts, called “ Normat ive Group” 11.  The Normat ive Group 
f irst  referred to the most  recent  body of standard on management  systems (ISO 9000, 
2000 ed.) and took into considerat ion the ISO 9004 standard that  includes, besides the 
typical contents of the guidelines, the prescript ive test  of the norm that  can be 
cert if ied (ISO 9001) thus adding the relat ionship with the stakeholders to the work. By 

                                            
11 The members of the Normat ive Group were: Giovanni Bogani (AIOICI) - Leader of the Group; Emma Baldin 
(CELE) – scient if ic responsible; Stefano Senesi,  Angela Leuci,  Marisa Parmigiani,  Valeria Fazio, Lucia Silva, 
Federico Versace.  
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adapt ing the ISO 9000 standard with reference to the Q-RES Model the group t ried to 
produce a “ cert if iable”  standard that  might  be easily understood by experts. This was 
possible because it  was st ructured like other standards (that  are very similar) and it  can 
be integrated with other well-known management  systems. 

:K\�WDNH�WKH�VWDQGDUGV� IRU� WKH�TXDOLW\�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP�DV�D� UHIHUHQFH�SRLQW� IRU�
GHYHORSLQJ��D�&65�VWDQGDUG�"  
The following DQDORJLHV with quality management  systems were considered:��
- Their wide acceptance;  

- Their focus on the organisat ion as a whole and not  merely on some parts of it ;  

- The third-party verif iability which is a safeguard for the implementat ion of a qualit y 
policy. 
 

But  also some relevant  GLIIHUHQFHV were pointed out :�
- Many resources in quality systems are considered “ inst rumental” ;  

- In the Q-RES model all stakeholders are HQGV as well as PHDQV��  It  is necessary to 
combine the two dif ferent  dimensions of the relat ionship and of the t ransact ions with 
any stakeholder. 

The “4�5(6� 6WDQGDUG�� 1RUP� DQG� *XLGHOLQHV� IRU� WKH� LPSURYHPHQW� RI� HWKLFDO� DQG�
VRFLDO�SHUIRUPDQFHV�RI�WKH�RUJDQLVDWLRQµ A�B  was f irst  published by the Q-RES Proj ect  in 
May 2003 as a document  for consultat ion. The Q-RES Standard was developed as a 
standard consist ing of two parts: 

c) Part  A:  7KH 4�5(6�PRGHO�DQG�WRROV�IRU�WKH�PDQDJHPHQW�RI�HWKLFDO�DQG�VRFLDO��
�������������UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RI�RUJDQL]DWLRQV 

d) Part  B:  7KH�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP�IRU�HWKLFDO�DQG�VRFLDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\.  

Part  A - 7KH 4�5(6� PRGHO� DQG� WRROV� IRU� WKH� PDQDJHPHQW� RI� HWKLFDO� DQG� VRFLDO��
�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RI�RUJDQL]DWLRQV���int roduces and explains: 

- the Q-RES model and tools for the management  of ethical and social responsibilit y of  
organisat ions; 

- it s relat ionship with other management  systems and with ISO 9000; 

- it s purpose and f ield of applicat ion; and 

- the standards of reference and a glossary of terms and definit ions.   

                                            
12 Abailable at  www.qres. it   



3DUW�$�²���'HYHORSLQJ�WKH�4�5(6�)UDPHZRUN����������������������������������������������������������������������������� 22�
�

�
)LJXUH���� )URP�WKH�4�5(6�0RGHO�WR�D�4�5(6�0DQDJHPHQW�6\VWHP�
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

�
 
 

In the Q-RES Standard it  is pointed out  that  “ WKH�4�5(6�PDQDJHPHQW� V\VWHP� IRU� WKH�
PDQDJHPHQW� RI� WKH� VRFLDO� DQG� HWKLFDO� UHVSRQVLELOLW\� RI� DQ� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� SUHVHQWV� D�
VWUXFWXUH� DQG� D� FRQWHQW� WKDW� DUH� YHU\� VLPLODU� WR� WKH� RQHV� XVHG� IRU� RWKHU� SXUSRVHV�
�4XDOLW\��(QYLURQPHQW�DQG�6DIHW\���7KH�VR�GHYHORSHG�V\VWHP��VHH�ILJ�����VKRZV�WKH�4�
5(6�7RROV�WKDW�PXVW�EH�XVHG�WR�SXW� LW� LQWR�SUDFWLFH��DOUHDG\�VKRZQ�LQ�)LJ����� ,W�WKHQ�
WXUQV� LQWR� D� PDQDJHPHQW� PRGHO� IRU� WKH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� KDYLQJ� DV� D� JRDO� FRQWLQXRXV�
LPSURYHPHQW�� ,W� FRQVLGHUV� WKH� SULQFLSOHV� DQG� SURFHVVHV� WKDW� KDYH� DOUHDG\� EHHQ�
LGHQWLILHG�E\�WKH�,62������VWDQGDUG�DQG�VKRZV�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�H[LVWLQJ�EHWZHHQ�WKHVH�
DQG�WKH�VL[�PDQDJHPHQW�WRROV�RI�WKH�4�5(6�PRGHO.”  

3DUW�% of the Q-RES standard, ent it led 7KH�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP�IRU�HWKLFDO�DQG�VRFLDO�
UHVSRQVLELOLW\,  describes the management  system of an organisat ion with respect  to 
the ethical and social responsibilit y in which all the Q-RES tools can be found.  

The Q-RES tools are placed within a typical st ructure of an ISO document : � 
- The� &RUSRUDWH� (WKLFDO� 9LVLRQ and &RGH� RI� (WKLFV are discussed under  

“ RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE MANAGEMENT” ; 

- (WKLFDO�WUDLQLQJ is discussed under “ RESOURCE MANAGEMENT” ; 

0RGHO�RI�D�SURFHVV�EDVHG 4�5(6�
PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP�
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- 2UJDQLVDWLRQDO� V\VWHPV�DQG� LQWHUQDO� FRQWURO are discussed under “ PRODUCT 

REALISATION” ; 

- 6RFLDO� DQG� HWKLFDO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\ is discussed under “ COMMUNICATION 
PROCESSES WITH THE STAKEHOLDERS”  and in the chapter on “ MEASUREMENT, 
ANALYSIS AND IMPROVEMENT”  

- ([WHUQDO YHULILFDWLRQ is discussed under “ MEASUREMENT, ANALYSIS AND 
IMPROVEMENT” . 

Part  B is st ructured like the ISO 9000 system and is formed by f ive chapters: 

1.  MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR ETHICAL AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 

2.  MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES 

3.  RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

4.  PRODUCT REALIZATION 

5.  MEASUREMENT, ANALISYS AND REPORT 

Below we provide a short  descript ion of each of these chapters. 

0$1$*(0(17�6<67(0�)25�(7+,&$/�$1'�62&,$/�5(63216,%,/,7<�
This chapter includes: 

- The adopt ion and use of  ethical and social responsibility tools (Q-RES tools) and the 
management  of systems and processes; 

- Documentat ion; and 
- The inspiring principles of ethical and socially responsible management  (the Q-RES 

principles). 

The Q-RES system for the ethical and social responsibilit y management  of an 
organisat ion presents a st ructure similar to that  already developed for dif ferent  goals 
(e.g. Quality, the Environment , Health & Safety,  Security).  It  then combines the various 
tools that  need to be used in order to implement  it .  A model for the organisat ion 
management  that  is geared up to a process of cont inuous improvement  is derived by 
drawing on the principles and the processes ident if ied by the ISO 9000 norm and 
showing their relat ionship with the Q-RES six instruments. 

In part icular this part  includes:  

• The ethical and social responsibility principles on which the ent ire management  
system is based (described in chapter 5.1 of these report  under Q-RES Values and 
Principles). 

0$1$*(0(17�5(63216,%,/,7,(6�
This chapter includes: 
 

- General guidance 
- Stakeholders’  needs and expectat ions 
- Code of ethics 
- Planning 
- Responsibility,  authorit y and communicat ion 
- Management  review. 
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Brief ly, as far as the MANAGEMENT’ S RESPONSIBILITIES are concerned, the standard 
defines such responsibilit ies for the development  and maintenance of a Q-RES 
management  system.  

The managers (execut ives) responsibility in the adopt ion and the implementat ion of the 
Q-RES tools and for the development  and maintaining of  a fair,  effect ive and eff icient  
management  system, which is able to respond to the stakeholders’  expectat ions and 
create reputat ion for the organizat ion.  

In brief, management  responsibilit y means:  

• Management  Commitment  to CSR; 
• Ident if icat ion of relevant  stakeholder; 
• Adopt ion of the Corporate Ethical Vision; 
• Adopt ion of the corporate Code of Ethics; 
• Define adequate planning  and periodic re-assessment  of the Q-RES management  

system; 
• Assuring fairness in the exercise of authority.  
 

5(6285&(�0$1$*(0(17�
This chapter includes: 

- General Guidance 
- Employees (People) 
- Infrast ructure 
- Work environment  
- Suppliers and partnership 
- Social Capital 
- Informat ion 
- Natural resources 
- Economic and f inancial resources 

In the chapter: RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, where ISO 9000 defines the resources that  
must  be available in order to put  st rategies into pract ice and pursue the organizat ion’ s 
purposes, the Q-RES Standard adds: 

- the definit ion of the resources and criteria for their use in order to implement  and 
manage the Q-RES tools (specif ic);  

- the definit ion of the relat ionship exist ing among the subj ects bringing such resources 
with reference to the  contents of the code of ethics (in general).  

By int roducing the concept  of Social Capital,  the Q-RES Standard emphasises and 
underlines the importance of a resource called FRQVHQW.   By acquiring t rust  and 
managing fairly the relat ionships with the local and nat ional community, the State,  
Public Inst itut ions and the dif ferent  representat ives of public interests, the 
organisat ion can operate posit ively within such communit ies. 

The Q-RES Standard ident if ies the resources that  need to be made available to 
implement  the CSR st rategies and generate the desired outcomes, and the resources 
and criteria for the implementat ion and management  of the Q-RES tools.  

 



3DUW�$�²���'HYHORSLQJ�WKH�4�5(6�)UDPHZRUN����������������������������������������������������������������������������� 25�
�

�
352'8&7�5($/,6$7,21��
This chapter includes: 

- General guidance 
- Processes related to stakeholders 
- Design and development  
- Purchasing 
- Product ion and service operat ions 
- Cont rol of measuring and monitoring devices  
 
In PRODUCT REALISATION, by integrat ing the principles stated in the Code of Ethics 
with the dif ferent  phases of the product ion process (market ing, order acquisit ion, 
planning, supply, product ion, post -sales, and end of life cycle of a product ),  the norm 
adds a number of ethical considerat ions to dif ferent  management  and operat ional 
processes (product ion process, work-place health and safety,  product  safety, 
customer/ consumer sat isfact ion, environmental impact  assessment  and risk 
management , etc.).   In this way, responsible behaviours can direct ly affect  the f irm’ s 
output , thus going beyond legal requirements and meet ing the legit imate expectat ions 
of local communit ies, consumers and workers. 

Taking into account  the commitments made in the Code of Ethics, including product  
safety, customer sat isfact ion and the external social and environmental effects of 
product ion, the product ion process management  conveys social responsibility to the 
company’ s concrete output . 

In brief,  in dealing with the product  realisat ion process the Q-RES Standard gives 
part icular at tent ion to:  

• The consumer expectat ions, not  only with regards not  only to their material 
sat isfact ion but  also in relat ion to their moral  preferences (e.g. responsible 
consumpt ion, respect  of human rights in the supply chain, working condit ions, etc.);  

• the external social and environmental impacts of the product ion process that  affect  
stakeholders’  well-being (e.g. pollut ion, crowding etc.).  

0($685(0(17��$1$/<6,6�$1'�,03529(0(17�
This chapter includes: 

- General guidance 
- Monitoring 
- Control of non-conformity  
- Analysis of data 
- Improvement  
 
In MEASUREMENT, ANALYSIS AND IMPROVEMENT, ISO9000 defines a system of  
measurement  and systemat ic data collect ion, organisat ion and communicat ion of the 
relevant  data on the impact  of the f irm’ s act ivity on the well-being of the part ies 
involved in order to improve the effect iveness and eff iciency of the organisat ion.  In 
addit ion, the Q-RES standard considers the improvement  of the relat ionships with 
stakeholders, that  is, deals direct ly with the improvement  of the organisat ion’ s 
governance system. 
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In part icular, it  makes reference to:  

• The development  of a social account ing and report ing process, based on the 
dialogue with stakeholders; 

• The collect ion of relevant  data and evidence enabling an independent  body to 
verify the actual implementat ion of the Q-RES management  system. 

 
�
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��� &65� DV� D� PRGHO� RI� ´H[WHQGHGµ� &RUSRUDWH� *RYHUQDQFH���
7KH�WKHRUHWLFDO�UDWLRQDOH�IRU�D�&65�PDQDJHPHQW�VWDQGDUG13�

�
�
���� $�GHILQLWLRQ�RI�&65�
The EU Commission is quite demanding in its definit ion of CSR: 
 
“ By stat ing their social responsibility and voluntarily taking on commitments which go 
beyond common regulatory and convent ional requirements, which they would have to 
respect  in any case, companies endeavour to raise the standards of social development ,  
environmental protect ion and respect  of fundamental rights and embrace an RSHQ�
JRYHUQDQFH�� UHFRQFLOLQJ� LQWHUHVWV� RI� YDULRXV� VWDNHKROGHUV� LQ� DQ� RYHUDOO� DSSURDFK� RI�
TXDOLW\� DQG� VXVWDLQDELOLW\”  (3URPRWLQJ� D� (XURSHDQ� )UDPHZRUN� IRU� &RUSRUDWH� 6RFLDO�
5HVSRQVLELOLW\�� Green Paper, p.4, Brussels, 18.7.2001, emphasis added). 
 
This quotat ion shows that  the Commission regards CSR as a form of corporate st rategic 
management  that  sets it s standards of conduct  at  a level higher than legal const raints,  
and envisages CSR as a system for the governance of t ransact ions and relat ions between 
the f irm and its stakeholders. It  is clear that  here ‘governance’  is no longer the set  of  
rules simply allocat ing property rights and defining the owners’  cont rol over the 
management  of a f irm. Instead it  resembles the neo-inst itut ional view whereby the 
f irm, like the cont ract  and other inst itut ional forms, is a ‘governance system’  which 
establishes diverse rights and obligat ions in order to reduce ‘t ransact ion costs’  and the 
negat ive externalit ies of  t ransact ions. 
 
Going a lit t le bit  further, the following definit ion can be worked out  (as it  can be 
entailed by the Q-RES Proj ect ’ s approach):  
 
&65� LV� D� PRGHO� RI� H[WHQGHG� FRUSRUDWH� JRYHUQDQFH� ZKHUHE\� ZKR� UXQV� D� ILUP�
�HQWUHSUHQHXUV�� GLUHFWRUV� DQG� PDQDJHUV�� KDYH� UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV� WKDW� UDQJH� IURP�
IXOILOPHQW�RI�WKHLU�ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV�WRZDUGV�WKH�RZQHUV�WR�IXOILOPHQW�RI�DQDORJRXV�
ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV�WRZDUGV�DOO�WKH�ILUP·V�VWDNHKROGHUV��
 
Definit ion is required of two terms in the foregoing proposit ion:  
 
D��)LGXFLDU\�GXWLHV� It  is assumed that  a subj ect  has a legit imate interest  but  is unable 
to make the relevant  decisions, in the sense that  s/ he does not  know what  goals to 
pursue, what  alternat ive to choose, or how to deploy his/ her resources in order to 
sat isfy his/ her interest .  S/ he, the WUXVWRU,  therefore delegates decisions to a WUXVWHH 
empowered to choose act ions and goals. The t rustee may thus use the t rustor’ s 
resources and select  the appropriate course of act ion. For a f iduciary relat ionship – this 

                                            
13 This chapter is based on a parallel paper by L.Sacconi “ Responsabilit à sociale come governance allargata 
d’ impresa: una interpretazione basata sulla teoria del cont rat to sociale e della reputazione” , in 
G.F.Rusconi and M. Dorigat t i (eds.),  ,QWURGX]LRQH�DOOD�UHVSRQVDELOLWj�VRFLDOH�G
LPSUHVD (with a foreword by 
Romano Prodi),  Milano (Franco Angeli),  in print ;  the English version of this paper will  short ly appear as a 
/,8&�SDSHU in the series on HWKLFV��ODZ�DQG�HFRQRPLFV�  
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being the basis of the t rustee’ s authority YLV�j�YLV the t rustor – to arise, the lat ter must  
possess a claim (right ) towards the former. In other words, the t rustee directs act ions 
and uses the resources made over to him/ her so that  result s are obtained which sat isfy 
(to the best  extent  possible) the t rustor’ s interests. These claims (i.e. the t rustor’ s 
ULJKWV) impose f iduciary dut ies on the agent  who is ent it led with authority (the 
t rustee), which s/ he is obliged to fulf il.  The f iduciary relat ion applies in a wide variety 
of instances: tutor/ minor and teacher/ pupil relat ionships, and (in the corporate 
domain) the relat ion between the board of a t rust  and its beneficiaries, or according to 
the predominant  opinion, between the board of directors of a j oint -stock company and 
its shareholders and then more generally between management  and owners (if  the 
lat ter do not  run the enterprise themselves). By the term ‘f iduciary duty’ ,  therefore, is 
meant  the duty (or responsibility) to exercise authority for the good of those who have 
granted that  authority and are therefore subj ect  to it .14  
 
E�� 6WDNHKROGHUV.  This term denotes individuals or groups with a maj or stake in the 
running of the f irm and who are able to inf luence it  signif icant ly (Freeman and McVea 
2002). However, a dist inct ion should be drawn between the following two categories: 
 

(i) 6WDNHKROGHUV�LQ�WKH�VWULFW�VHQVH:  those who have an interest  at  stake because they 
have made specif ic investments in the f irm (in the form of human capital,  f inancial 
capital,  social capital or t rust ,  physical or environmental capital,  or for the 
development  of dedicated technologies, etc.) – that  is, investments which may 
signif icant ly increase the total value generated by the f irm (net  of the costs 
sustained for that  purpose) and which are made specif ically in relat ion to WKDW f irm 
(and not  in any other) so that  their value is idiosyncrat ically related to the 
complet ion of the t ransact ions carried out  by or in relat ion to that  f irm. These 
stakeholders are reciprocally�dependent  on the f irm because they inf luence its value 
but  at  the same t ime – given the specif icity of their investment  – depend largely 
upon it  for sat isfact ion of their well-being prospects (lock-in effect ).  

(ii) 6WDNHKROGHUV� LQ� WKH� EURDG� VHQVH:  those individuals or groups whose interest  is 
involved because they XQGHUJR the ‘external effects’ ,  posit ive or negat ive, of the 
t ransact ions performed by the f irm, even if  they do not  direct ly part icipate in the 
t ransact ion, so that  they do not  cont ribute to, nor direct ly receive value from the 
f irm. 

 
We are now able to appreciate the scope of CSR defined as an extended form of 
governance: it  extends the concept  of f iduciary duty from a mono-stakeholder set t ing 
(where the sole stakeholder relevant  to ident if icat ion of f iduciary dut ies is the owner of 
the f irm) to a mult i-stakeholder one in which the f irm owes f iduciary dut ies to DOO its 
stakeholders (the owners included). It  is obvious that  classif icat ion of stakeholders on 
the basis of the nature of their relat ionship with the f irm must  be regarded as 
important  in gauging these further f iduciary dut ies.15 
                                            
14 On f iduciary dut ies see Flannigan (1989). 
15 While posit ively def ining CSR as a corporate governance model,  it  may be useful to say also a word about  
what  CSR def initely is not .  In order to st ick to the level of what  can be inferred from inst itut ional 
init iat ives, it  can be said that  CSR def initely should be not  confused with what  is intended by the Italian 
Government ’ s init iat ive (Minist ry of Welfare) called CSR-SC proj ect .  To begin with, CSR should not  be 
confused with corporate giving and with the purpose of channelling of corporate donat ions into social 
programmes set  up by the Government .  The mistake in part  resides in a muddling of the whole, which is 
CSR, with the part ,  namely corporate giving. But  it  consists above all in tampering with the st ructural�
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���� 7KH�HFRQRPLF�EDVHV�RI�H[WHQGHG�ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV�
7KHRU\�RI�WKH�ILUP 

Let  us now inquire whether economic theory provides support  for the thesis that  the 
f irm has ‘further’  responsibilit ies towards its stakeholders. According to neo-
inst itut ional theory (Williamson 1975, 1986; Grossman and Hart  1986; Hart  and Moore 
1990; Hart  1995; Hansmann 1996), the f irm emerges as an inst itut ional  form of ‘unif ied 
t ransact ions governance’  intended to remedy imperfect ions in the cont racts that  
regulate exchange relat ions among subj ects endowed with diverse assets (capital,  
labour, inst rumental goods, consumpt ion decisions, and so on). These assets, if  used 
j oint ly, are able to generate a surplus over the cost  of their use that  is higher than in 
the case of their separate use by each asset -holder. However, cont racts by which these 
asset -holders regulate their exchanges are incomplete: they do not  include provisos 
covering unforeseen events, owing to the costs of draft ing them, or because the 
cognit ive limits of the human mind make it  impossible to predict  all possible states of  
the world. Yet  for these assets to be used in the best  manner possible, specif ic 
investments must  be made: investments undertaken with a view to the value that  they 
may produce within an idiosyncrat ic cont ractual relat ion. This entails that  the surplus 
generated with respect  to the costs sustained by each party to the exchange is 
determined by the undertaking of VSHFLILF act ivit ies with VSHFLILF counterparts 
(suppliers, customers, employees, f inanciers, etc.).  Let  us assume that  part ies behave 
opportunist ically (that  is, they are egoists who act  with astuteness). Thus, once the 
investments have been made, cont ractual incompleteness means that  the terms of the 
cont ract  can be renegot iated, so that  the party in a st ronger H[�SRVW posit ion is able to 

                                                                                                                           
mechanism of the donat ion-based funding of the non-prof it  sector.  Aside from dif ferences in place and 
t ime, economic theory of nonprof it  organisat ions sees the third sector as a response to ‘supra-median’  
demand for quant it y, qualit y and cultural dif ferent iat ion in the supply of welfare goods and services that  
the governmental supply is unable to sat isfy,  as it  is bonded to the level demanded by t he “ median voter”  
(Weisbrod, 1988). If  DG� KRF f iscal and f inancial incent ives are used to channel donat ions towards social 
policies decided by the government  (with the obvious intent  of reducing even more f iscal pressure),  there 
is a risk of distort ing one of t he st ructural mechanisms which fuel the development  of the third sector and 
remedy ineff iciencies in the overall supply of welfare services. 
A second risk is misconceiving the incent ives mechanisms that  can promote voluntary CSR standards. This 
would ensue if  – as the Italian Minist ry of Welfare’ s proposal suggest  -  the promise of tax relief  on 
donat ions – provided these are pledged to government ’ s preferred social programs – is combined with the 
announcement  of a system to ascertain how much companies are socially responsible - called “ social 
statement ” .  By f il l ing the VWDWHPHQW  companies would give rise to a public register of f irms eligible for tax 
relief  and ent it led to publicize themselves as ‘socially responsible’  - admit ted that  they give their donat ion 
to a “ public fund”  managed by the Minist ry.  �This induces perverse incent ives, for all f irms – and right ly so 
– seek to obtain tax abatement  on donat ions to the third sector,  so that  in order to admit  them to tax 
reduct ion a minimal ‘quasi-compulsory’  and ‘f iscal’  verif icat ion is needed. Instead, voluntary CSR 
cert if icat ion should repay with reputat ion benef it s (and only with such benef it ) only those f irms effect ively 
able to demonst rate their compliance with high standards of CSR. The linkage between CSR cert if icat ion 
aimed to reputat ion and ministerial appraisal aimed to concession of f iscal benef it s may arouse such 
discontent  in the business community (afraid that  the standard would be too high to many companies only 
interested in obtaining some tax relief)  that  at  end the Government   is forced to reduce CSR cert if icat ion 
to simple a self-declarat ion about  a short  list  of  compulsory items, mainly concerned with corporate 
community giving, and much less commit t ing and informat ive than a proper social report .   (Which is easy 
to foresee: if  a public ‘label’  is given in exchange for money cont ributed to a governmental fund, which 
the Minist ry has interest  to raise as high as possible, there are very  poor incent ives to be very select ive in 
grant ing that  ‘label’  – whose value result  thus inf lated.) At  end, after much disorder and alarm, all that  
turn too indulgent  towards those backward f irms that  see the ‘voluntary approach to CSR’  as mere 
discret ion (the exact  opposite of a moral REOLJDWLRQ which f irms are asked to account  for). 
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appropriate the ent ire surplus, thereby expropriat ing the other stakeholders. But  if 
agents expect  to be expropriated, they will have no incent ive to undertake their 
investments at  the opt imal level.  This expectat ion of unfair t reatment  gives rise to a 
loss of eff iciency at  the social level.  
 
The f irm responds to this problem by bringing the various t ransact ions under cont rol of 
a hierarchical authority – the authorit y, that  is, of the party which owns the f irm and 
through ownership is ent it led to make decisions over the cont ingencies that  were not  
ex ante cont ract ible. Unif ied governance supplements incomplete cont racts with 
authority relat ions through the vert ical and horizontal integrat ion of  the units that  
previously made separate cont ribut ions. The f irm is therefore a special cont ractual 
form: when cont racts lack provisos cont ingent  upon unforeseen events, they can be 
‘completed’  with the ‘residual right  of cont rol’  which ent it les its holder to decide what  
should be done about  decisions not  H[�DQWH cont ract ible– that  is, decisions ‘left  over’  
from the original cont ract  and that  become available only when unforeseen situat ions 
occur.  
 
There is therefore an eff iciency rat ionale for the idea of the f irm as ‘unif ied 
governance’  of t ransact ions: if  one party (a class of stakeholders) has made a specif ic 
investment  of greater importance than those made by the others at  risk, or if  its 
exercise of ‘unif ied governance’  discourages opportunism by the others to appropriate 
the surplus, then that  party should be granted the property right  and with it  the right  
to take ‘residual’  decisions. This is also the basis for regulat ion of authority delegat ion 
from the owners to directors or managers by corporate governance rules, when the 
owners themselves are not  able of direct ly exercising the ent ire residual right  of 
cont rol.    
 
7KH�ULVN�RI�DEXVH�RI�DXWKRULW\ 

However, one should not  underest imate the risks of the f irm TXD unif ied governance. 
There is not  j ust  one single stakeholder at  risk because of cont ract  incompleteness; it  is 
usually the case that  mult iple stakeholders undertake specif ic investments (investments 
in human capital,  investments of t rust  by�consumers, investments of f inancial capital,  
investments by suppliers in raw materials, technologies and inst rumental goods).  
Cont racts with these stakeholders are also incomplete.  
 
Yet  if  a f irm brings its cont racts with certain stakeholders (labour cont racts, obligat ions 
towards and relat ions with minority shareholders) under the authorit y of a party to 
whom is allocated cont rol over residual decisions (for example, the cont rolling 
shareholder group) – and more generally if  a party is enabled by its GH�IDFWR�power to 
exercise discret ion over H[� DQWH non-cont ract ible decisions concerning implicit  or 
explicit  cont ractual relat ions with the other stakeholders (consumers, customers, 
suppliers, creditors, etc.) – what , one may ask, is there to ensure protect ion of  
investments and interests other than those of the cont rolling stakeholder? It  is evident  
that  if  f iduciary dut ies at tach RQO\ to ownership, those stakeholders ZLWKRXW residual 
right  of cont rol will QRW be protected by the f iduciary dut ies of those who run the f irm. 
The inherent  risk, therefore, is an abuse of authority (Sacconi 1997, 2000). Those 
wielding authority may use it  to expropriate the specif ic investments of others by 
exploit ing ‘gaps’  in cont racts – which persist  even under unif ied governance (in fact  it  
simply allocates to only one stakeholder the right  to ‘f il l ’  those gaps with its 
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discret ionary decisions). Those in a posit ion of authority, in fact ,  are able to threaten 
the other stakeholders with exclusion from access to physical assets of the f irm, or 
from the benefits of  the cont ract ,  to the point  that  those other stakeholders become 
indif ferent  between accept ing the expropriat ion and forgoing the value of their 
investments by withdrawing from the relat ion.  Thus the ent ire surplus, included that  
part  of its imputable to efforts and investments made by the non cont rolling 
stakeholders, will be appropriated by the cont rolling party.  Again forward-looking 
stakeholders will be deterred form entering the hierarchical t ransact ion with the 
cont rolling party. In general,  this will produce an internal FULVLV�RI�OHJLWLPDF\ between 
f irm and stakeholders (a crisis in the relat ionships between the organisat ional 
authorit ies and part icipants in the organisat ion) and an external FULVLV� RI� WUXVW (in 
relat ionships with stakeholders that  have entered into cont ractual or external relat ions 
with the organisat ion).  
 
Therefore, when CSR is viewed as ‘extended governance’  it  completes the f irm as an 
inst itut ion of t ransact ions governance (Sacconi 2000). The f irm’ s legit imacy deficit  
(whatever category of stakeholders is placed in cont rol of it ) is remedied if  the residual 
cont rol right  is accompanied by further f iduciary dut ies towards the subj ects at  risk of  
abuse of authority and deprived of the residual cont rol right .  At  the same t ime, this is a 
move towards greater social eff iciency because it  reduces the disincent ives and social 
costs generated by abuse of authority.  
 
From this perspect ive, ‘extended governance’  should comprise: 

• WKH�UHVLGXDO�FRQWURO�ULJKW (ownership) allocated to the stakeholder with the largest  
investments at  risk and with relat ively low governance costs, as well as the right  to 
delegate authority to professional directors and management ; 

• WKH� ILGXFLDU\� GXWLHV of those who effect ively run the f irm (administ rators and 
managers) towards the owners, given that  these have delegated cont rol to them; 

• WKH�ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV�RI�WKRVH� LQ�D�SRVLWLRQ�RI�DXWKRULW\� LQ�WKH� �ILUP��WKH�RZQHU�RU�
WKH�PDQDJHUV��WRZDUGV�WKH�QRQ�FRQWUROOLQJ�VWDNHKROGHUV:  the obligat ion, that  is, to 
run the f irm in a manner such that  these stakeholders are not  deprived of their fair 
shares of the surplus produced from their specif ic investments, and that  they are not  
subj ect  to negat ive externalit ies.  16 

      
However, a number of unanswered quest ions remain, which the proponents of CSR as 
‘extended governance’  must  necessarily address. Does there exist  a criterion with 

                                            
16 A number of recent  economic and legal models of governance support  this view of CSR. For example, the 
f irm can be seen as a ‘nexus’  of  specif ic investments regulated by incomplete cont racts, rather than as a 
nexus of simple cont racts, and therefore as a team of actors cooperat ing to produce a surplus from those 
specif ic investments (Raj an and Zingales 2000). Based on a similar view which combines dif ferent  theories 
of the f irm – the theory of incomplete cont racts with that  of team product ion – is t he model of mult i-
stakeholder governance developed by Margaret  Blair and Lynn Stout ,  and which sees the purpose of 
corporate governance st ructures as being prevent ion of opportunist ic behaviour among the N members of 
the team that  make specif ic investments. When applied to a public company, this model t ranslates into a 
board of directors act ing as a mediat ing hierarchy: an authorit y system charged with the task of f inding the 
appropriate balance in the protect ion of diverse interests (cf .  Blair and Stout  1999). The (cont roversial) 
legal basis for this form of  “ impart ial governance”  exercised by the board of directors and by management  
in the US j oint -stock company is the ‘business j udgment  doct rine’ :  the manager’ s use of a standard of  
professional conduct  which insulates his/ her choices against  claims by shareholders (cf .  Blair and Stout  
1999, but  also see Meese 2002). 
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which to give more precise specif icat ion to these extended dut ies, and from which it  is 
possible to derive a st rategic management �standard�of suff icient  clarity such that  the 
‘extended governance’  model cannot  be accused to entail higher governance costs than 
the t radit ional ‘narrow’  corporate governance view? What  norms are effect ive for� the 
implementat ion��of CSR? And what  role can be played in that  by self-regulat ion? 
 

���� 7KH�6RFLDO�&RQWUDFW�DV�D�FULWHULRQ��IRU�VWUDWHJLF�PDQDJHPHQW�
If  a f irm is a team of part icipants with specif ic investments, then the metaphor of  a 
‘bargaining cooperat ive game’  among mult iple stakeholders can be applied. These 
stakeholders must  agree on a shared act ion plan (a j oint  st rategy) which allocates tasks 
among the members of the team so that  the cont ribut ion of each of them is eff icient  
(because it  produces the maximum surplus net  of each stakeholder’ s costs). The 
‘bargaining co-operat ive game’  played by the stakeholders is typically one of mixed 
interests. Although it  is in their common interest  to co-operate, because this enables 
them to produce a surplus that  would otherwise be impossible, conflict  nevertheless 
persists among the stakeholders over the dist ribut ion of the value created. 
‘Governance’  and st rategic management  consequent ly consist  in the solut ion of two 
problems: 
 
a.  Ident ifying the j oint  st rategy that  the stakeholders (as the players in the co-

operat ive game) may ut ilise to coordinate themselves, in that  they accept  it  H[�DQWH 
as a voluntary agreement  to co-operate – so that  st rategic management  can reduce 
bargaining costs (t ime, conflict ,  etc.) and the costs of gathering informat ion on the 
alternat ives available and on the intent ions of each players about  co-operat ion. 

b.  Ensuring H[�SRVW that  each member of the team complies with the agreement  on the 
j oint  st rategy selected and does not  act  as a free rider with regard to the others.  

 
Choosing the j oint  st rategy (point  a) is equivalent  to select  a bargaining�equilibrium. It  
must  therefore answer the quest ion of what  is due to each stakeholder and what  each 
of them can expect  from the f irm in exchange for its cont ribut ion, so that  each 
stakeholder may agree on that  j oint  st rategy. The quest ion thus arises as to how the 
stakeholders’  interests can be balanced against  each other, and what  claims on the 
f irm should be considered the appropriate basis for the management ’ s f iduciary dut ies. 
‘Stakeholder’ ,  in fact ,  is a descript ive term. It  reminds us that  a variety of classes of  
individuals have interests at  stake in the running of the f irm, and that  they may 
somet imes advance conflict ing claims. The use of the term ‘stakeholder’ ,  however, 
does not  provide a FULWHULRQ with which to balance claims when they are mutually 
conflict ing. 
 
To answer the quest ion we consequent ly need a FULWHULRQ able to ident ify the balance 
that  DQ\�ZKDWHYHU VWDNHKROGHU�would accept  as the basis for its voluntary cooperat ion 
with the f irm: that  is, an LPSDUWLDO criterion. It  is here that  ethics – understood as a set  
of LPSDUWLDO�FULWHULD for collect ive choice-making – come into play as part  of the f irm’ s 
governance and st rategic management . 
As an ethical criterion, therefore, it  is suggested the ‘social cont ract ’  among the 
stakeholders of the f irm (Sacconi 1997, 2000). By ‘social cont ract ’  is meant  not  any 
whatever real-life bargain but  a ‘touchstone’  from which point  of  view to assess the 
diverse outcomes of day by day pract ical running of the f irm. In other words, the social 
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cont ract  is the agreement  that  would be reached by the representat ives of all the 
f irm’ s stakeholders in a hypothet ical situat ion of impart ial choice.17 Corresponding to 
the not ion of ‘social cont ract ’  is the following mult i-stage deliberat ive procedure which 
generates impart ially acceptable agreements: 
 

(i) Force, fraud and manipulat ion must  be set  aside;  
(ii) Each party comes to the bargaining table with only its capacity to cont ribute and its 

assessment  of the ut ilit y of each agreement  or non-agreement  proposed (dispensing 
with any form of threat  other than its possible refusal to agree); 

(iii) The bargaining VWDWXV�TXR must  be set  at  a level such that  each stakeholder results 
immune against  the cost  of its specif ic investments – that  is, each stakeholder must  
obtain from the social cont ract  at  least  reimbursement  of the cost  of  the specif ic 
investment  with which it  has cont ributed to the surplus (otherwise the bargaining 
process would permit  opportunist ic exploitat ion of the counterparty’ s lock-in 
situat ion). The dist ribut ion of the surplus is regulated by the social cont ract  – and by 
the corresponding deliberat ive procedure – on the basis of ‘init ial endowments’  thus 
defined; 

(iv) Each party in turn puts itself  in the posit ion of all the others, and in the posit ion of  
each of them he can accept  or rej ect  the cont ractual alternat ives proposed; 

(v) If  solut ions are found which are acceptable to some stakeholders but  not  to others, 
these solut ions must  be discarded and the procedure repeated (which ref lects the 
assumpt ion that  cooperat ion by all stakeholders is recognised as necessary); 

(vi) The terms of the agreement  reached are therefore those that  each stakeholder is 
willing to accept  from its part icular point  of view: that  is, the non-empty�
intersect ion of the j oint  st rategies and relat ive dist ribut ions acceptable to each of 
them. Note that  this intersect ion is necessarily QRQ�HPSW\,  for otherwise the game 
would not  allow a cooperat ive surplus. That  is to say, it  would not  be the case that  
j oint  act ion by the part ies may produce something more than their separate act ion 
and that  at  least  one�surplus dist ribut ion proves to be reciprocally advantageous (if  
it  PXVW be so, then there exists at  least  one agreement  acceptable to all).  

    

���� 6RFLDO�FRQWUDFW�DQG�WKH�HPHUJHQFH�RI�WKH�ILUP�
Thus far, the social cont ract  has been presented as a normat ive deliberat ive procedure 
by which to ident ify the terms of an agreement  that  would be acceptable from an 
impart ial standpoint  – that  is, from the point  of view of any whatever stakeholder – so 
that  it  can be adopted as a standard of behaviour by who hold managerial authority on 
the f irm. However, the social cont ract  can also furnish a reconst ruct ion – understood as 
a ‘potent ial explanat ion’  – of how bargaining has given rise to a f irm with ERWK f iduciary 
dut ies towards the owners DQG social responsibility (i.e. further f iduciary dut ies) 
towards all the stakeholders. 
 
                                            
17 It  is quite evident  the debt  of this cont ractarian view on the theory of f irm to the works of  both John 
Rawls (1971, 1993) and David Gauhier (1986). For the f irst  formulat ion of the theory of t he corporate social 
cont ract ,  based the revision of neo-inst itut ionalist  theory of f irm and with reference to the problem of the 
abuse of authorit y YLV�j�YLV stakeholders, see however Sacconi (1991), and lat terly Sacconi (1997, 2000). For 
a formulat ion external to economic theory see Donaldson (1982) and then Dunfee and Donaldson (1995). 
The ethical theories of cont ractualism  - in it s ‘ideal’  (Kant ian) and ‘real’  (Hobbesian) versions – have been 
put  forward as keys to interpretat ion of the abuse of majorit y power in j oint -stock companies by Disiano 
Preite (Preite 1992).  
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Consider a ‘state of nature’  prior to the creat ion of the f irm. Bilateral t ransact ions 
among stakeholders regulated by incomplete cont racts are subj ect  to reciprocal 
opportunist ic behaviour, with the consequence that  prohibit ive bargaining costs render 
them ineff icient .  At  the same t ime, the part ies to those t ransact ions are ent irely 
unconcerned about  the negat ive external effects of their t ransact ions on other agents, 
who although they do not  part icipate, are nevertheless affected. This is a Hobbesian 
scenario in which the life of economic t ransact ions among agents is  “ solitary, poor, 
nasty, brut ish, and short ”  (Hobbes 1671). The stakeholders thus address the problem of  
creat ing an associat ion whereby all their t ransact ions can be undertaken in accordance 
with agreed-to rules and are therefore not  subj ect  to cont ract -costs, while at  the same 
t ime the negat ive effects on those who do not  part icipate in the benefits from the 
t ransact ions are reduced to the minimum.  

The ‘First  Social Cont ract ’  of the f irm (SDFWXP� XQLRQLV) is nothing other than the 
agreement  which the stakeholders reach DPRQJ�WKHPVHOYHV to set  up this associat ion 
(the ‘MXVW f irm’ ).  They negot iate on the associat ion’ s const itut ion, which consists in a 
common plan of act ion (j oint  st rategy) to which each of them cont ributes either by 
carrying out  a posit ive effort  or by simply refraining from applying his/ her veto. This 
ILUVW�VRFLDO�FRQWUDFW�RI�WKH�ILUP st ipulates as follows: 
 
a.  rej ect ion of shared plans of act ion which generate negat ive externalit ies for those 

not  part icipat ing in the cooperat ive venture or, if  these negat ive externalit ies are 
essent ial for the product ion of the cooperat ive surplus, a compensat ion of third 
part ies so that  they are rendered neut ral;  

b.  product ion of the maximum surplus possible (dif ference between the value of the 
product  for its consumers, who belong to the associat ion, and the costs sustained by 
each stakeholder to produce it );  

c. a dist ribut ion of the surplus which is ‘fair’ ,  or rat ionally acceptable to each 
stakeholder in a bargaining process free from force or fraud and based on an 
equitable VWDWXV� TXR,  that  is, considering the surplus net  of the specif ic 
investments. 

However, if  an at tempt  is made to reach this form of an ideal associat ion (the ‘j ust  
f irm’ ) which eliminates all the part icipants’  cont ract -costs, they arrive in pract ice to an 
organisat ional form which is found to be inef f icient  from the point  of view of it s 
governance costs. The stakeholders discover, for example, that  the general assembly of  
all members is unable to take coherent  decisions in a reasonable amount  of t ime. In the 
absence of a monitoring system, once the members of the associat ion have established 
fair shares of the surplus to be dist ributed among them, they have an incent ive to act  
opportunist ically and not  to play their part .  Co-ordinat ion problems arise on how the 
j oint  st rategy can be implemented under  changing circumstances, which may alter 
beliefs and  reciprocal expectat ions asymmetrically.  
 
The stakeholders consequent ly draw up a VHFRQG� VRFLDO� FRQWUDFW of the f irm (SDFWXP�
VXEMHFWLRQLV) by which they const itute, in the proper sense of the term, a governance 
st ructure for the associat ion. It  is only now that  the associat ion becomes a hierarchical 
st ructure. 

The second social cont ract  provides that  authority should be delegated to the 
stakeholder most  eff icient  in performing governance funct ions (the taking of residual 
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decisions, devising coordinat ion solut ions as circumstances change, monitoring, the 
enactment  of sanct ions,  excluding potent ial free riders, etc.).  For this reason, it  can 
also be seen as a cont ract  EHWZHHQ� WKH� VWDNHKROGHUV� DQG those who is given cont rol 
over the f irm (social cont ract  ZLWK� WKH� ILUP).  After comparat ive examinat ion of the 
governance costs of each stakeholder, the one with the lowest  costs is selected and 
assigned ownership, and is therefore the one to which the right  of  governing the 
associat ion is delegated (Hansmann 1996). This class, which is remunerated with the 
UHVLGXDO is authorised to delegate some discret ionary decisions in regard to running the 
f irm to professional director and managers, and to appoint  those who are in the 
authority posit ion of running the f irm. 3ULPD�IDFLH,  their authority wil l be effect ively 
const ituted – that  is, the delegat ion will remain valid – as long as they comply with a 
�

• 1DUURZ� ILGXFLDU\� SURYLVR:  the owners are remunerated with the maximum 
residual revenue possible (in forms compat ible with the diverse nature of the 
cont rolling stakeholder: prof its, returns, discounts, improved condit ions of  
service, improved condit ions of employment , and so on) in the light  of  
condit ions obtaining in the f irm’ s specif ic market . 

   
However, it  is evident  that  this proviso entails that  the posit ions of the other 
stakeholders change (from the “ j ust  f irm”  to MXVW�D�ILUP).  Formerly co-equal members 
of the associat ion, they are now subj ect  in various ways to the discret ionary decisions 
taken by the stakeholder ent it led with authority, and by the administ rators that  it  has 
appointed. Unlike in the standard economic theory of the f irm, in the social cont ract   
theory the risk of the abuse of authority can squarely be faced. The VHFRQG� VRFLDO�
FRQWUDFW is therefore conceived in a manner such that  this cost  of hierarchy is 
forestalled as well.  Hence, under the second social cont ract ,  the stakeholders agree to 
submit  to authority, thereby rendering it  effect ive, if  the cont ract  contains a 

• ([WHQGHG�ILGXFLDU\�SURYLVR��
- 7RZDUGV�WKH�QRQ�RZQHUV:  

o The f irm must  abstain from act ivit ies which impose negat ive external 
effects on stakeholders not  party to t ransact ions, or compensate them so 
that  they remain neut ral;  

o The f irm must  remunerate the stakeholders part icipat ing in the f irm’ s 
t ransact ions with pay-offs (monetary or of other kinds, for example in 
terms of the quant ity,  quality and prices of goods, services, working 
condit ions, etc.) which, taken for granted a fair status quo, must  contain 
a part  t ied to the f irm’ s economic performance such to approximate 
fair/ eff icient  shares of  the surplus (assuming that  this is posit ive) as 
envisaged by the f irst  social cont ract .  

 
�7RZDUGV�WKH�RZQHUV:  

o The f irm must  remunerate the owners with the maximum residual 
compat ible with fair remunerat ion – as defined by the f irst  social 
cont ract   of the eff icient  cont ribut ions made by all the other 
stakeholders. 
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���� 6WDNHKROGHU�YDOXH�96�6KDUHKROGHU�YDOXH�
7KH�FRPSDQ\·V�VRFLHWDU\�LQWHUHVW 
What  does the foregoing hypothet ical explanat ion yield? It  yields a definit ion of the 
‘societary interest ’  of the company – that  is, the interest  that  the manager act ing in 
the name of the company must  serve – which is consistent  with the cont ractarian 
model. According to this reconst ruct ion, in fact ,  the manager (appointed through the 
second social cont ract ) has a special f iduciary duty towards the owners (or the ‘residual 
claimant ’ ) that  has delegated authorit y to him/ her (YLD narrow f iduciary proviso). This 
duty applies, however, only under the const raint  that  the JHQHUDO f iduciary dut ies are 
fulf il led towards DOO the stakeholders – which is defined YLD the extended f iduciary 
SURYLVR.  We may thus const ruct  the corporate interest  by means of a hierarchical 
decision-making procedure which moves from the most  general condit ions to the most  
specif ic ones: 
• )LUVW� VWHS:  minimise the negat ive externalit ies affect ing stakeholders in the broad 

sense (perhaps by paying suitable compensat ion); 
• 6HFRQG�VWHS:  ident ify the agreements compat ible with the maximisat ion of the j oint  

surplus and its simultaneous fair dist ribut ion, as established by the impart ial 
cooperat ive agreement  among the stakeholders in the st rict  sense; 

• 7KLUG� VWHS:  if  more than one opt ion is available in the above defined feasible set ,  
choose the one that  maximises the UHVLGXDO allocated to the owner (for example, the 
shareholder).  
 

 Hence, the narrow corporate  interest  (the one usually advocated by supporters of the 
“ shareholder value”  view) results from a series of steps which select  the admissible 
ways in which also this interest  can be sat isf ied – that  is, those that  are consistent  with 
the various const raints imposed by the f irst  social cont ract  on the owner’ s behaviour. It  
should be emphasised that  this concept  cannot  be reduced to that  of  value 
maximisat ion for the ‘residual claimant ’  (the owners) once const raints imposed by 
posit ive cont ractual obligat ions have been fulf il led. This is because we recognise all 
cont racts are incomplete, and they are always suscept ible to opportunism (even by 
those who run the f irm). Thus it  is the ent ire hierarchical decision procedure which 
provides the sat isfact ion of the corporate interest  – i.e. the social cont ract  ident if ies 
the goals or the internal (not  merely external) moral const raints that  channels 
managerial discret ion. It  results from sat isfact ion in sequence of the three 
requirements set  out  above and which can be summarised as follows: maximise the 
value for the residual claimant  under the const raint  of complying with the social 
cont ract  between f irm and stakeholders which defines the ‘stakeholder value’ .   
  
)URP�JHQHUDO�WR�SDUWLFXODU��EXW�QRW�YLFH�YHUVD�
 We may thus answer the quest ion as to the relat ion between stakeholders value and 
shareholders value (or in general the value allocated to the owners). In order to j ust ify 
social responsibility over shareholders value, old inst itut ional theories concerned 
themselves with the f irm’ s interest  DV�VXFK,  or with VXUYLYDO of the f irm DV�VXFK.  But  DV�
VXFK the f irm is nothing.  On the cont rary it  is a human artefact  that  derive it  goals from 
human preferences and interests: it  does not  have an interest  SHU�VH and its ‘survival’  is 
a misleading biological analogy with a single organism, rather than with a st ructure 
produced by the interdependent  decisions of many individuals (moreover, the biological 
analogy is normat ively debatable: is a f irm never allowed to fail?).  
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New inst itut ional theory, in the “ social cont ract”  version proposed here, does not  need 
this biological analogy, for it  can talk direct ly of the f irm as an inst itut ional/ art if icial 
solut ion to the problem of co-ordinat ion and co-operat ion among dif ferent  individuals 
holding mult iple interests. It  is an DUWLILFLDO FRQVWUXFW whose  mission is an LQWHUPHGLDWH 
and QRW f inal end; in other words, it  is a PHDQV by which to solve problems of co-
ordinat ion and co-operat ion among stakeholders IRU (i.e. to the advantage of) their 
interests. Thus, the f irm persists and is successful if  it  realises an equilibrium of co-
operat ion among the stakeholders; it  can create surplus wealth only if  it  achieves that  
equilibrium. However, cont rary to the theory of the f irm developed within the property 
rights school,  here methodological individualism does not  entail ident if icat ion of a 
single individual or class interest  to serve, because the f irm is be explained as the 
PHDQV which enables a fair bargaining equilibrium to be achieved amongst  GLYHUVH 
players in their mutual advantage.  The bargaining equilibrium is the point  at  which the 
sat isfact ion of various interests intersect ; the one, that  is, where the interest  of each 
stakeholder is fulf il led,  with each of them maximizing their obj ect ives under the 
const raint  that  also the counterparty, viewed as free and informed, is able to do 
likewise. 
 
We have thus established an implicat ion relat ion that  holds in only one direct ion: the 
impart ial agreement  DOZD\V entails sat isfact ion of the shareholder’ s interest ,  given that  
this is condit ioned to the achievement  of an agreement  of cooperat ion with others. 
However, the reverse is not  necessarily the case: the maximum interest  of the 
shareholder GRHV� QRW� DOZD\V� FRLQFLGH with the j oint  interest  of the stakeholders, at  
least  in the short -run. Besides agreement , there are RWKHU ways in which a single 
stakeholder (for example the shareholder) could pursue his interest ,  even though this 
presupposes either FRQIOLFW (force) or GHFHLW (not  abiding by implicit  pacts and 
promises). The prototype of these situat ions is depicted by the ‘prisoner’ s dilemma’  
game, where each player has an interest  in taking advantage of the other’ s co-
operat ion without  doing his part ;  and if  he expects the other player not  to play his part  
in the co-operat ion, he has even more reason for not  playing his own. This way of 
pursuing individual interest  is clearly self-dest ruct ive, because the outcome of mutual 
defect ion is always inferior to that  of reciprocal cooperat ion. Nevertheless, as far as 
the players think that  exact ly this is the game they are bond to play, there is not  
escape form this self -defeat ing way of fol lowing their individual self-interest .  
Therefore, should we wish to start  from RQH stakeholder’ s pursuit  of its interest ,  in 
part icular the shareholder, we must  establish XQGHU� ZKDW� FRQGLWLRQV (i.e. non 
uncondit ionally) the ‘part icular’  coincides with the ‘general’ .  And this depends on the 
type of game that  the stakeholders are required to play (in the prisoner’ s dilemma this 
would QRW come about , as we have seen), which concerns, amongst  other things, the 
rules (not  necessarily imposed from outside) that  give some sort  of st ructure to the 
games in quest ion.   
 

���� 6HOI�UHJXODWLRQ������
7KH�GLVFUHWLRQDU\�DSSURDFK 

We may dist inguish between two approaches to the CSR self-regulat ion. The f irst  is the 
GLVFUHWLRQDU\�DSSURDFK (which is the one preferred by the rear-guard of f irms). Its basic 
tenet  is that  there is no reason to add any further specif icat ion or const raint  apart  from 
the HQOLJKWHQHG self-interest  of owners and those who runs the f irm for their 
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advantage. Respect  for the stakeholders’  claims will come about  through free choice, 
or through the f irm’ s free exercise of discret ion – the same discret ion which, as we 
have seen, const itutes the problem in the theory of residual rights of cont rol.  
Enlightened self-interest  would thus be an endogenous force able to induce self-
discipline because it  induces to account  for personal interest  into the ORQJ�UXQ.  By 
virtue of the long-run, the f irm, as it  pursues the simple goal of prof it  maximisat ion, 
would be induced to respect  the f iduciary relat ion with the stakeholders and take due 
considerat ion of their well-being. On this view, self-regulat ion is nothing other than 
VHOI�GLVFLSOLQH whereby the f irm does not  behave in a manner such to abuse the t rust  
that  stakeholders have placed in it .  The f irm does not  self-impose any formal system of 
rules or adopt  any explicit  management  system required to abide by standards or 
norms, even if  voluntary: this is self-regulat ion ZLWKRXW explicit  rules (and therefore we 
may term it  ZHDN� VHOI�UHJXODWLRQ).  It  would be too easy to discredit  this thesis by 
considering in its favour the only argument  based on the obviously unrealist ic 
hypothesis of perfect  compet it ion and the ‘invisible hand’  of the market .  If  compet it ion 
were perfect ,  no f irms would exist  in the sense of being alternat ive inst itut ions of  
governance to minimise t ransact ion costs. It  is therefore obvious that  the argument  
does not  pertain to the ideal world in which the ‘invisible hand’  operates. I shall 
instead take this thesis at  its best , although even in this case it  fails.  
 
At  best , the thesis maintains that  enlightened self-interest  leads to respect ing t rust  of  
stakeholders, and therefore not  to abuse them, in that  the f irm recognises the 
importance of safeguarding and enhancing its reputat ion, which depends on non-abuse 
of the stakeholders. Reputat ion is one of the most  valuable, albeit  intangible, of the 
f irm’ s assets. It  is reputat ion that  induces the stakeholders to t rust  the f irm and 
consequent ly to cooperate with it ,  so that  t ransact ions come about  at  low costs of 
cont rol or bargaining.  Unfortunately, however, reputat ion does not  support  the idea of 
ZHDN self-regulat ion based on discret ion of the f irm, which, without  imposing any 
const raint  or explicit  rule upon itself ,  would decide unilaterally what  act ions to 
undertake in the best  interest  of both the f irm itself  and its stakeholders. To 
understand this, we must  delve at  least  a lit t le way into the theory of games of 
reputat ion. 
 
7KH�UHSXWDWLRQ�JDPH 

At  the basis of the reputat ion mechanism lies a simple interact ive situat ion (called WKH�
WUXVW� JDPH,  see Sacconi 2000) represent ing a t ransact ion based on the f iduciary 
relat ion between a stakeholder A and the f irm B. The stakeholder must  decide whether 
or not  to place its t rust  in the f irm, entering or not  into an exchange relat ion with it  
(assume that  if  it  does so, necessarily he is making a specif ic investment).  The f irm 
then decides between abusing and not  abusing. If ,  after the stakeholder has entered, 
the f irm does not  abuse its t rust ,  there will be a reasonably good outcome for both. 
However, if  the stakeholder places t rust  in the f irm, the lat ter has an interest  in 
abusing that  t rust ,  because in the current  game this is the more remunerat ive opt ion. 
Consequent ly, the stakeholder will not  grant  its t rust  and the t ransact ion will not  take 
place.  
 
The idea underlying of a game of reputat ion is that  there is an alternat ive solut ion 
which permits the t ransact ion between the two part ies to take place if  the basic game 
is inf initely iterated, and if  an incent ive is thus created for the f irm to protect  its 
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reputat ion (Fudenburg and Tirole 1991, ch. 9). We thus have an inf initely repeated  
game (which expresses the idea of long-run) whose stage-game is the t rust  game  
already defined. The players in the game are on the one hand an inf inite series of  
stakeholders, called Ai (where i denotes the order of ent ry into the game), each of 
them last ing only for the stage-game in which they decide whether to enter or not  
enter (and are therefore short -run players), and on the other a f irm (B), the long-run 
player, which last  throughout  all repet it ions of the game. 
Informat ion is crucial for the players: each Ai is uncertain about  the W\SH of B – in that  
B may be a W\SH that  never abuses t rust  or a W\SH that  always abuses it ,  or even a W\SH 
that  abuses with a certain probability and does not  abuse with the residual probability.  
Hence the W\SHV can be understood as commitments to the stereotyped use of a given 
basic game st rategy (unless a mistake occurs). For every player Ai,  all these types of B 
have some D�SULRUL posit ive probability (and, in part icular, the type that  never abuses - 
which for simplicity we may call ‘honest ’ - is assigned posit ive, though very low, 
probability).  At  each stage game the current  Ai player changes his beliefs (the 
probability assigned to t ypes) according to what  he has learned from the previous stage 
game.  
Player B’ s reputat ion is the probability assigned by each player Ai in the current  stage 
to the various types of player B. Player B’ s reputat ion of being a certain type increases 
as evidence is gathered which confirms that  W\SH,  but  it  diminishes dramat ically if  a 
single observat ion is made that  falsif ies the type.  
Player B, on the other hand, is perfect ly rat ional and informed, so that  its st rategic 
reasoning scheme also includes awareness of the limitedly informed reasoning 
performed by players Ai,  and in part icular it  enables player B to predict  about  the 
mechanism by which they learn and update beliefs about  types. The players’  interests 
are such that  each stakeholder Ai maximises it s benefits in the current  game (i.e. is 
short -sighted) while B is interested in long-run benefit .  B may therefore be more or less 
far-sighted on the basis of a discount  rate on future ut ilit ies which, in every period, 
increasingly reduces (even though at  a marginally decreasing rate) payoffs associated to 
further outcomes of the repeated game. 
 
These factors inf luence calculat ion of the players’  rat ional choices. On the basis of its 
calculat ion of expected ut ility,  each Ai chooses between entering�and not  entering� in 
light  of the current  condit ioned probability of the types of B. Obviously, in the f irst  
stages-games, the probability of types is such that  the f irst  players Ai will usually not  
place their t rust  in B. Sooner or later, however, some Ai will decide to t rust  B if  they 
have observed a series of no abuse, as a result  of which the condit ioned probability of  
the honest  type has increased suff icient ly to give the ent ry choice an expected ut ility 
greater than no ent ry.  
Analysing player B’ s choices requires considerat ion of the equilibrium st rategies of the 
iterated game. At  a f irst  sight ,  B may opt  for the equilibrium st rategy of each stage-
game, namely abusing which is certainly the best  response to the choices made by the 
players Ai in the f irst  periods. However, player B has a dif ferent  st rategy available,  
which consists in exploitat ion of its knowledge of the mechanism by which the beliefs 
of the various Ai are updated. It  may choose to simulate the behaviour of the ‘honest ’  
type unt il the stage occurs in which the condit ioned probability of this t ype reaches the 
crit ical level at  which the f irst  Ai will enter. At  this point ,  B calculates whether to play 
the no abuse act ion, and consequent ly induce the players Ai to enter again, or to prof it  
from the f irst  opportunity to defect  by choosing abuse, thereby gaining a unilateral 
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advantage but  thereafter condemning itself  to an inf inite series of null outcomes. If  B is 
not  impat ient , and therefore if  the discount  rate of future ut ilit ies does not  excessively 
reduce the value of the future prospects of cooperat ion, inf inite outcomes of future 
cooperat ion (which begin once the f irst  Ai has entered) are able to off-set  the cost  of 
the init ial series of null outcomes (in which no Ai enters but  B does not  abuse), and to 
thwart  the incent ive to take advantage of an individual stakeholder as it  enters. One 
possible B’ s rat ional st rategy therefore is to sustain its reputat ion and to induce the 
sequence of stakeholders to t rust  it .  The best  response to this st rategy by stakeholders 
Ai,  from the t ime that  the f irst  of them has placed its t rust  in B, is to cont inue to be 
t rust ful unt il they observe a period in which B abuses.18 Hence, the long-run search for 
reputat ion induces the f irm to behave as if  it  wants to fulf il  its f iduciary dut ies towards 
the stakeholders. 
 
However, it  is essent ial to understand the condit ions under which this result  holds: 

(a) VLJQDOOLQJ� WKH� W\SHV:  the f irm must  be able to signal the possibilit y that  it  is an 
honest  type which does not  abuse t rust ;  

(b) TXDVL�VLPXOWDQHLW\:  the f irm and the stakeholder must  act  and observe the result  of 
each game simultaneously, for if  the stakeholder acts f irst ,  the f irm would have no 
reason to reveal it s choice had the stakeholder not  entered, so that  there is no basis 
for OHDUQLQJ;   

(c) REVHUYDELOLW\�RI�WKH�UHVXOWV:  at  the end of each stage-game, the stakeholder must 
be able to observe the outcome of the f irm’ s choice without  ambiguity, and it  must  
be able to determine without  ambiguity whether the f irm has behaved according to 
a W\SH.  Because types can also be viewed as commitments (to a certain game 
act ion), the essent ial condit ion is that  at  the end of each stage-game each 
stakeholder (the current  one) should be able to observe that  ‘what  had to be done 
has been done’ ;  

(d) VKDUHG�NQRZOHGJH�DPRQJ�VWDNHKROGHUV:  each stakeholder must  be able to t ransmit  
what  it  has learnt  in a given period to the stakeholder that  comes next :  that  is, all 
the stakeholders in succession must  have the same j udgement  on the f irm’ s 
fulf ilment  of its commitments;  

 
In general,  these condit ions DUH�QRW spontaneously fulf il led in situat ions relevant  to the 
purposes of CSR, the consequence being that  weak self-regulat ion (based on simple 
enlightened self-interest ) normally fails.  
 

���� 6HOI�UHJXODWLRQ������YROXQWDU\�FRPSOLDQFH�ZLWK�H[SOLFLW�QRUPV�
The main reason for weak self-regulat ion fails is the FRJQLWLYH�IUDJLOLW\ of reputat ion. 
This is evinced by condit ions a, b, c and d above, all of which refer to the knowledge 
that  the players must  possess if  the model is to hold t rue. Accumulat ing reputat ion may 
be prohibit ively dif f icult  if ,  in order to show that  a commitment  has been maintained,  
it  is needed enabling HDFK stakeholder to observe that  FRQFUHWH act ions have been 
undertaken, or that  the FRQFUHWH results have been obtained, so that  they match their 
descript ion established H[�DQWH in a commitment  announced by the f irm. Consider the 
following situat ions:  

                                            
18 For an illust rat ion of this model and result  see Sacconi (1997, 2000). 
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− LQFRPSOHWH� FRQWUDFWV:  the cont ract  does not  contain clauses covering unforeseen 

cont ingencies, so that  there is no concrete benchmark against  which to assess 
claims of renegot iat ion when unforeseen events occur; 

− XQREVHUYDEOH�TXDOLW\:  the customer may not  be able to verify the quality of a good 
or service on the basis of the informat ion available to him or her by inspect ion or 
experience, so that  s/ he must  ‘t rust ’  the opinion of an expert  (usually the supplier);  

− RUJDQLVDWLRQDO� DXWKRULW\:  the ‘boss’  takes genuinely discret ionary decisions with 
regard to tasks to be ordered the employees by virtue of the managerial authorit y 
granted to him/ her by work cont racts; 

− FROOXVLRQ:  the f irm has resources by which is able to reach collusive agreements with 
agents of customers, suppliers or with off icial act ing in the name of the ‘public’ , 
which can induce them to act  in conflict  of interest  to their ‘principals’ . 
Informat ion about  these agreements is reserved, so those not  present  when they 
were reached are unable to determine whether or not  an ill icit  collusive exchange 
has taken place. 

 
These are all set t ings in which informat ion or knowledge about  the f irm’ s act ion is 
incomplete or highly asymmetric. Either commitments have not  been defined in 
relat ion to unforeseen events, and therefore cannot  be verif ied, or their fulf ilment  is 
not  observable. The problem is that  incomplete informat ion makes it  impossible to 
determine whether ‘what  had to be done has been done’ :  either it  was not  established 
H[� DQWH,  so that  there is nothing to verify, or it  is impossible to observe results by 
which it  can at  least  be inferred whether the commitment  has been respected (since 
the result  coincides with at  least  one of the possible results contemplated ex ante).  
Act ivat ion of the reputat ion mechanism is obst ructed by a cognit ive gap. 

Self-regulat ion in the st rict  sense must  therefore be viewed as the remedy for this 
cognit ive gap. Rather than responding to concern over the enforcement  of CSR norms 
by an external authorit y, it  concent rates on the need to create the cognit ive and 
informat ional bases that  enable the social mechanism of reputat ion – with its 
endogenous rewards and punishments – to funct ion properly. This comes about  through 
the voluntarily-taken decision to accept  H[SOLFLW�QRUPV�ZLWK�DQ�DSSURSULDWH�VWUXFWXUH 
decided by the f irm in the light  of a mult i-stakeholder social dialogue such to configure 
their impart ial acceptability.   

For this reason, self-regulat ion is a voluntary but  QRW discret ionary approach. 
9ROXQWDULQHVV resides in the decision to endorse an H[SOLFLWO\�DQQRXQFHG�VWDQGDUG for 
the f irm’ s management  system which is H[�DQWH shared knowledge among the for and 
its stakeholders.19 This standard sets out  general principles, whose contents are such to 
elicit  stakeholder consensus, as well as explicit  commitments to compliance with 
principles and rules which are to be known H[� DQWH�by stakeholders. It  is clear that  
stakeholders’  consensus can be more easily obtained if  the standard relat ive to the 
st rategic management  system, intended to ensure CSR, is established by the f irm 
through explicit  dialogue with the stakeholders. This should come about  both through 

                                            
19 This approach is the one preferred by the f irms which, at  nat ional and European level,  are endeavouring 
to def ine models and standards for the voluntary int roduct ion of CSR management  systems. Most  notable in 
Italy are those f irms that  have part icipated in the Q-RES Proj ect  or have decided to apply the GBS and 
Accountabil it y 1000 standards in their social account ing and report ing pract ices, or to promote and adopt  
SA8000.   
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the f irm’ s direct  relat ions with its most  important  stakeholders and through forms of 
mult i-stakeholder social dialogue at  the local,  nat ional or supranat ional levels. 

However, dialogue does not  det ract  from the voluntary nature of the agreed standards; 
nor does it  preclude that  compliance may then be obtained via the self-enforcement  of 
the const raints and f iduciary dut ies established by the standard. How this occurs can 
once again be explained by referring to the reputat ion mechanism. The standard, and 
the procedures ensuring compliance with it ,  are announced H[�DQWH;  and it  is RQ�WKHVH – 
not  in relat ion to part icular (unforeseen) events or to part icular (unobservable) act ions 
or outcomes – that  f irm and stakeholders pass homogeneous j udgement  on H[� SRVW 
compliance with them. It  is thus possible to act ivate the reputat ion reward and 
punishment  mechanism, which generates endogenous incent ives to comply with the 
standard. Everything rotates around the gap-f ill ing funct ion performed by the standard 
of CSR management  system, whereby� the f irm’ s f iduciary dut ies towards its 
stakeholders are made explicit  and announced. These dut ies assert  – in the appropriate 
form – what  is to be expected of the f irm in XQH[SHFWHG situat ions, too, or in ones 
where the results of act ions DUH�QRW�REVHUYDEOH.  
 

���� 7KH�ORJLF�RI�D�&65�VWUDWHJLF�PDQDJHPHQW�VWDQGDUG��
The ORJLF of the management  system for CSR (and of the standard that  regulates it ) is 
the logic that  the f irm’ s st rategic behaviour must  conform to in a context  of incomplete 
informat ion. It  has three components, as follows: 
 
A. *HQHUDOLW\�DQG�DEVWUDFWQHVV�RI�SULQFLSOHV 
The principles define the YLVLRQ of the social cont ract  that  each f irm proposes to it s 
stakeholders (which must  therefore be completely ident if ied). These principles must  
consequent ly offer fair t reatment  acceptable to each stakeholder. They are abst ract  
and general in form, so that  they apply to a wide variety of events, including those 
which cannot  be predicted or described beforehand. Consequent ly, their applicat ion 
does not  require a GHWDLOHG� GHVFULSWLRQ of the situat ion; all that  is necessary is 
recognit ion of the presence of certain abst ract  features which ref lect  a pat tern 
established at  the outset . Unlike detailed rules and cont racts, principles never remain 
mute when unexpected situat ions arise: they cover both foreseen events and 
unforeseen ones (which instant iate the abst ract  feature ident if ied from the outset ).  It  
is t rue that  their range of applicat ion is vague with respect  to unforeseen states of the 
world. Yet  vagueness can be governed by the logic of moral reasoning and the 
applicat ion of modern fuzzy logic. Without  going into technicalit ies, one may say that  
an abst ract  and general principle defines a set  of states of the world as its applicat ion 
domain, membership of which is a ‘mat ter of degree’  (fuzziness).20  
 
%��3UHFDXWLRQDU\�SURWRFROV�RI�EHKDYLRXU��
Definit ion of the principles allows ident if icat ion of areas of potent ial opportunism 
where interact ions between stakeholders and f irm put  those principles at  risk. For each 
of these risk areas, precaut ionary rules of behaviour can be established which assure 
the relevant  stakeholder that  a part icular form of opportunism has been avoided. The 
dist inct ive feature of these rules is that  their implementat ion is not  condit ional on the 

                                            
20 See Sacconi (2000) and Sacconi (2003) for a technical descript ion of  the use of fuzzy logics and default  
logic in the case of general principles and procedures implement ing a corporate code of ethics. 
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actual occurrence of concrete foreseen situat ions. More simply, they are applied when 
the risk that  a principle will be breached exceeds a pre-announced threshold. They are 
consequent ly applied on the basis of a default  logic (LQ�WKH�DEVHQFH�RI�HYLGHQFH�WR�WKH�
FRQWUDU\):  membership of the event  in the domain of the principles need only exceed a 
given threshold of risk/ vagueness for the rules to be applied. Hence, their condit ions of  
implementat ion can be established H[�DQWH�by the f irm, and on these the stakeholder 
may legit imately form expectat ions about  the f irm’ s behaviour. Their applicat ion 
const itutes the evidence that  no principle has been intent ionally breached, and 
consequent ly that  the f irm’ s reputat ion is well-deserved and that  t rust  in it  is well-
placed. 

C. &RPPXQLFDWLRQ�DQG�GLDORJXH�ZLWK�VWDNHKROGHUV�
Principles and precaut ionary rules of behaviour must  be communicated, given that  
reputat ion depends on them. The stakeholders base their j udgements on the match 
among principles and rules announced H[�DQWH,  level of membership into the principles 
domain exhibited by any events have occurred, and the behaviour adopted. Essent ial,  
therefore, is VRFLDO�DFFRXQWLQJ and UHSRUWLQJ of the f irm’ s performance in relat ion to 
the principles and rules announced. As a consequence, such account ing and report ing 
must  do more than set  out  ‘social results’  as unintended by-products of economic 
act ivity undertaken for other purposes (prof it ,  for example). If  the f irm does not  give 
account  of the intent ional achievement  of obj ect ives defined in terms of dut ies 
fulf ilment , which have been established  H[�DQWH in relat ion to the principles and the 
rules of behaviour, why should the stakeholder at tach a f iduciary value to act ions and 
results whose occurrence may have been ent irely fortuitous? 
Once the f irm has communicated it s principles, rules and social performance, 
incorporat ion of appraisal by the stakeholder into its corporate decision process is 
ent irely in the f irm’ s interest .  This equates to developing the f irm’ s capacity to j udge 
as an impart ial spectator from the point  of  view of the average stakeholder – neither 
malevolent  nor benevolent  – so that  react ions to its behaviour can be ant icipated and 
crises of reputat ion forestalled. 
 
This capacity can be fostered by developing dialogue with the stakeholders in all the 
phases of the CSR management  system, as follows. 

• ¶(QXQFLDWLRQ·�RI� WKH�VRFLDO�FRQWUDFW� VWDWLQJ�WKH�ILUP·V� ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV� WRZDUGV� LWV�
VWDNHKROGHUV:  If  this statement  is formulated on consultat ion with the stakeholders,  
its acceptability is ensured and the parameters with which behaviour is assessed are 
known to both part ies. 

• ,QWHUQDO� PDQDJHPHQW� DQG� LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ:  The presence of external members on 
internal board or commit tee  – both corporate board of directors or those 
commit tees set  up DG� KRF to manage CSR, like an ethics commit tee – enables 
representat ion of the stakeholders’  points of view and prevents divergence between 
the H[�SRVW assessments by the two part ies.  

• 6RFLDO� DFFRXQWLQJ� DQG� UHSRUWLQJ:  Dialogue with stakeholders ident if ies the areas of 
their effect ive interest  for which account  should be made, and therefore ensures the 
relevance of social communicat ions. 

• 9HULILFDWLRQ� E\� DQ� LQGHSHQGHQW� WKLUG�SDUW\:  Mult i-stakeholder bodies – based on 
mult i-stakeholder dialogue – may cont rol third-party verif icat ion and cert if icat ion of  
CSR management  standard compliance, prevent ing conflicts of interest  amongst  the 
auditors and grant ing credibility to the ent ire system. 
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���� ,QWHUPHGLDWH� VRFLDO� ERGLHV�� PXOWL�VWDNHKROGHU� GLDORJXH� DQG� &65�

DVVXUDQFH�DQG�YHULILFDWLRQ�
The idea is also spreading that  forms of third-party verif icat ion and independent  
cert if icat ion can heighten the reputat ional benefit  accruing to a f irm from 
implementat ion of an ethical and social responsibility standard (of  which SA8000 
cert if icat ion – even if  mono-stakeholder and single-issue in character - is the best -
known example). What  is st il l needed for this process to be successful? In short ,  what  is 
needed are inst itut ions of the civil society able to give the necessary salience to 
corporate social responsibility;  one with the competence to ascertain  compliance with 
standards and to assure the independence, credibility and authoritat iveness of 
declarat ions concerning compliance . The next  stage in CSR can therefore be envisaged 
as the creat ion of inst itutes and organizat ional forms of civil society able to promote 
social dialogue which (i) creates broad consensus on standards, and (ii) promotes 
independent  verif icat ion of compliance with those standards by means of appropriate 
monitoring and cert if icat ion methods, these too endorsed at  the social mult i-
stakeholder level.  
 
If  each f irm had its own private model of CSR management , or if  this model remains 
implicit ,  comparat ive evaluat ions become impossible. Necessary, therefore, is the 
public statement  of standards, accepted by both f irms and stakeholders, so that  
companies’  conducts are coherent  to that  publicly recognised benchmark which may 
lead to the increased reputat ional rewarding or sanct ioning of the deserving f irms. 
However, a problem st ill persists even in the presence of a shared and accepted 
standard; a problem that  revolves once again around the fragility of  the reputat ion 
mechanism. Stakeholders may not  possess the cont ingent  informat ion or the relevant   
reference criteria and knowledge they need to j udge the f irm’ s concrete behaviour and 
communicat ions. In the absence of a specialist  agency able to collect ,  verify, evaluate, 
benchmark and t ransmit  informat ion in summary form, thereby bridging the informat ion 
gap between f irms and stakeholders, the endogenous reputat ion mechanism may be too 
slow and imperfect .  If  this is so, we cannot  prevent  that  reputat ion may in the short  run 
accrue to or spread also over those f irms who do not  effect ively comply with CSR 
criteria, without  a precise enough discriminat ion between compliant  and not  compliant . 
But , if  the reputat ional mechanism is highly imperfect  (so that  j udgements are often 
erroneous), the ent ire CSR system will lose its credibility.  
 
The point  at  issue, therefore, is what  social organisat ions or inst itut ions could 
undertake this task. There is an obvious risk of collusion between an agency in charge of 
performing this informat ive funct ion in the behalf  of the stakeholders and the f irms that  
this same agency should subj ect  to its scrut iny, by independent  monitoring and 
verif icat ion. Which entails that  a social inst itut ion must  be created with an opt imal 
design in order to provide the incent ives against  the collusions and conflicts of interest  
(in the economics j argon we say ‘collusion-proof ’ ) so part icularly insidious in contexts 
such as these, given the ‘soft ’  nature of the informat ion at  hand. Opt imal design of such 
an inst itut ion should therefore provide the following two propert ies: 
 
1.  0XOWL�VWDNHKROGHUVKLS.  A mult i-stakeholder body is direct ly funct ional  to establish 

a broad consensus on the reference standards that  provide the framework for 
corporate self-regulat ion. The problem, however, is to ensure that  parochial 
interests do not  take over the inst itut ion, as far as it  is not  captured by vested 
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interests (those of who should be subj ected to independent  verif icat ion). Mult i-
stakeholdership is most ly important  for,  by appropriate design of the internal 
decision processes and symmetries in the dist ribut ion of decision rights and weights 
hold by every category of part icipants, it  can help prevent ing collusion. The idea is 
simply resort ing to the well known const itut ional mechanism of ‘checks and 
balances’  among the various interests, so that  both in standard set t ing and in the 
monitoring of independent  verif icat ion parochial interests are reciprocally eroded, 
freeing the inst itut ion form their cont rol;  

 
2.  ,QGHSHQGHQFH.  Mult i-stakeholdership in itself  will not  suff ice if  these inst itut ions 

turn into arenas of constant  negot iat ion where those with the greatest  bargaining 
power prevail or symmetric veto powers are able to drive them in dead-locks.  Also 
required is the adequate autonomy and separateness of ethical and techno-
scient if ic professional infrast ructure, able to ensure the independent  working out  of 
assessments which sat isfy requirements of impart iality  and competence. 

 
An inst itut ion with these features could perform the following funct ions: 
 
• set t ing CSR standards and the methodology for their implementat ion, holding their 

ownership, revising and updat ing them in a view of cont inuous improvement , 
promot ing discussion for the progressive acceptance of CSR standards among the 
commonly accepted self-regulatory norms recognised by all the internat ional bodies 
of standardisat ion and other internat ional organisat ions; 

• encouraging f irms to comply with standards, and aiding them in performing pilot  
proj ects funct ional to f ine tuning of the standards; 

• disseminat ing informat ion and promot ing in-company t raining; 

• agreeing with the accreditat ion bodies on the criteria and protocols that  will be 
applied by auditors in carrying out  their inspect ions concerning CSR compliance, and 
thereby establishing the procedures for the accreditat ion of third-party inspect ion 
and cert if icat ion inst itutes collaborat ing in these act ivit ies in accordance with a pre-
established protocol;  

• especially in the init ial phase, unt il CSR standards become commonsensical,  
maintaining close surveillance over the operat ions of the inst itutes of inspect ion that  
issue cert if icates of compliance with CSR standards; 

• giving appropriate salience, by issuing surveys, reports and white papers, to the 
t rend towards the adopt ion of CSR management  systems; 

• surveying and monitoring, by recollect ing any source of informat ion,  the CSR prof ile 
of  f irms and furnishing the public with the informat ion that  it  needs to form their 
j udgements with obj ect ivity, in part icular to ethical f inance operators and 
responsible consumers. 

 

In summary, mult i-stakeholder dialogue on CSR can be facilitated by the creat ion of  
civil society inst itut ions endowed with competence, moral authority and independence, 
and at  the same t ime considered representat ive of the interests at  stake, so that  they 
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can reliably be addressed to the end of promot ing corporate social responsibilit y and 
ascertain conformity to it  against  the reference point  of shared criteria and standards.  
 
As mult i-stakeholder bodies for the promot ion, monitoring and independent  verif icat ion 
of CSR, these inst itutes should take the form of  non-prof it  organisat ions, with a broad 
base including business associat ions represent ing each type of enterprise (for-prof it , 
cooperat ives, non-prof it ) and the representat ive of their principal stakeholders: the 
t rade unions,  consumers, environmentalist  associat ions, professional associat ions, non-
prof it  associat ions advocat ing human rights and social welfare, and local authorit ies – 
all of them  supported by a network of rigorously independent  research cent res (the 
Universit ies have here an important  role to play). This would also lead to the 
st rengthening of those intermediate social bodies that  underpin a modern economic 
democracy and a democrat ic society in general.    
 
 
�
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��� ,GHQWLI\LQJ�WKH�NH\�HOHPHQWV�RI�D�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�6\VWHP�
 

 

To approach our benchmarking exercise we decided to focus f irst  of all on ident ifying 
the key elements that  any CSR management  system is likely to include.  After examining 
the st ructure and content  of a number of CSR management  standards, we came to the 
conclusion that  there are four key building blocks upon which a CSR management  
system should be developed: 

• 9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�²�the guiding principles shaping an organisat ion’ s 
overall approach to CSR and orientat ing its decision-making processes��

• &65� 0DQDJHPHQW� 3URFHVV – an overall organisat ion process linking together 
values and principles for CSR, CSR Management  Tools and the organisat ion’ s 
core st rategy, policies and procedures; 

• &65 0DQDJHPHQW� 7RROV – a number of management  tools helping the 
organisat ion to address specif ic issues and ‘themes’  linked with CSR 
performance, e.g. stakeholder engagement , report ing etc.;  and 

• $VVXUDQFH – procedures of internal audit  (self-governed by the organisat ion) and 
external verif icat ion (provided by independent  third part ies) aimed to raise the 
credibility of the system. 

 

In this chapter we discuss more in detail each of the above ident if ied elements, by 
present ing a definit ion of the element , discussing its main aim within a CSR 
management  system, illust rat ing the typical content  of  the element  and present ing one 
or two examples of pract ical applicat ion of the element . 
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Any organisat ion can be seen as the result  of the cooperat ion among dif ferent  
stakeholders who provide their inputs – namely labour, capital,  physical resources and 
knowledge  - to produce the goods and services described by the organisat ion’ s mission.  
Corporate values and principles make possible such a cooperat ion and facilitate the 
coordinat ion among all employees, as they provide the basis upon which the 
collaborat ion take place, by defining the rights and dut ies of the dif ferent  stakeholder 
groups in their interact ion with the corporat ion and the corresponding responsibility of  
the corporat ion towards its stakeholders. 

Corporate values are originated by – and at  the same t ime have an inf luence upon - the 
corporate culture and organisat ion’ s history, and ref lect  the way the organisat ion has 
developed its relat ionships with all its stakeholders, in part icular the local communit ies 
in which it  operates. 

It  is therefore logical to look at  corporate values as at  something in constant  evolut ion 
according to changes in the social,  economic and inst itut ional context  within which the 
organisat ion carry out  its act ivit ies.  

�
E��$LP�
In order to be recognised as a basis for fair cooperat ion among stakeholders, values 
must  be recognised as genuine moral principles.  To this aim it  is crucial that  corporate 
values sat isfy the following formal requirements 21 that  make them meaningful from a 
moral point  of view. 

 

                                            
21 The prescript ive nature of moral values has been discussed by Richard Hare in it s seminal work 7KH�
/DQJXDJH�RI�0RUDOV (1952),  Oxford Universit y Press. 

Values and principles for corporate social responsibilit y are a set  of  
economic, social, and ethical criteria for j udgement  - either explicit ly stated 
or implicit ly shared by all members of the organisat ion - def ining the 
organisat ion’ s ident ity, vision and st rategy, and guiding and ref lect ing 
decision-making processes both at  st rategic and at  operat ional level.   

Values and principles thereby act  as the normat ive ideals of a corporat ion 
that  shape corporate act ion in the co-operat ive relat ions with its 
stakeholders by defining a fair balance amongst  stakeholders’  interests and 
the  corresponding corporate commitments towards them.  Stakeholders 
have the opportunity in this process to accept  or rej ect  the offered values 
and principles as guiding rules for economic and social t ransact ions with the 
corporat ion.  
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&RQGLWLRQV�IRU�HWKLFDO�PHDQLQJ�� 
o 3UHVFULSWLYH – the values necessarily express a commitment  about  how to act  

and must  represent  a guide about  how to behave within the organisat ion; 

o 8QLYHUVDOLVDEOH - Moral values are universalisable. In other words, any moral 
j udgment  about  what  a part icular stakeholder ought  to do in some set  of  
circumstances entails a universal j udgment  about  what  anyone with that  
person’ s characterist ics ought  to do in those circumstances; 

o *HQHUDO – values should cover the whole range of corporate act ivit ies and the 
whole spect rum of corporate relat ions with its stakeholders; 

o ,PSDUWLDOLW\ – values must  be impart ially applied to all groups of stakeholders, 
and to each individual member of each stakeholder group; 

o &RPSOLDQFH – values must  be effect ively complied with by all organisat ion’ s 
members; �

o 6WDELOLW\� ²�values must  be set  for a defined t ime-frame (but  values can and 
should evolve over t ime). �

 

&RJQLWLYH�UROH�
Moral values play a crucial role not  only in social interact ion, but  also in economic 
t ransact ions, part icularly in complex t ransact ions characterised by FRQWUDFW�
LQFRPSOHWHQHVV and DV\PPHWULF� LQIRUPDWLRQ between the parts. This is, for example, 
the case when the buyer is only able to j udge the quality of goods or services after 
some t ime of their purchase (e.g. the market  of used cars) or, in even more complex 
situat ions, when the buyer is not  able at  all to make a j udgment  on the quality of goods 
and services, because of their int rinsic highly specif ic nature (think, for example, at  
medical or legal services). In this cases, economic t ransact ions rely on UHSXWDWLRQ and 
WUXVW among the parts. It  is possible to extend this type of situat ions f rom the buyer-
salesman relat ion to the various stakeholder-corporat ion relat ionships, both externally 
(e.g. between the organisat ion and the suppliers, or the organisat ion and the 
customers) and internally (e.g. between the management  and the employees)22.  By 
demonst rat ing that  its policies and behaviours are coherent  with its publicly announced 
ethical values the corporat ion can develop its own reputat ion, thereby sustaining it s 
economic t ransact ions with the dif ferent  stakeholder groups. 

In this perspect ive, it  can be seen how values and ethical principles have a ‘FRJQLWLYH· 
role in a CSR management  framework: they help the corporat ion to make explicit  the 
organisat ion’ s ethical view of fairness that  must  be acceptable (in principle) by any 
stakeholder, and by doing so they help f il l ing the cognit ive gap hindering the 
stakeholder capability to make reputat ion j udgments. The underpinning reasoning is the 
following: 

• By developing and making explicit  its own values and ethical principles, the 
corporat ion defines standards of behaviour that  can be a surrogate for lacking 
informat ion about  concrete act ions; 

                                            
22 See Sacconi (2000). 
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• Corporate values and ethical principles enable the format ion of def inite 
stakeholder expectat ions about  the behaviour of the corporat ion in situat ions 
such that : 

-  There are unforeseen events (or not  completely ex-ante describable in all their 
details);  

-  No evidence of company’ s behaviour is available (or intelligible). 

• By establishing company’ s commitments which can be meaningful even in 
unforeseen situat ions, corporate values enable stakeholders to f ix a parameter 
for deciding whether to t rust  or not  to t rust  the corporat ion. 

�
,PSURYLQJ�FR�RSHUDWLRQ�DPRQJ�VWDNHKROGHUV��JOREDOO\�

Corporate Values can also inf luence posit ively the organisat ion’ s overall performance, 
by facilitat ing the co-operat ion among stakeholders. This is t rue both internally,  
through  improvements in employee mot ivat ion, sat isfact ion and collaborat ion at  the 
work place, and externally, reinforcing the legit imacy, enhancing the at t ract iveness and 
st rengthening the reliability of the f irm - all of  these being posit ive ef fects of a good 
corporate reputat ion. 

With the globalisat ion of  markets and the organisat ion of global value-chains by globally 
t ransact ing enterprises, a notable number of morally sensit ive quest ions rise in the 
relat ionships between the corporat ion and its stakeholders, at  local and global level.  In 
table 1 we specif ied these dimensions by the factors FRPSOH[LW\�� VXEMHFWLYLW\�� and�
VRFLHW\� which, according to our analyses of  the past  years gained in importance for the 
corporate pract ice.  

�
7DEOH���� �'ULYLQJ�IRUFHV�DQG�PRUDO�FRQVHTXHQFHV�
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The increase in FRPSOH[LW\�of economic decisions is a direct  result  of the extension of  
global value chains around the world. The posit ive effects already ment ioned (access to 
knowledge, dist ribut ion, and capital) face the problem of  integrat ion and cont rol of  
these organisat ional networks. For corporate policies this means not  only work at  the 
culture-f it  of dif ferent  count ries, t rades, enterprises, and teams,23 but  also the 
generat ing of a disposit ion of behaviour in the actors which is called “ FR�RSHWLWLRQ” .24 It  
is the abilit y of top management  and employees to live FRRSHUDWLRQ and FRPSHWLWLRQ in 
parallel.  The abilit y to co-opet it ion is crucial in a t ime where one and the same 
company can be supplier,  partner, and compet itor of another company and compet it ion 
for resources and orders as well as cooperat ion between the units of decent ralised 
organisat ions do not  exclude but  mutually presuppose each other. Such a disposit ion of  
behaviour cannot  be established without  lived values like fairness, responsibilit y,  and 
cont ractual f idelity. Phenomena such as int ra-company fraud and corrupt ion with their 
economic loss reaching bill ions are counted among the problems of cont rol.  In this 
context  honesty, t ruthfulness, and st raightness are values with a prevent ive effect .  

The rise of the factor VXEMHFWLYLW\� is an amazing phenomenon in a highly 
inst itut ionalised and organised economy, while the catch-words in the employment  
advert isements prove the tendency towards f lexibility,  responsiveness,  
ent repreneurship, orientat ion towards innovat ions. “ Economies of Behaviour”  are to be 
achieved, that  is compet it ive advantages by idiosyncrat ic and preferably non-imitable 
competences and resources of part icular employees. They const itute the compet it ive 
dif ference and represent  an important  resource in case of staff  shortage. For the human 
resource management  for example, this results in the task to pract ise a “ Management  of  
Diversity” .  This tension between admit tance of individual subj ect ivity and 
organisat ional rules creates a number of ethical quest ions. As for recruitment , it  is to 
develop select ive mechanisms which are sensit ive for the applicants’  moral concepts. 
The nearly permanent  organisat ional reconst ruct ion of companies makes career 
planning to mutate to the employees’  planning of life, that  does no longer focus a 
posit ion in a company but  the abilit y to move around in the j ob market . At  the same 
t ime, however, ident if icat ion with the company and its obj ect ives and an unreserved 
commitment  of individual resources is to be achieved. Without  a st rong and credible 
culture of values, at  this point  a personnel policy will be confronted with 
incommunicable discrepancies.25 The key words mot ivat ion and quality of performance, 
the professional dependency of the company from part icular employees and the 
integrat ion of  t rans-cultural teams on internat ional level belong to this context  as well.  

Last  but  not  least ,  for some t ime we experience a renaissance of the companies’  role in 
VRFLHW\� For example, the t ransit ion from t radit ional social market  economy to a global 
product ion- and sales economy put  the whole system of social safety in Germany under 
close scrut iny, which unt il today was state-guaranteed and based on regular 
employment  cont racts. There is one fact  that  companies and their associat ions 
frequent ly ignore: the f lexible, dif ferent iated and f irm-specif ic solut ions which are 
demanded with good reason will,  to a rising extent , shif t  the problem of their ethical 
j ust if icat ion from polit ics (general state organisat ions) and social part ies (associat ions) 
                                            
23  See WIELAND (1997).  
24 For the idea of “ co-opet it ion”  cf .  basically NALEBUFF/ BRANDENBURGER (1996);  with regard to quest ions of 
business ethics cf .  WIELAND (1998b). 
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to the companies themselves.26 In this context  an increasingly complex company 
management  has to be reckoned with as well,  for the present  collect ive solut ions were 
indeed meant  to provide “ standard”  regulat ions that  obtain legit imisat ion exact ly by 
this criterion. Companies experience rising ethical pressure of legit imisat ion by an 
argument  which is widely accepted in the public: that  is, companies use the society’ s 
resources but  are less and less of use for the society. Human rights, social standards,  
employment , social security, taxes and ecology are some of the key words that  signalise 
a considerable need for corporate social responsibility,  corporate cit izenship and global 
compact  which may hardly be answered by referring to shareholder value. At  last  there 
is the catch-word social cont ract  which marks a development  that  can solve the 
increasing number of regulatory problems in the context  of globalisat ion only by 
networks of polit ics DQG economy DQG science. For companies this means to have more 
and more polit ical cont rol opt ions, but  on the other hand they are called to account  for 
a large number of social problems. 

 

F��&RQWHQW�
Corporate values may have dif ferent  sources and focus: 

• Company’ s culture and vision (e.g. the famous “&UHGR”  by of Johnson and 
Johnson, writ ten by the company founder General Johnson in 1943); 

• Nat ional/ local context  (e.g. the “ Ethikmanagement  der Bauwirtschaft ”  in 
Germany, an ethics management  system which defines inst itut ional 
arrangements and the desirable degree of market  regulat ion in the German 
Const ruct ion Indust ry, and the “ Codice Et ico di riferimento per le Imprese 
Cooperat ive”  of the Lega Nazionale Cooperat ive e Mutue, a model code 
adopted by the main Ital ian associat ion of cooperat ive f irms); 

• Internat ional indust ry standards (e.g. “ The Responsible Care”  programme 
developed by the Canadian chemical indust ry to address its environmental and 
social responsibilit ies, and now applied worldwide); 

• Internat ional organisat ions (e.g. the UN Global Compact , ILO labour 
convent ions etc.);  

• Professional codes (e.g. the “ Core Ethical Values”  for biotechnology developed 
by EuropaBio – see www.europabio.org );  

• Business Ethics academic research. As an example, Thomas Donaldson27 def ines  
WHQ� IXQGDPHQWDO� LQWHUQDWLRQDO� ULJKWV (and corresponding dut ies for t rans-
nat ional corporat ions) on which corporate values should be build: 

1) Freedom of physical movement  

2) Ownership of property 

3) Freedom from torture 

4) Fair t rail 

                                            
26 For a relevant  proposal cf .  WIELAND (1996a). 
27 See DONALDSON (1989).  
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5) Non-discriminatory t reatment  

6) Physical security 

7) Freedom of speech and associat ion 

8) Minimal educat ion 

9) Polit ical part icipat ion 

10) Subsistence 

�
2Q�WKH�JHQHUDO�DQG�¶YDJXH·�IRUP�RI�YDOXHV�DQG�HWKLFDO�SULQFLSOHV�
Corporate values and principles are statements that  need to be expressed in a form 
of generality and even vagueness – yet  this vagueness is not  a weakness, but  an 
int rinsic characterist ic of a moral value.  

This is because values and ethical principles need to be universalisable and abst ract ,  
therefore they focus on characterist ics that  are invariant  from situat ions to 
situat ions. 

This vagueness also originates a number of posit ive implicat ions for corporate 
values: 

• Their applicat ion does not  need an ex ante detailed descript ions of any 
situat ion, but  only depends on the presence of abst ract  characterist ics 
(VLOKRXHWWH);  

• In no situat ion they are ‘mute’ :  they cover any situat ion, foreseen, unforeseen 
or even ex ante unconceivable; 

• Their domains of applicat ion is necessarily vague (some ambiguity about  the 
belonging of unforeseen situat ions in the domain of a given principle), but  we 
can manage their vagueness by means of fuzzy measures (fuzzy logic and fuzzy 
pat tern recognit ion represent  our ordinary reasoning with vague concepts); 

• Similar people wil l have a common understanding of these pieces of vagueness, 
therefore we can assume that  the corporate stakeholders will be able to reduce 
the vagueness to a common understanding. 

In this way, despite an int rinsic vagueness, principles can be linked with rules of  
behaviour and organisat ional procedures to avoid opportunism in every relat ion between 
the f irm and the stakeholders (as discussed in Part  A, paragraphs 3.7 and 3.8). 

�
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G��([DPSOH�

%$6)�*URXS�9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�
9DOXH�
6XVWDLQDEOH�3URILWDEOH�3HUIRUPDQFH�
Ongoing prof itable performance in the sense of Sustainable Development  is the basic requirement  for all  
of  our act ivit ies. We are commit ted to the interests of our customers, shareholders and employees and 
assume a responsibil it y towards society.  

3ULQFLSOHV�
Our obj ect ive is to maintain a st rong market  and f inancial posit ion, so that  we can shape the future of  
BASF successfully and independent ly while maintaining our own ident it y.  

We generate a total return on assets before taxes and interest  for the BASF Group of at  least  10%, 
averaged over a complete economic cycle. We expect  our businesses and aff il iates world-wide to meet  
their agreed-upon obj ect ives. 

“ Verbund”  is one of BASF’ s st rengths. We cont inuously opt imize this integrated manufacturing network 
to produce more eff icient ly and preserve valuable resources. 

We compensate our employees and provide benef it s based on local market  condit ions and on individual 
as well as company performance. 

With our economic act ivit ies and targeted sponsoring of humanitarian, social and cultural issues, we 
cont ribute to a posit ive development  of society.  

9DOXH�
,QQRYDWLRQ�LQ�WKH�6HUYLFH�WR�RXU�&XVWRPHUV�
We are commit ted to customer sat isfact ion. We develop products and chemical processes and provide 
services of high scient if ic and technical levels to foster good partner ships with our customers.  
 
3ULQFLSOHV�
We use our leading posit ion t o help shape scient if ic and t echnological progress, ident ify new business 
opportunit ies and ut ilize synergist ic effects arising from integrated research. 

We seek advantages arising from changes in markets, science and society and use these as an 
opportunity for value-enhancing growth. 

We develop and opt imize our products and services, together with our customers, in order to meet  their 
requirements. 

We measure customer sat isfact ion on a regular basis to improve our business processes. 

We do not  supply any products for the purpose of producing illegal substances or chemical weapons and 
we are not  involved in manipulat ing the human genome. �
9DOXH�
6DIHW\��+HDOWK��(QYLURQPHQWDO�5HVSRQVLELOLW\�
We act  in a responsible manner and support  the Responsible Care® init iat ives. Economic considerat ions 
do not  take priorit y over safety and health issues and environmental protect ion. 

3ULQFLSOHV�
We encourage awareness of safety,  health and environmental issues among our employees and st rive for 
cont inuous improvement  through agreed-upon obj ect ives. 

We produce products that  are safe to manufacture, use, recycle or dispose. 

We support  our customers to use our products safely and in an environmentally sound manner. 
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We minimize the impact  on mankind and the environment  during product ion, storage, t ransportat ion,  
sale, use and disposal of our products. 

9DOXH�
,QWHUFXOWXUDO�&RPSHWHQFH�
We foster intercultural diversit y within the BASF Group and work together as a team. Intercultural 
competence is our advantage in global compet it ion. 

3ULQFLSOHV�
We seek employees from all cultures and nat ionalit ies who possess the appropriate skil ls and 
competencies and are willing to devote their energies to meet  our obj ect ives and to support  our Values. 

We recruit  our future leaders from all af f il iates and promote preferably from within BASF. 

We do not  tolerate discriminat ion based on nat ionalit y,  gender, religion or any other personal 
characterist ics. �
9DOXH�
0XWXDO�5HVSHFW�DQG�2SHQ�'LDORJXH�
We t reat  everyone fairly and with respect .  We pursue an open and t rust ing dialogue within our 
company, with our business partners and relevant  groups in society.  We encourage our employees to be 
creat ive and to make full use of their potent ial for the common success of the Company. 

3ULQFLSOHV 
Our communicat ion within the company, with our business partners, neighbours and relevant  opinion 
leaders in society,  is based upon an open and factual dialogue. 

We involve our employees in work and decision processes in a t imely manner through open 
communicat ion and informat ion sharing not  hindered by hierarchical and organizat ional boundaries. 

Goals, priorit ies and responsibilit ies are mutually agreed upon by the manager and the employee or 
team. 

We encourage ent repreneurial init iat ive by means of appropriate empowerment .  Managers discuss wit h 
their employees, on a regular basis,  their development  and foster their commitment  to cont inuous 
learning. 

BASF st rives to maintain relat ionships with elected employee representat ives in good faith and mutual 
respect  based on internat ionally recognized fundamental labour standards and orientated towards the 
customs of the respect ive count ries. 

9DOXH�
,QWHJULW\ 

We act  in accordance with our words and Values. We respect  the laws and good business pract ices of  
the count ries in which we operate. 

3ULQFLSOHV�
Our execut ives are expected to be role models and set  appropriate examples in accordance with our 
Vision and Values. 

We abstain from any pract ice that  is il legal and violates fair t rade. 

We place BASF’ s interests in any business t ransact ion ahead of any personal interests. We protect  the 
company’ s property against  abuse. 

BASF Group companies establish their respect ive Codes of Conduct  based on the BASF Values and 
Principles and local laws and customs. Each Group company ensures that  all of  it s employees are 
informed accordingly and use the Code of Conduct  as the basis for their behaviour.  

Every employee has the opportunity to seek conf ident ial advice and help through the use of a 
compliance program whenever quest ionable legal issues arise in the workplace 
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���� &65�0DQDJHPHQW�3URFHVV��
D��'HILQLWLRQ�

A CSR Management  process is an overall organisat ional process, build on the 
Plan-Do-Check-Act  model of t radit ional quality management  systems, aimed at  
linking together CSR Values and Principles, Management  Tools and any other 
core business and organisat ional process, integrat ing all of them under the 
overarching guidance provided by the CSR Values and Principles.  

In t radit ional qualit y management  systems the Plan-Do-Check-Act  (PDCA) model defines 
a cycle of act ivit ies which can be applied to all processes to drive cont inuous 
improvement . The PDCA model can be described as including follow elements: 

• 3ODQQLQJ concerns how to reach the desired goals; def ining the approach; planning 
its implementat ion; assessing what  resources will be required; ident ifying who will  
have responsibility for what  and how the effect iveness of the management  system 
will be evaluated and communicated; 

• 'R refers to the implementat ion of the planned approach, which includes providing 
the necessary resources, operat ing processes as planned and taking measurements as 
planned; 

• &KHFN is the phase dealing with analysing and using the informat ion gathered 
through the various measurements to determine whether the plan has achieved what  
it  set  out  to do; and 

• $FW refers to the need to use the informat ion gathered in order to ensure the 
organisat ion is achieving what  it  set  out  to,  and taking act ion to correct  any 
divergence/ not  compliance with the desired path.  

For the purposes of CSR, an overall Management  Process is needed in order to make sure 
that  the dif ferent  elements of the CSR management  framework (values, principles, 
tools) are linked together in an interdependent  framework and supported by adequate 
resources, policies and procedures. 

 

E��$LP�
To manage a corporat ion in a socially and ethical responsible way implies the adopt ion 
of guiding values and principles, the int roduct ion of organisat ional process to support  
the implementat ion of the commitments towards stakeholders embedded in corporate 
values, and the use of a number of management  tools to tackle dif ferent  challenges. It  
is therefore necessary a logic, a unifying process to link together all these elements of a 
CSR management  framework, in a meaningful and coherent  way.  This is the aim of an 
overall CSR management  process, which is founded on the corporate values and enables 
them to be embedded in every business decision making process. 
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One of the greatest  dangers in corporate approaches to social,  ethical and 
environmental responsibility is the lack of integrat ion of CSR programmes with overall 
business st rategy. This is the case when CSR enters in the Board room agenda with a 
‘residual’  approach, i.e. as a set  of specific issues separated from mainst ream 
management  issues – others have called this the ‘silos effect ’ ,  to emphasise the lack of  
integrat ion - and even communicat ion – between the ‘CSR people’  and the other 
corporate management  funct ions. Even corporate rhetoric can be a signal of such 
dangerous approach. When we hear a corporat ion talk about  CSR only in terms of “ Our 
act ivit ies in the VRFLDO arena…”  we might  wonder whether that  company is considering 
that  CSR issues affect  its EXVLQHVV act ivit ies as well or not . 

A more mature approach to CSR requires to integrat ing considerat ion of social,  ethical 
and environmental issues into overall business st rategy – that  is the crucial message 
made the definit ion of CSR adopted by the Commission in the Green Paper, and the 
vision that  Q-RES, AA1000, SIGMA and VMS all share together. 

To enable corporat ions to bridge the gap of the ‘residual’  CSR approach and move to a 
‘holist ic’ ,  integrated approach, we believe it  is necessary to develop an internal 
organisat ional process – what  we term a CSR Management  Process – linking together in a 
meaningful way CSR Principles, Values and Management  Tools and integrat ing them with 
core business decision-making processes. 

 

F��&RQWHQW�
A CSR Management  Process may include following elements or phases: 

• Raising DZDUHQHVV on the relevance of CSR issues at  various levels of the 
organisat ion  

• Develop corporate YDOXHV and principles 

• Ident ifying all relevant  corporate VWDNHKROGHUV and engaging with them to 
understand their interests, needs and legit imate rights towards the organisat ion 

• Ident ifying key CSR LVVXHV for the specif ic business(es) in which the company 
operates 

• Develop the EXVLQHVV�FDVH for CSR 

• Obtaining explicit  top management  FRPPLWPHQW to CSR  

• Providing corporate members with necessary NQRZOHGJH,  competencies and skills 
to ident ify and manage CSR issues in their daily decision-making 

• Develop/ revise corporate SROLFLHV and procedures 

• Design RUJDQLVDWLRQDO�VWUXFWXUHV to support  CSR within the organisat ion 

• Int roduce mechanisms of internal DXGLW and cont rols 
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• Communicate, PHDVXUH and UHSRUW CSR performance against  stated values and 
policies 

• 5HYLHZ every step of the process in light  of  performance measurements and 
stakeholder feedback 

Obviously, the list  above is only an illust rat ive descript ion of the various elements that  
organisat ions should consider in order to support  their CSR performance with an 
effect ive, underlying process. It  is up to every organisat ion to f ind the right  ‘mix’  of the 
above elements in order to integrate its own values, culture and management  tools in a 
consistent  and meaningful way. 

�
G��([DPSOH�
A pract ical example of the Plan-Do-Check-Act  methodology can be found in the EU Eco-
Management  and Audit  Scheme (EMAS), a “PDQDJHPHQW� WRRO� IRU� FRPSDQLHV�DQG�RWKHU�
RUJDQLVDWLRQV�WR�HYDOXDWH��UHSRUW�DQG�LPSURYH�WKHLU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SHUIRUPDQFH” 28.   

Figure 6 illust rate how the Eco-Management  Audit  Scheme (EMAS) relates to the PDCA 
model, also point ing out  the complementarity aspect  of the scheme with ISO14001, the 
cert if icat ion developed by ISO for environmental management  systems. 

                                            
28 See ht tp:/ / europa.eu. int / comm/ environment / emas/ about / summary_en.htm  
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���� &65�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV��
D��'HILQLWLRQ�

A CSR Management  tool is an organizat ional process (e.g. an ethical t raining 
programme), a guidance document  (e.g. the GRI Guidelines), a standardised 
methodology (e.g. the life-cycle assessment) or a source of advice (e.g. 
indust ry-based guidelines) to help an organisat ion tackle a part icular challenge 
to its overall social,  ethical,  economic and environmental performance. 

 

Management  tools are tact ical intervent ions, rather than st rategic ones.  It  is not  
merely the use of CSR tools that  can make an organisat ion socially responsible: but  any 
overall CSR st rategy and management  process needs a number of appropriate CSR tools 
to be effect ive in addressing the key social,  ethical and environmental issues of that  
organisat ion. 

CSR Tools are designed to help an organisat ion with a specif ic and somet imes highly 
specialist  issue.  In cont rast  Corporate Values and Principles and the establishment  of a 
CSR Management  process are not  only relevant  to all organisat ions but  are of st rategic 
importance and applicat ion. 

Dif ferent  tools will be of  varying relevance to different  organisat ions depending on their 
context  and circumstances.   Organisat ions may make use of many or few tools and may 
apply them to part icular parts of their operat ions or throughout .  Most  tools are 
designed to be f lexible so that  organisat ions can tailor them to their specif ic 
circumstances. 

E��$LP�
The general aims of management  tools are: 

• to help an organisat ion address a part icular challenge; 

• to provide pract ical guidance part icularly ‘how to’  advice for organisat ions 
enabling them to avoid known mistakes and enhance their chances of tackling an 
issues effect ively; 

• to dist il exist ing experience and learning in ways that  other organisat ions can 
learn from. 

F��&RQWHQW�
CSR Management  tools take a wide variety of forms.  According to the definit ion given 
above, with regard to their content  CSR Management  tools can include various 
elements: 

• Organisat ional processes implemented by single organisat ions, focussing on one 
part icular phase or element  of the overall CSR Management  system, such as: 
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o VRFLDO�UHSRUWLQJ�
o VWDNHKROGHU�FRQVXOWDWLRQ�
o HWKLFDO�WUDLQLQJ�
o HWKLFDO�KHOS�OLQHV�
o LQWHUQDO�HWKLFDO�DXGLWLQJ��

 

• Guidance documents made available by public inst itut ions, private associat ion or 
NGOs, that  can help organisat ions to improve their CSR performance in various areas, 
such as: 

o *OREDO�5HSRUWLQJ�,QLWLDWLYH�*XLGHOLQHV,  providing an internat ionally accepted 
common set  of sustainability performance indicators to be used in  public 
report ing; 

o 'DVKERDUG�RI�6XVWDLQDELOLW\� an online tool to assess sustainable performance 
designed by the Internat ional Inst itute of Sustainable Development  (see 
www.iisd.org); 

o &RUSRUDWH� 5HVSRQVLELOLW\� $VVHVVPHQW� 7RRO�� an internal assessment  tool 
developed by the Conference Board of Canada that  employees and 
management  can use to evaluate the company’s performance in a variety of 
areas of CSR (see www.conferenceboard.ca );  

o +XPDQ�5LJKWV�&RPSOLDQFH�$VVHVVPHQW� a free web-based tool current ly being 
developed by the Danish Inst itute for Human Rights to provide concrete 
achievable human rights standards for companies, and to help companies live 
up to those standards in pract ice (see www.humanrightsbusiness.org ).  

 

• Standardised methodologies – under this category there are tools that  provide a more 
pract ical guidance on “ how to”  tackle a part icular challenge to its overall social, 
ethical,  economic and environmental performance, often with higher technical 
content  such as: 

o /LIH�F\FOH�DVVHVVPHQW�
o &RVW�EHQHILW�DQDO\VLV�

• Source of advice – more general source of informat ion aimed at  improving the  
understanding of CSR issues in business, promot ing sharing of knowledge of best  
pract ices and thinking, such as: 

o ,QGXVWU\�EDVHG�JXLGHOLQHV (e.g. the FORGE Guidance developed in the UK by 
the Bankers Associat ion provide advice on understanding the importance of 
CSR issues in the in the financial sector – see www.bba.org.uk); 

o 5HVHDUFK� FHQWUHV and WKLQN�WDQN act ive in the f ield of CSR, such as DEMOS, 
the New Economics Foundat ion and  the Cent re for Tomorrow’ s Company in 
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the UK, The Copenhagen Cent re in Denmark, Zent rum fuer Wirtschaftsethik in 
Germany and CELE in Italy. 

 

Another way of categorising CSR Management  tools is by the type of  approach, and 
according to which audience (users) the tool is aimed at .   Some examples of these two 
types are given below. 

&65�7RROV�E\�DSSURDFK�DGRSWHG�
• 'HVFULSWLYH� �H�J�� &DVH� VWXGLHV� – typically a case-study includes a brief 

descript ion of the situat ion and key CSR issues addressed, the organisat ion’ s 
act ions to cope with them,  the results achieved and lessons learned, thereby 
providing a useful guidance tool for organisat ions willing to address similar issues 
(see the WBCSD website ht tp:/ / www.wbcsd.ch/  for case study examples); 

• 3UHVFULSWLYH� �0HWKRGRORJLHV�� ²� these type of tools provide pract ical advice on 
‘how to do it ’ ,  usually for a specif ic and clearly ident if ied situat ion e.g. advice 
on how to conduct  a life cycle assessment , or to prepare a sustainability report ;  

• ([WHUQDO�$VVHVVPHQW� �H�J�� 65,� UDWLQJ� VFKHPHV� – the rat ing schemes adopted in 
the Socially Responsible Invest ing f ield (such as the FTSE4Good or the Dow Jones 
Sustainabil ity Indices) dif fer from other approaches in that  the organisat ion 
generally has less f lexibility about  how the approach is applied.  The primary 
focus of the tool is not  so much the needs of the organisat ion itself  but  of other 
stakeholders e.g. investors, analysts, NGOs.  Nonetheless it  may be appropriate 
to include such tools in a CSR management  system as a way of demonst rat ing 
t ransparency and accountabilit y.    

• $ZDUHQHVV�UDLVLQJ��H�J��WUDLQLQJ� - some tools do not  address a specif ic CSR issue, 
but  rather help an organisat ion to raise its awareness on the importance of  
social,  ethical and environmental issues and improve its abilit y to ident ify and 
manage them.  Internal capacity building and establishing clear commitments 
towards CSR are crucial pre-requisites for effect ive CSR management .  Awareness 
raising tools may include act ivit ies such as an ethical t raining programme or a 
tool for developing the business case.  

&65�7RROV�E\�DXGLHQFH�DGGUHVVHG�
A number of tools are writ ten with a specif ic audience in mind: 

• )RU�D�VSHFLILF�VHFWRU - for example the *5,�*XLGHOLQHV have been integrated with 
VHFWRU�VXSSOHPHQWV which provide more specif ic guidance in a number of  sectors, 
such as telecommunicat ions, automot ive, mining, and f inancial services; the 
7UDQVSDUHQF\� *XLGHOLQHV� IRU� 65,� UHWDLO� IXQGV developed by Eurosif  have been 
launched to help the f inancial sector to bet ter ref lect  their approach to SRI fund 
management  (see www.eurosif .org) ;  
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• )RU� D� SDUWLFXODU� W\SH� RI� RUJDQLVDWLRQ  - for example CSR tools developed for 
SMEs, such as the Workbook on 6RFLDO�$XGLWLQJ�IRU�6PDOO�2UJDQLVDWLRQV developed 
by Zadek and others at  the New Economics Foundat ion in the UK) or for NGOs 
(e.g. the “&KDUW� RI� 'RQDWLRQV”  in Italy, def ining principles and tools for NGO 
accountability – see www.cartadonazione.it ;  

• )RU�VSHFLILF�VWDII - tools addressing common CSR issues faced by people working 
in the same funct ion but  across business sectors, such market ing staff  – see for 
example the EFPIA European Code of  Pract ice for the promot ion of  medicines 
(www.efpia.org) or HR staff  – see the Code of Pract ice for the Employment  and 
Career Management  of Cont ract  Research Staff  by the University of Oxford 
(www.ox.ac.uk). 

G�� ([DPSOHV�RI�WRROV�
As an example for CSR Management  Tools we illust rate the SIGMA proj ect  ‘Tools and 
Resources’  (www.proj ectsigma.com), which includes a number of CSR Management  
tools.  The SIGMA toolkit  consists of the following tools: 

• *XLGH�WR�WKH�$$����V�$VVXUDQFH�PRGXOH��
• %XVLQHVV�FDVH�WRRO��
• &RPSDWLELOLW\�WRRO��
• (QYLURQPHQWDO�$FFRXQWLQJ�WRRO��
• *OREDO�5HSRUWLQJ�,QLWLDWLYH�JXLGH�
• 0DUNHWLQJ�DQG�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�JXLGH�
• 3HUIRUPDQFH�UHYLHZ�WRRO�
• 5LVN�DQG�2SSRUWXQLW\�JXLGH��
• *XLGH�WR�UHOHYDQW�VWDQGDUGV�
• 6WDNHKROGHU�HQJDJHPHQW�WRRO��
• 6XVWDLQDELOLW\�DFFRXQWLQJ�JXLGH��
• 6XVWDLQDELOLW\�VFRUHFDUG�
• 6XVWDLQDELOLW\�LVVXHV�LQWURGXFWRU\�JXLGH�

More details of these tools and case studies can be found on the SIGMA Proj ect ’ s 
website. As an example, we present  below the descript ion of three�6,*0$�7RROV��

• 6,*0$�3HUIRUPDQFH�5HYLHZ�7RRO�
The Performance Review Tool is a review checklist  that  assesses organisat ional 
performance against  the SIGMA Management  Framework. 
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The Performance Review Quest ionnaire consists of 16 quest ion areas, each broken 
down into sub-categories. It  is recommended that  organisat ions complete this 
quest ionnaire when set t ing out  on implement ing the SIGMA Management  Framework 
to lay down a benchmark of current  performance. It  can then be used throughout  
the process to review progress and t rack t rends. Having completed the 
quest ionnaire, organisat ions are able to score their performance, which provides 
them with a picture of how well they are doing in terms of sustainable development  
performance. The quest ionnaire can also be used to benchmark performance 
between dif ferent  parts of an organisat ion.  

This tool is aimed at  managers and pract it ioners with responsibilit ies for sustainable 
development  and operat ions within organisat ions. 

• 6,*0$�(QYLURQPHQWDO�$FFRXQWLQJ�7RRO��
The Environmental Account ing Tool provides an int roduct ion to account ing for 
’internal’ environmental related expenditure (expenditure already incurred and 
captured within a company’s account ing system but  perhaps lost  in general 
overheads) and ’external cost  account ing’ (the internalisat ion of  environmental 
externalit ies). A pro-forma set  of external environmental cost  accounts is presented 
together with a pract ical step-by-step guide to help individual organisat ions to begin 
the task of developing and drawing up their own external environmental cost  
accounts.  

This tool is mainly aimed at  users with a good level of environmental and f inancial 
knowledge. 

• 6,*0$�0DUNHWLQJ�DQG�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�7RRO��
The Market ing and Sustainabilit y Tool provides an int roductory bridge between the 
two specialist  f ields of market ing and sustainability and suggests some init ial steps 
in developing a sustainability market ing plan. By f irst  providing the marketer and 
the sustainabilit y pract it ioner with an understanding of each other’ s f ield and how 
the two can support  each other, the tool lays the foundat ions for collaborat ion. It  
then provides a number of pract ical steps towards ident ifying key opportunit ies,  
through understanding customers and the market , assessing the sustainability 
at t ributes of the organisat ion’ s products and services and determining which 
sustainabil ity issues have the greatest  potent ial for use in a market ing campaign.  

This tool is aimed at  managers with responsibil ity for sustainable development  and 
market ing department  professionals. 
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���� $VVXUDQFH�
 
D��'HILQLWLRQ�
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Several aspects of this definit ion need to be highlighted: 
 
1. The applicability to ‘specif ied reports’ ,  which might  be public or not ,  meaning 

that  this definit ion applies equally to internal and external assurance. 
 
2.  The requirement  to cover underlying competencies and performance as well as 

the contents of specif ied reports and associated informat ion. 
 
E��$LP�
 
Assurance is to be dist inguished from audit  or verif icat ion in that  ‘assurance’  is what 
you are t rying to achieve, and audit  and verif icat ion are two of many possible means of  
achieving this. Assurance, for example, might  in Japan be achieved by the CEO making a 
formal apology for errors made. In the UK and the USA, assurance is often achieved by 
the company associat ing itself  with known people or organisat ions (e.g. Greenpeace) 
who are unlikely to risk their reputat ions if  they themselves do not  believe in the 
company’ s claims. There are a growing number of product -based labels that  at test  to 
how it  was made or t ransported. In cont inental Europe, in part icular, assurance comes 
most  of all through dialogue, often through st ructured process involving the labour 
movement . 
 
 
F��&RQWHQW�
 
The content  of assurance clearly varies enormously depending on: 
 

a) What  elements make up the provision of assurance (e.g. formal audit  and 
verif icat ion, opinion leader statements, social engagement , etc).  

b) Where formal audit  and verif icat ion is provided as part  of an assurance process, 
how this is carried out . 

�
There is as yet  no single agreed approach to providing sustainabilit y assurance, and not  
even covering the audit  and verif icat ion elements. Also most  approaches taken are 
proprietary, or at  least  not  fully disclosed.  

Assurance is an internal or external evaluat ion, against  a specif ied set  of 
principles and standards, of the qualit y of  specif ied reports and the 
systems, processes and competencies that  deliver the associated 
informat ion and underpin the report ing organisat ion’ s performance. 
Assurance includes the communicat ion of the results of this evaluat ion to 
provide credibility to the subj ect  mat ter for its users. 
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To describe content , we have therefore set  out  below some excerpts from audit  and 
verif icat ion statements published alongside public corporate social and sustainability 
reports. Although not  complete, it  allows for some insights into the methods adopted. 

�
 
“ We have…used a customized at testat ion process involving detailed challenge of the contents of 
the Review, selected document  review, interviews with execut ives and managers, and site-based 
reviews to understand how the non-f inancial policies are being implemented and reported upon, 
the act ions they are taking to address them.”  
>([WUDFW�IURP@�(UQVW�	�<RXQJ�RQ�WKHLU�DVVXUDQFH�RI�%3·V�¶(QYLURQPHQWDO�	�6RFLDO�5HYLHZ�����·�
 
Ashridge’ s work in verifying the product ion of this [Camelot ’ s] report  comprised four maj or 
tasks…[of which one is]…Ensuring the stakeholder consultat ion processes allowed a 
comprehensive and obj ect ive assessment  of the interests and concerns of all stakeholder groups. 
This included comment ing on and approving the f inal design of quest ionnaire surveys, interview 
discussion guides and other consultat ion tools and techniques.”  
>([WUDFW�IURP@�$VKULGJH�RQ�&DPHORW·V�¶6RFLDO�5HSRUW�����·�
 
“ We have used a variety of established audit ing techniques to check the accuracy of informat ion 
reported. These include inspect ion of records and documents; internal and external enquiry;  
conf irmat ion of informat ion sources and accuracy; direct  observat ion of dialogue and other key 
elements of the process. To assess the social report ing process as a whole against  AA1000 we 
deployed our quant itat ive assessment  tool, VeriSEAAR.” �
>([WUDFW�IURP@�%XUHDX�9HULWDV�RQ�%ULWLVK�$PHULFDQ�7REDFFR·V�¶6RFLDO�5HSRUW�����· 
 
“ Procedures used included…Reviewing the development  and implementat ion of management  
systems and informat ion collat ion systems that  will inf luence the completeness, accuracy and 
integrity of the reported informat ion…Assessing the adequacy of cont rols to ensure informat ion 
t imeliness, accuracy, completeness and consistency…Sampling reported quant itat ive data 
including monitoring procedures, metering or manual recording processes, recalculat ing 
etc…Sample review and substant iat ion of reported qualitat ive informat ion based on our 
understanding obtained f rom the above points.”  
>([WUDFW�IURP@�3ULFHZDWHUKRXVH&RRSHUV�RQ�:0&�/LPLWHG·V�¶6XVWDLQDELOLW\�5HSRUW�����·�
 
 “ We have checked that  the contents of this report  are consistent  with data supplied by 
operat ing companies or obtained from audited f inancial statements. We have assessed and 
received sat isfactory explanat ions about  the appropriateness of data t rends, but  we have not  
sought  to verify otherwise unaudited data.”  
>([WUDFW� IURP@� 7KH� &RUSRUDWH� &LWL]HQVKLS� &RPSDQ\� RQ� 6RXWK� $IULFDQ� %UHZHULHV� ¶6RFLDO� 5HSRUW�
����·�
�
6RXUFH��6WDWH�RI�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�$VVXUDQFH�������$FFRXQW$ELOLW\�
�
�
�
Further insights can be obtained by looking at  how assurance providers have concluded 
in their assurance statements, as illust rated below. 
�
�
�
�
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“ The obj ect ive of our work was to answer the following quest ions: (a) Are the focusing quest ions 
posed by Rio Tinto in report ing it s performance the relevant  ones? (b) Do the data support  t he 
claims made in the report? (c) Do the data presented in the report  match those submit ted by the 
sites? The short  answer to these three quest ions is ‘Yes’ . 
$UWKXU� '�� /LWWOH� RQ� +6(� DQG� JUHHQKRXVH� DQG� HQHUJ\� LQIRUPDWLRQ� LQ� 5LR� 7LQWR·V� ¶6RFLDO� DQG�
(QYLURQPHQW�5HYLHZ�����·��
“ Ashridge is conf ident  t hat  this report  presents a t rue, complete, balanced and accurate account  
of how the organisat ion is implement ing the values and principles stated in the success models 
relevant  to each stakeholder group.”  
$VKULGJH�&HQWUH�IRU�%XVLQHVV�DQG�6RFLHW\�RQ�&DPHORW·V�¶6RFLDO�5HSRUW�����· 
 
“ We are sat isf ied that  informat ion conveyed in this social report  and marked as verif ied is 
reliable and f ree from signif icant  error or bias.”  
%XUHDX�9HULWDV�RQ�%$7·V�¶6RFLDO�5HSRUW�����·�
“ In our opinion, in all material respects, CATCH is funct ioning as described in ‘Scope of report ’ ,  
and the system ensures an appropriate data collect ion process at  corporate level.”  
'HORLWWH�	�7RXFKH�RQ�1RYR�1RUGLVN·V�¶'HDOLQJ�ZLWK�'LOHPPDV�����·�
“ Based on this review, ERM f inds that  Bristol-Myers Squibb has a reliable system in place for 
collect ing, summarizing, and report ing representat ive informat ion on EHS performance for it s 
corporate sustainabilit y report .”  
(50�RQ�%ULVWRO�0\HUV�6TXLEE·V�(+6�3URJUDP������
�
“ I believe this report  fairly represents the bank's economic, social and ecological impact  on it s 
Partners and it s cont inuing implementat ion of it s ethical values and policy.”  
(WKLFV�(WF��RQ�WKH�&R�RSHUDWLYH�%DQN·V�¶7KH�3DUWQHUVKLS�5HSRUW�����·�
“ In our opinion CIS' accountabilit y process has shown improvements against  all eight  AA1000 
principles since the previous report . In our opinion the KPIs in the report  have been properly 
prepared in accordance with the stated methodologies and the feedback f rom the dialogue 
research has been compiled fairly from the sources stated. In our opinion, t he informat ion in the 
report  is, where relevant , consistent  with t he KPIs and dialogue feedback.”   

.30*�RQ�&,6·V�6RFLDO�$FFRXQWDELOLW\�5HSRUW������
 
“ In our opinion (a) t he data, statements and graphs, together with t he case study and 
explanatory informat ion on pages 29 and 48, properly ref lect  the performance of the report ing 
ent it ies for each parameter [marked with this symbol] (b) The statements and data related to 
systems and processes [marked with this symbol] are supported by underlying evidence. (c) The 
data are properly aggregated at  Group level for each parameter marked [with t his symbol]… We 
also examined the whole Report  to conf irm consistency of the informat ion reported with our 
f indings.”  
3ULFH:DWHUKRXVH&RRSHUV�DQG�.30*�RQ�¶7KH�6KHOO�5HSRUW�����·�
 
“ Except  for t he effect ,  if  any, of unident if ied issues due to the limited scope of consultat ion 
discussed above, I am sat isf ied that  VanCity's 2000-01 Accountabilit y Report  is reliable, balanced 
and a fair representat ion of VanCity's social and environmental performance as def ined by the 
SOVAC.”  
6ROVWLFH�&RQVXOWLQJ�RQ�9DQ&LW\·V�$FFRXQWDELOLW\�5HSRUW��������
 
6RXUFH��6WDWH�RI�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�$VVXUDQFH�������$FFRXQW$ELOLW\�
�
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��� %HQFKPDUNLQJ�9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�
 

This chapter presents the core values and principles of Q-RES, AA1000, SIGMA and VMS. 
In the f inal paragraph, we discuss the common elements among our four init iat ives. 

���� 4�5(6�FRUH�YDOXHV�DQG�SULQFLSOHV��
The Q-RES proj ect  is based on the theory of the VRFLDO�FRQWUDFW.   In this perspect ive, a 
f irm can be described as a set  of individuals or groups that  cooperate together - among 
each other within the organisat ion, and with other individuals and groups externally - to 
achieve a common goal,  usually ident if ied in the corporate mission statement .    

To enable eff icient  and effect ive cooperat ion – both internally and with the external 
stakeholders – one factor is crucial:  the presence of t rust .   Any individual will  only 
invest  the opt imal amount  of resources – intellectual capital,  personal effort  or f inancial 
capital – if  he/ she can reasonably expect  a fair t reatment  and reward of his/ her 
cont ribut ion to the achievement  of the ult imate goal of the cooperat ion.  To build t rust , 
a f irm must  be able to demonst rate fairness in the way it  operates and in the relat ions 
with all its stakeholders. A number of  def init ions of fairness have been developed by 
philosophers. The Q-RES proj ect  embraces the VRFLDO� FRQWUDFW approach to define the 
social and ethical responsibility of the corporat ion, as illust rated in paragraphs 3.3 and 
3.4. 

The social cont ract  is an LGHDO cont ract  based on the following provisos:  

- Force, fraud and manipulat ion must  be put  aside 

- Everyone must  follow the ideal procedure of put t ing her/ himself  in the posit ion 
of every other stakeholder, taking the posit ion of each in turn; 

- Everyone must  f ind out  the terms of agreement  that  she/ he is ready to accept 
and conform to; 

- There is at  least  one agreement  that  everyone will accept  given that  she/ he 
knows that  it  must  also be acceptable by any other stakeholder. 

The social cont ract  defines the terms of agreement  that  are acceptable from the point  
of view of an impart ial spectator - “ yourself”  - when considering the problem from 
every stakeholder point  of view.   This implies that  in a CSR management  approach, the 
fair corporate act ion, decision or st rategy is to be found as the result  of a mutually 
advantageous agreement  among free, rat ional individuals. 

From the ideal of the social cont ract  the Q-RES Standard has ident if ied the following 
general principles of a CSR management  system: 

 
• 6RFLDO�FRQWUDFW – The organisat ion conceive and operat ionalise its own Mission in 

light  of the implicit  social cont ract  with stakeholders. The social cont ract  is an 
ideal autonomous, free and rat ional moral agreement  amongst  all stakeholders.  
It  is an unanimous agreement , accepted by all stakeholders in view of the 
sat isfact ion of their legit imate expectat ions of  well-being. reached and shared 
by  all stakeholders. The organisat ion is ent rusted by the social cont ract  to fulf il 
its own Mission, under the f iduciary duty towards all stakeholders that  it  will 
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fulf il it  with HIIHFWLYHQHVV,  HIILFLHQF\ and IDLUQHVV.  Hierarchical relat ions based 
on authority and cont ractual relat ions, part icularly when re-negot iat ions take 
place, should be guided by the social cont ract  principle, i.e. apply what  the 
parts would autonomously and rat ionally accept . 

• (IIHFWLYHQHVV� �� The organisat ion pursues its Mission by respect ing the social 
cont ract  with all its stakeholders, i.e. in such a way to sat isfy their legit imate 
expectat ions. Effect iveness is expressed by coherence between results obtained 
and fulf ilment  of the Mission.    

• (IILFLHQF\� �� The organisat ion provides the incent ives able to mot ivat ing all 
stakeholders who cont ribute to the fulf ilment  of the Mission to invest  their 
resources (managerial f inancial,  intellectual,  physical) in such a way that  
generates the maximum surplus between costs and benefits.   Stakeholders who 
do not  direct ly cont ribute to the fulf ilment  of the Mission but  are affected by 
the organisat ion’ s act ivit ies should be enabled to invest  the right  amount  of t rust  
towards the organisat ion.  

• )DLUQHVV���The organisat ion must  ensure to each of its stakeholders a fair share 
of the benefits generated – i.e. a level that  would rat ionally and autonomously 
accepted by all parts as proport ional to the cont ribut ions and expectat ions of  
everyone. Moreover, the organisat ion is commit ted to protect  stakeholders from 
opportunist ic behaviour and to reward cooperat ion. 

• -XVW� FRQGXFW� �� The organisat ion is commit ted to respect  and enforce the 
principles of the social cont ract  with its stakeholders and to prevent  that  
situat ions of inequalit y of informat ion, power and lead to outcomes that  would 
be unacceptable from a social cont ract  point  of view.  

• 7UDQVSDUHQF\� �� The organisat ion must  be able to give explanat ion and 
j ust if icat ion its act ions and relevant  omissions concerning the respect  of the 
commitments towards its stakeholders. The organisat ions is commit ted to 
provide informat ion enabling stakeholders to j udge the coherence between 
outcomes achieved by the organisat ions and its commitments. 

• +RQHVW\� �� The organisat ions is commit ted to respect  the laws and the social 
cont ract  principles with all its stakeholders��

• 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV�DQG�$FFRXQWDELOLW\����The organisat ion is commit ted to respond 
and be accountable to it s stakeholders, and is willing to be j udged with regard to  
the respect  of the social cont ract  principles with its stakeholders.  

• 6WDNHKROGHU�GLDORJXH�DQG�HQJDJHPHQW� ��The organisat ion apply leadership to 
build relat ionships of t rust  with its stakeholders; take care to establish two-ways 
communicat ion with stakeholders and allow them to give voice to their concerns, 
expectat ions and opinions without  fear or rest rict ions. Stakeholders who are 
enabled to understand decisions, part icipate in the decision-making processes 
and give voice to their opinions can cont ribute to improving the social and 
ethical performance of the organisat ion.  

• 7UXVW� DQG� JRRG� UHSXWDWLRQ� ��The organisat ion recognises to have a f iduciary  
mandate to pursue the Mission on behalf  of  all its stakeholders. Maintaining t rust  
is fundamental to ensure cooperat ion among stakeholders, which is necessary to 
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fulf il the Mission in an effect ive, eff icient  and fair way. The organisat ion protect  
and increase its reputat ion by operat ing in the respect  of the social cont ract  
principles 

• &RQWLQXRXV� LPSURYHPHQW� ²� Cont inuous improvement  of overall organisat ional 
performance should be a constant  obj ect ive of the organisat ion 

• /HDGHUVKLS�²�The top management  defines the organisat ion st rategy and ensure 
coherence of intent ions to improve the organisat ional social and ethical 
responsibility.  It  should create and foster an internal and external environment  
encouraging stakeholder engagement  in the definit ion and pursue of 
organisat ional obj ect ives. 

���� 906�FRUH�YDOXHV�DQG�SULQFLSOHV�
Every values management  system is based upon definit ion and codif icat ion of those 
company values that  determine its ident ity and st ructure its decision. Such codes of 
ethics have been standard for a long t ime in the internat ional business.  
 
These codes are something like a company’ s business card and as such do not  only 
contain PRUDO YDOXHV but  as well SHUIRUPDQFH,  FRPPXQLFDWLRQ and FRRSHUDWLRQ YDOXHV. 
The following list  contains potent ial values which we gained from analysing German 
company standards: 

• 3HUIRUPDQFH�YDOXHV�� SURILW��FRPSHWHQFH��SHUIRUPDQFH��IOH[LELOLW\��
FUHDWLYLW\��LQQRYDWLRQ��TXDOLW\�

• &RRSHUDWLRQ�YDOXHV��� OR\DOW\��WHDP�VSLULW��FRQIOLFW�DELOLW\��RSHQQHVV�
• &RPPXQLFDWLRQ�YDOXHV��� UHVSHFW��DIILOLDWLRQ��RSHQQHVV���

WUDQVSDUHQF\��FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�
• 0RUDO�YDOXHV:   LQWHJULW\���IDLUQHVV��VLQFHULW\��KRQHVW\���

VRFLDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\��FLWL]HQVKLS�
This list  is not  comprehensive but  a select ion of examples. The values of a business 
describe the definite set  of values the stand for. The set  must  be company specif ic and 
is codif ied by a writ ten document  that  always include statements from all four classes 
of values. They grant  a company definable ident ity and “ make a dif ference” . They 
determine preferences of behaviour in a corporat ion, are a declarat ion of obj ect ives 
and intent ions and a criterion for making decisions in  conflict  situat ions. Only in this 
version they can become art  of  management  processes. Codif ied values have to be 
communicated in the company and to all relevant  stakeholders. Moral values, 
cooperat ion values, performance values and communicat ion values of an organisat ion 
are to be correlated in a way that  provides specif ic ident ity and orientat ion for 
decisions. 

Background of the values orientat ion of the VMS is the fundamental belief that  a 
business’  value depends on its values. For this purpose corporate values and principles 
must  neither cont radict ing themselves nor act  as a basis on which the company’ s 
stakeholder are given promises that  can not  be kept . Only the basic values of a 
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corporat ion can be communicated credibly to all stakeholders. And credibility and moral 
reputat ion are the prerequisites of corporate success in its relat ion to markets and the 
society. 

It  is important  to realise that  a corporat ion does not  only hold moral values. Because it  
is an organisat ion in a market  environment  it  has to have performance values. But  at  
the same t ime every f irm is a proj ect  of cooperat ion between resource owner and the 
society. Therefore it  needs values of cooperat ion, communicat ion and moral values 
which guide this process. For this reason the German VMS does not  prescribe a definite 
set  of values but  asks for a process inside the corporat ion to f ind out  about  the 
appropriate values for its mission. This process must  start  top–down and must  also be 
cont inued bot tom-up. Top management  has to lead this process and has to involve 
people from the dif ferent  levels within the organisat ion and their representat ives.  

The SULQFLSOHV of the VMS are the following: 

• 6XVWDLQDELOLW\: keeping the license to operate and to growth in the legal, 
economic, ecological and social sense of the word. 

• &RPSOLDQFH:  to show integrity and fairness in every aspect  of the business. 

• &RPSHWHQFH: organisat ions and individuals should have the resources to deal 
with corporate social responsibilit y as a business case. 

• ,QWHJUDWLRQ:  every component  and element  of  a VMS must  be consistent  with 
and be part  of the whole management  process of a f irm. 

• 6HOI�ELQGLQJ: a VMS can only be sustainable and successful if  the actors bind and 
cont rol themselves to this program. 

• 0DQDJHPHQW� 2ULHQWDWLRQ:  a VMS must  be an integrat ive part  of all relevant  
areas of management . 

• /HDGHUVKLS:  a VMS needs top management  as role models and responsible 
actors. 

• 9DOXHV�'ULYHQ:  only law driven compliance programs con not  be successful but   
compliance must  be accompanied by a values orientat ion. 

• 3URFHVV�2ULHQWDWLRQ:  the best  pract ices in Corporate Social Responsibility needs 
a focus on the development  of ethical competences inside a corporat ion. 

• 9DOLGDWLRQ:  any serious VMS needs evaluat ion and audit .  The German VMS 
focuses on self  binding and self  evaluat ion while external evaluat ion might  
enhance the credibility. 
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���� 6,*0$�FRUH�YDOXHV�DQG�SULQFLSOHV�
The SIGMA Guidelines emphasise the importance of organisat ions establishing and 
implement ing clear principles to guide their development .  The SIGMA Guiding 
Principles seek to illust rate and ref lect  what  an organisat ion working towards 
sustainabil ity would look like and some of the characterist ics that  such an organisat ion 
might  exhibit .    

The purpose of the SIGMA Guiding Principles is: 

• to help organisat ions understand how they can cont ribute to sustainable 
development   

• to provide a framework that  helps organisat ions to develop their own robust  set  
of guiding principles that  they can then follow. 

�
The SIGMA Guiding Principles consist  of two core elements: 

1. The holist ic management  of f ive dif ferent  types of capital that  ref lect  an 
organisat ion’ s overall impact  and wealth (in the broadest  sense) 

2.  The exercise of accountability,  by being t ransparent  and responsive to stakeholders 
and complying with relevant  rules and standards. 

The f igure below shows how the two core elements of the SIGMA Guiding Principles can 
work in combinat ion within organisat ions. 

)LJXUH���� 7KH�6,*0$�3ULQFLSOHV�
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 The f ive types of capital described in the f igure are: 

• Natural capital - the environment    

• Social capital - social relat ionships and st ructures 

• Human capital – people 

• Manufactured capital - f ixed assets 

• Financial Capital - prof it  and loss, sales, shares, cash etc  
 
Natural capital encompasses the other capitals as natural resources and ecological 
systems form the basis of life, on which all organisat ions (and wider society) depend.  
Social,  human and manufactured capitals are crit ical components of an organisat ion and 
its act ivit ies. High levels of these capitals deliver value to both organisat ions and 
society, not  to ment ion improving the quality of  life of stakeholders. Financial capital is 
crucial to the ongoing survival of an organisat ion, and is simply derived from the value 
that  the other four capitals provide. All of  the capitals are heavily interlinked and there 
is some overlap between them.   

This whole system is then encircled by the principle of DFFRXQWDELOLW\, represent ing the 
relat ionship that  an organisat ion has with the outside world - with its stakeholders and 
for its stewardship of the f ive capitals29.  Accountability’  consists of three elements: 

1. 7UDQVSDUHQF\ means the duty of an organisat ion to account  to its stakeholders. 

2. 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV means the need to respond to stakeholders. 

3. &RPSOLDQFH means the duty to comply with standards to which an organisat ion is 
voluntarily commit ted, and rules and regulat ions that  it  must  comply with for 
statutory reasons. 

An organisat ion’ s accountabilit y is fulf il led by being t ransparent , being responsive and 
by its compliance with appropriate rules; and by engaging with and account ing to 
stakeholders for its performance in these respects. 

Organisat ional accountability is based on effect ive engagement  with stakeholders. An 
organisat ion’ s stakeholders are those groups who affect  and/ or are affected by the 
organisat ion and its act ivit ies. Stakeholders may include, but  are not  limited to owners,  
t rustees, employees and t rade unions, customers, members, business partners, 
suppliers, compet itors, government  and regulators, the electorate, non-governmental 
organisat ions (NGOs), not -for-prof it  organisat ions, pressure groups, and local and 
internat ional communit ies. Engagement  builds relat ionships with stakeholders to 
determine what  is important , or PDWHULDO30,  to all involved in order to improve overall 
performance. 

                                            
29 The SIGMA Guiding Principles including the concept  of the f ive capitals is explained fully in Chapter 4 of  
the SIGMA Guidelines. The SIGMA Guiding Principles seek to build upon a range of exist ing approaches, whilst  
remaining compat ible with them. For a review of 20 standards and guidelines relevant  to sustainable 
development  see ‘SIGMA Guide to Guidelines and Standards relevant  to sustainable development ’  in the 
SIGMA Toolkit .  This can be found at  www.proj ectsigma.com. 
 
30 Material means informat ion needed by stakeholders for them to be able to make informed j udgements, 
decisions and act ions about  an organisat ion's sustainabil it y performance.  
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���� $$�����FRUH�YDOXHV�DQG�SULQFLSOHV�
The init ial AA1000 Accountabilit y Framework was launched in November 1999. Following 
a review of pract ice in 2001, work was init iated on the AA1000 Series, which includes: 

a. The Management  Framework embedded in the original Accountability Framework, 
focused on the organisat ion’ s engagement  with its stakeholders as a core aspect  of 
their process of learning, account ing, audit ing and report ing, and management  for 
change. 

b.  A series of ‘plug-in’  modules, start ing with the AA1000 Assurance Standard, the 
world’ s f irst  open-source sustainability assurance standard. 

At  the heart  of the AA1000 Series in its various iterat ions is the view that  organisat ion’ s 
should be accountabilit y to stakeholders. Following from this is that  any and all systems 
for managing, account ing and report ing an organisat ion’ s performance should be 
oriented with this approach to accountability at  its core. 

Accountability is, then, the AA1000 Series core value. The more recent  iterat ions of the 
AA1000 Series have, however, been explicit  in linking accountability to the related 
paradigm of sustainable development . This is expressed most  direct ly in 
AccountAbility’ s own mission statement , ¶SURPRWLQJ� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� IRU� VXVWDLQDEOH�
GHYHORSPHQW·.  At  the heart  of this linkage are the two, related views that : 

(a) The UHDVRQ for developing and promot ing use of the AA1000 Series is to 
advance the cause of sustainable development . 

(b) Meaningful progress towards sustainable development  requires fundamental 
shif ts in accountability.  

The AA1000 Series focus on stakeholder accountabilit y is expressed through its core 
requirement  that  ´2UJDQLVDWLRQV�DGRSWLQJ�DQ\�SDUW�RI�WKH�$$�����6HULHV��LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�
$$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG��FRPPLW�WKHPVHOYHV� WR�WKH�SUDFWLFH�RI� ¶LQFOXVLYLW\·µ� This 
pract ice is operat ionalised through the three-part  def init ion of ‘accountability’ :  

• Commitment  to LGHQWLI\ and XQGHUVWDQG its social,  environmental and economic 
performance and impact , and the associated views of its stakeholders. 

• Commitment  to FRQVLGHU and to FRKHUHQWO\ UHVSRQG (whether negat ively or 
posit ively) to the aspirat ions and needs of its stakeholders in its policies and 
pract ices, and; 

• Commitment  to SURYLGH�DQ DFFRXQW to its stakeholders for its decisions, act ions 
and impacts. 

The AA1000 Series proposes that  accountability can be best  expressed by the 
applicat ion of three key principles. These principles were developed as part  of the 
development  of the AA1000 Assurance Standard, and simplify the longer list  of 
principles originally developed for the AA1000 Accountability Framework. 

• The AA1000 0DWHULDOLW\�3ULQFLSOH�UHTXLUHV�WKDW�WKH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�KDV�LQFOXGHG�LQ�
LWV� UHSRUWLQJ� WKH� LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW� LWV� VXVWDLQDELOLW\�SHUIRUPDQFH� UHTXLUHG�E\�
LWV� VWDNHKROGHUV� IRU� WKHP� WR� EH� DEOH� WR�PDNH� LQIRUPHG� MXGJHPHQWV�� GHFLVLRQV�
DQG�DFWLRQV��
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• 7KH�$$�����&RPSOHWHQHVV�3ULQFLSOH�UHTXLUHV�WKDW�WKH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�FDQ�LGHQWLI\�
DQG�XQGHUVWDQG�PDWHULDO�DVSHFWV�RI�LWV�VXVWDLQDELOLW\�SHUIRUPDQFH��

• 7KH� $$����� 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV� 3ULQFLSOH requires that  the organisat ion has 
responded to stakeholder concerns, policies and relevant  standards. 

�
���� 9DOXHV�DQG�SULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65��&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV�
In the previous four paragraphs we have presented the key values and principles of      
Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000. In order to ident ify the common elements among these 
standards, we have conducted a benchmarking analysis of  relevant  documentat ion 
published, but  also – and probably most  important ly – we have discussed the ‘spirit ’  of 
each init iat ive.  

This discussion within the research team has allowed to point  out  a number of common 
elements, overcoming dif ferences of approaches that  language diversit y and dif ferent  
cultural backgrounds might  make appear more signif icant  than they really are.  

However, st il l signif icant  dif ferences among our approaches do exist ,  as one should 
expect  if  looking at  the dif ferent  theoret ical const ructs beneath Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and 
AA1000.  

• 6RFLDO� FRQWUDFW� WKHRU\ – 4�5(6� is founded on the idea that  the relat ionships 
between the corporat ion and its stakeholder should be governed according to the 
social cont ract  perspect ive based on the concepts of HIILFDF\�� HIILFLHQF\� DQG�
IDLUQHVV;  

• &RUSRUDWH� (WKLFV� DQG� &RPSOLDQFH – 906 is founded on the concept  of 
JRYHUQDQFH� HWKLFV31.  This theory explains that  the ethical performance of an 
individual or collect ive actor depends on the eff iciency and effect iveness of 
the st ructure which governs a dist inct ive moral t ransact ion. Governance ethics 
does not  mean the individual virtues to be unimportant . On the cont rary, the 
governance st ructures of a company are the context  in which individual virtues 
have to be proven and realized. The crucial quest ion is: Are the  governance 
st ructures of a company designed in a way to encourage the individual’ s ethical 
conduct  in business or is it  j ust  the other way round? Then ethics of governance 
is a st rategic management  task and has wide-ranging pract ical consequences; 

• 6XVWDLQDEOH� GHYHORSPHQW – 6,*0$ is build upon the values embodied in the 
concept  of sustainable development , ref lected in the Five Capitals model that  
help organisat ions to integrate sustainable development  in their management  
processes, and by the principle of accountabilit y,  guiding the relat ionships that  
an organisat ion has with the outside world; 

• $FFRXQWDELOLW\ - $$���� is founded on the principle of organisat ional 
accountability to promote sustainable development . The concept  of 
accountability is expressed by the applicat ion of the three key principles of 
0DWHULDOLW\,  &RPSOHWHQHVV and 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV.  

                                            
31 Cf. the monograph “ Die Ethik der Governance”  (Wieland 1999a) and “ The Ethics of Governance”  (Wieland 
2001). 
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The f igure below t ries to points out  the four dif ferent  ‘angles’  from which the four 
approaches look at  CSR: 

)LJXUH���� 9DULHW\�RI�WKHRUHWLFDO�DSSURDFKHV�WR�&65��

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�
 

Whilst  the dif ferent  approaches have important  implicat ions on the meaning and 
pract ical applicat ion of values and principles developed in each approach, we think that  
these dif ferent  ‘angles’  are not  incompat ible with each other, but  should rather be seen 
in a cont inuum, as the f igure suggests. 

In fact , having pointed out  key dif ferences in the approaches, it  is possible to recognise  
a number of  common elements shared by all four init iat ives concerning values and 
principles for CSR.  

The following table present  our conclusions, at  this stage, on the common values and 
principles for CSR shared by Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000: 

�
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7DEOH���� �&RPPRQ�9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�
 

&RPPRQ�9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�
�  

 
&RUSRUDWH� 9DOXHV�� 7KH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� VKRXOG� GHILQH� DQG� GHYHORS� LWV� RZQ� YDOXHV� JXLGLQJ� LWV�
RYHUDOO�EXVLQHVV��DQG�&65��VWUDWHJ\�
This principle is stated by Q-RES in chapters 1 and 2 of the Guidelines, on Corporate Ethical 
Vision and Code of Ethics and is clearly at  t he heart  of  the whole VSM. In SIGMA and AA1000 
the def init ion of corporate values is expressed as one of the key phases of the management  
framework, under Leadership and Vision in SIGMA and in principle P3 (Planning) within t he 
AA1000 framework (see chapter 6.3 and 6.4 respect ively).  

In part icular,  the following core values are shared by our init iat ives: 

• 6XVWDLQDELOLW\ – It  includes a reference both to economic eff iciency and environmental 
and social impacts in the long-run, and also a concern for inter-generat ional fairness; 

• 0XWXDO� DGYDQWDJH – As the rat ionale for stakeholder cooperat ion, clearly expressed in 
the social cont ract  approach (Q-RES), but  also embedded in the idea of cooperat ion 
among the 5 dif ferent  capitals in SIGMA; 

• )DLUQHVV – As the guiding value for balancing the dif ferent  stakeholder interests and 
legit imate rights towards the company. 

 
0XOWL�VWDNHKROGHU�DSSURDFK��7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�WDNH�LQ�GXH�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�
DQG�QHHGV�RI�DOO�LWV�VWDNHKROGHUV�
This principle is expressed clearly by the VRFLDO�FRQWUDFW�WKHRU\ adopted by Q-RES, is one of 
the basic assumpt ion stated in VMS $LP,  and is routed in the principle of ,QFOXVLYLW\ shared by 
SIGMA and AA1000. 

 
*RYHUQDQFH��7KH�YDOXHV�DQG�SULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�VKRXOG�EH�XQGHUVWRRG�DV�WKH�PDLQ�JRYHUQDQFH�
V\VWHP� RI� WKH� UHODWLRQV� EHWZHHQ� WKH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� DQG� DOO� LWV� VWDNHKROGHUV� �LQFOXGLQJ�
RZQHUV�VKDUHKROGHUV��
This principle is at  t he heart  of  Q-RES, which def ines CSR as “ D�PRGHO�RI�H[WHQGHG�FRUSRUDWH�
JRYHUQDQFH� ZKHUHE\� ZKR� UXQV� D� ILUP� �HQWUHSUHQHXUV�� GLUHFWRUV�� PDQDJHUV�� KDYH�
UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV� WKDW� UDQJH� IURP� IXOILOPHQW� RI� WKHLU� ILGXFLDU\� GXWLHV� WRZDUGV� WKH� RZQHUV� WR�
IXOILOPHQW�RI�DQDORJRXV�ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV�WRZDUGV�DOO�WKH�ILUP·V�VWDNHKROGHUV”  (see paragraph 
3.1).� Governance is also clearly at  the core of VMS, which includes the principle of 
‘governance ethics’  (see chapter 5.5). Similarly,  “$$�����FDQ�SOD\�D�NH\�UROH�LQ�VXSSRUWLQJ�DQ�
RUJDQLVDWLRQ·V� JRYHUQDQFH�� 7KH� VWDQGDUG� IHHGV� LQWR� WKH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ·V� FRQWURO� SURFHVV� E\�
ZKLFK�LW�HQVXUHV�WKH�DOLJQPHQW�RI�LWV�YDOXHV�DQG�VWUDWHJ\�ZLWK�LWV�EHKDYLRXU�DQG�WKH�RXWFRPHV�
RI�LWV�DFWLYLWLHV”  (AccountAbilit y 1000 Framework, p. 12). The SIGMA Guidelines indicates the 
importance to “5HYLHZLQJ�DQG�UHILQLQJ�FRUSRUDWH�JRYHUQDQFH�DUUDQJHPHQWV�DQG�SHUIRUPDQFH”  
(SIGMA Guidelines, p. 38)  as one key act ivit y to be undertaken in t he Planning Phase. 
 

     
 

 

cont inued 
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&RPPRQ�9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�

�  
 
0DQDJHPHQW�,QWHJUDWLRQ��7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�GHYHORS�LWV�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�6\VWHP�LQ�DQ�
LQWHJUDWHG�ZD\�ZLWK� UHVSHFW� WR� LWV� FRUH�EXVLQHVV�PDQDJHPHQW� V\VWHPV�DQG�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�
SURFHVVHV�
This principle is stated by Q-RES under the int roduct ion of the Q-RES model (part  A of the 
Guidelines). VMS includes ‘integrat ion’  as one of it s key principles. SIGMA is about  
Sustainabilit y ,QWHJUDWHG Guidelines for Management  and the issue of integrat ion is st ressed in 
the int roduct ion of the use of the SIGMA management  framework. In the language of AA1000 
integrat ion is expressed by the principle of HPEHGGHGQHVV,  which means “PDNLQJ�WKH�VRFLDO�
DQG� HWKLFDO� DFFRXQWLQJ�� DXGLWLQJ� DQG� UHSRUWLQJ� SURFHVVHV� SDUW� RI� WKH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ·V�
RSHUDWLRQV�� V\VWHPV�DQG�SROLF\�PDNLQJ��DQG�QRW�WUHDWHG�DV�D�RQH�RII�H[HUFLVH�WR�SURGXFH�D�
VRFLDO�DQG�HWKLFDO�UHSRUWµ��$$�����)UDPHZRUN��S�����.  
 
$FFRXQWDELOLW\��7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�DFFRXQWDEOH�WRZDUGV�LWV�VWDNHKROGHUV�DQG�UHVSRQG�
²�ZKHWKHU�SRVLWLYHO\�RU�QHJDWLYHO\���WR�WKHLU�OHJLWLPDWH�FODLPV�
This principle is stated by Q-RES in chapter 5 of the Guidelines, on Social and Ethical 
Accountabilit y and is clearly at  the core of SIGMA and AA1000 principles, although with 
dif ferent  emphasis. In VMS, the principle of accountabilit y is expressed by the communicat ion 
values and reinforced by the implementat ion process (see chapter 6.2) under t he phase 
&RPPXQLFDWLRQ.   

 
3HUIRUPDQFH�,PSURYHPHQW��7KH�XOWLPDWH�DLP�RI�WKH�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�6\VWHP�LV�WR�KHOS�WKH�
RUJDQLVDWLRQ�LPSURYH�LWV�VRFLDO��HWKLFDO��HFRQRPLF�DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SHUIRUPDQFH��
This principle is another underpinning assumpt ion of Q-RES and it  is stated in t he int roduct ion 
of the Q-RES Guidelines. VMS includes ‘performance values’  among its core values. Improving 
performance is one of the key aim of SIGMA (SIGMA Guidelines, p. 7). AA1000 also has been 
developed “ WR� LPSURYH� WKH� DFFRXQWDELOLW\� DQG� RYHUDOO� SHUIRUPDQFH� RI� RUJDQLVDWLRQV� E\�
LQFUHDVLQJ� TXDOLW\� LQ� VRFLDO� DQG� HWKLFDO� DFFRXQWLQJ�� DXGLWLQJ� DQG� UHSRUWLQJ”  �$$�����
)UDPHZRUN��S����.   
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��� %HQFKPDUNLQJ�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�3URFHVVHV�
This chapter presents the CSR Management  Processes of Q-RES, AA1000, SIGMA and VMS. 
In the f inal paragraph, we discuss the common elements among our four init iat ives. It  is 
useful to remind our definit ion of CSR Management  Process: 

A CSR Management  process is an overall organisat ional process, build on the 
Plan-Do-Check-Act  model of t radit ional quality management  systems, aimed at  
linking together in a meaningful way CSR Principles, Values and Management  
Tools and integrat ing them with core business decision-making processes. 

���� 4�5(6�PDQDJHPHQW�SURFHVV�
The Q-RES management  framework includes six tools for managing the social and ethical 
quality of corporat ions.  For each of them there is a corresponding phase of the CSR 
management  process, as described in the following table: 

7DEOH���� �4�5(6�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV�DQG�FRUUHVSRQGLQJ�SKDVHV�
�

7RROV�RI�WKH�4�5(6�� &RUUHVSRQGLQJ�SKDVHV�RI�WKH�
PDQDJHPHQW�IUDPHZRUN������� 4�5(6�PDQDJHPHQW�SURFHVV�
• Corporate Ethical Vision • (WKLFDO�9DOXHV�
• Code of Ethics • 1RUPV�	�3ROLFLHV 
• Ethical Training • &RPPXQLFDWLRQ�	�7UDLQLQJ  

• Organisat ional Systems of  • 6XSSRUW�	�&RQWURO  
Implementat ion and Cont rol   

• Social and Ethical Accountabilit y • 5HSRUWLQJ 

• External Verif icat ion • $VVXUDQFH� 
 

Each phase fulf ils a specif ic funct ion within the Q-RES management  framework (see 
chapter 2.3) and with regards to the reputat ion mechanism which increases stakeholder 
t rust  towards the company.  

The logic underpinning the Q-RES management  process is il lust rated in the f igure on 
next  page. 
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)LJXUH���� 7KH�4�5(6�0DQDJHPHQW�3URFHVV�

→ Companies make commitments concerning their 
social and ethical responsibility,  which are made 
explicit  by the formulat ion of the Corporate 
Ethical Vision and the int roduct ion of a corporate 
Code of Ethics;  

→ Commitments are further stated with regards to 
crit ical areas in the relat ions with stakeholders and 
embedded in the corporate act ivit ies by the 
revision (‘enrichment ’ ) of corporate st rategies, 
policies, processes and procedures; 

→ Employees are informed on commitments made by 
the company and provided with cognit ive tools to 
understand, share and apply them through internal 
communicat ion and t raining programmes; 

→ Organisat ional systems to VXSSRUW LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ 
and PRQLWRU FRPSOLDQFH with the stated ethical 
principles are int roduced – e.g. an internal ethical 
audit ing is undertaken as a way to ident ify and 
invest igate areas of ethical risks within the 
business, with a related sanct ions systems; 

→ A social and ethical DFFRXQWDELOLW\ process is 
int roduced to assess the corporate social and 
ethical performance and communicate to 
stakeholders the results achieved; 

→ The social communicat ion enables stakeholders to 
HYDOXDWH the correspondence between 
commitments stated by the company and 
behaviours observed or communicated, and 
increase or decrease accordingly their t rust  
towards the company; 

→ The external verif icat ion of the Q-RES-tools 
adopted by the company enhances the reliability 
of corporate communicat ion to stakeholders, 
thereby support ing the credibility of the 
company’ s commitments. 
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���� 906�PDQDJHPHQW�SURFHVV�
Ethics Standards con refer either to an exact ly described SHUIRUPDQFH or to the 
development  of a SURFHVV.  This leads to the dist inct ion of performance and process 
standards: 

• 3HUIRUPDQFH� 6WDQGDUGV:  Performance standards in the f ield of corporate ethics 
usually at tempt  to set  up obj ect ive indicators for an organisat ion’ s performance and 
use them to measure this performance; 

• 3URFHVV� 6WDQGDUGV:  In cont rast ,  process standards t ry to define the organisat ion’ s 
basic values, concepts, st ructures, rout ines, and inst ruments to them, and their 
interact ion. They are guided by the assumpt ion that  the implementat ion of the 
defined basic values is dependent  from the process-related st ructure but  that  it  is 
impossible to define the detailed moral performance of an business. The VMS 
doubt less is a process oriented standard.  

As a consequence the VMS is embedded into the organisat ion’ s specif ic business st rategy 
and operat ion. This supports the relevance of the VMS inside the corporat ion for the 
every day business and ensures the eff iciency in applying it .  In this way the VMS 
management  process is part  of the “ normal”  st rategic and operat ional management  
process and is not  a separated process of a separated f irm department , e.g. the 
communicat ion department .  There is a st rong belief behind the VMS that  a successful 
process of Corporate Social Responsibility has to be part  of virtually every process of a 
organizat ion or it  will fail.  VMS is change management . 
  
Nevertheless, the declarat ion of the basic values of a VMS is implemented by a 
dist inct ive four steps process. These four steps are: 

1. &RGLILFDWLRQ – As already ment ioned in Chapter 6.2 values management  is based 
upon the definit ion of  four types of business values: performance values, co-
operat ion values, communicat ion values and moral values. They must  be codif ied in 
a writ ten document  (Code of ethics, Mission-Vision-Values Statement , Statement  of 
Principles etc.);  

2. &RPPXQLFDWLRQ – Codif ied values have to be communicated in the company (int ra 
team communicat ion), among companies and customers (ext ra team 
communicat ion) and with regard to the society (ext ra team communicat ion) 
Communicat ion is the crucial medium to animate standards of socially responsible 
conduct . Yet  this is less a mat ter of informat ion and public relat ion but  of something 
we call ´LQVWLWXWLRQDOLVHG� FRPPXQLFDWLRQµ�� This form of communicat ion is 
dist inguished by the fact  that  it  is integrated into the operat ive business and its 
standard rout ines. 3ROLFLHV and 3URFHGXUHV are important  media of communicat ion 
because they have consequences for the way business acts responsible; 

3. ,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ – Implementat ion can be carried out  and audited via compliance- 
and/ or values programme on the one hand. Compliance programmes st rongly focus 
the legal aspect  of business decisions and employee’ s act ion. Usually this consists of 
informat ion of the legal dut ies and the company’ s professed intent ion to have 
fulf il led. Values programmes, on the other hand, aim at  the values-oriented self  
commitment  and self  cont rol of the company. Topics such as t raining, recruit ing 
methods, ‘ethics barometer’ ,  bot tom-up assessments and internal ethical audit ing 
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are all part  of values programmes. Law driven and values driven programmes must  
be coordinated in order to be successful;  

4. 2UJDQLVDWLRQ – While “ Ethics Off icer”  plays an dominant  role in the US context ,  the 
German VMS prefers the funct ional integrat ion into the already exist ing departments 
of a business. This could be Compliance Off icer, Quality Management , Internal Audit  
departments or a posit ion direct ly report ing to the top management . All the 
possibilit ies are product ive as long as there is a top management  commitment  and 
the willingness of the top management  to act  as a role model. 

The focus of the management  process to realise the VMS is to integrate the above 
ment ioned four steps process into the V\VWHPV of the corporat ion - namely st rategic 
management , organisat ional development  and learning, policies and procedures, 
internal and external communicat ion and cont rolling. 

 

���� 6,*0$�PDQDJHPHQW�IUDPHZRUN�SKDVHV�
The SIGMA Management  Framework is a cycle of four f lexible implementat ion phases: 

• Leadership and vision;  
• Planning;  
• Delivery; and  
• Review, feedback and report ing.  

Organisat ions may enter and move through the phases at  dif ferent  speeds and give the 
dif ferent  phases dif ferent  emphasis depending on their individual circumstances, the 
availabilit y of resources and the level of maturity of their sustainable development 
policies, st rategies and programmes. 

In order to ensure compat ibility with exist ing pract ice, the SIGMA Management  
Framework is modelled on approaches widespread in formal and informal management  
systems. The 'Plan, Do, Check, Act' model that  underpins the SIGMA Management  
Framework is familiar to many organisat ions and has the benefit  of being both pract ical 
and effect ive in delivering improved organisat ional performance.  

Below, a descript ion of the key elements of the four phases of the SIGMA Management  
Framework and their meaning for sustainabilit y management . 

/HDGHUVKLS�DQG�9LVLRQ��
• To develop a business case to address sustainability issues and secure top-level 

commitment  to integrate sustainable development  into core processes and 
decision-making. 

• To ident ify stakeholders and open dialogue with them on key impacts and 
suggested approaches. 

• To formulate the organisat ion’ s long-term sustainable development  mission, 
vision and operat ing principles and a high-level st rategy that  supports them, and 
to revisit  them periodically. 
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• To raise awareness of sustainabilit y issues and how they may affect  the 
organisat ion’ s licence to operate and its future direct ion and it s t raining and 
development  requirements. 

• To ensure that  the organisat ional culture is support ive of a move towards 
sustainabil ity.  

 

)LJXUH����� 7KH�6,*0$�0DQDJHPHQW�)UDPHZRUN�
 

 
3ODQQLQJ�

• To ascertain the organisat ion’ s current  sustainability performance, legal 
requirements and voluntary commitments. 

• To ident ify and priorit ise the organisat ion’ s key sustainabil ity issues. 

• To develop st rategic plans to deliver the organisat ion’ s vision and address its key 
sustainabil ity issues. 

• Consult  with stakeholders on plans. 

• To formulate tact ical short -term act ion plans to support  the agreed 
sustainabil ity st rategies with defined obj ect ives, targets and responsibilit ies. 

6RXUFH� 7+( 6,*0$ *8,'(/,1(6�
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'HOLYHU\�
• To align and priorit ise management  programmes in line with st rategic and 

tact ical planning and the organisat ion’ s sustainability vision. 

• To ensure that  ident if ied act ions, impacts and outcomes and legal and self-
regulatory requirements are managed and appropriate internal cont rols are in 
place. 

• To improve performance by delivering sustainability st rategies and associated 
act ion plans. 

• To exercise appropriate external inf luence on suppliers, peers and others to 
progress sustainable development . 

0RQLWRU��5HYLHZ�DQG�5HSRUW�
• To monitor progress against  stated values, st rategies, performance obj ect ives 

and targets. 

• To engage with internal and external stakeholders via report ing and assurance, 
and by incorporat ing feedback into effect ive st rategic and tact ical reviews 
culminat ing in appropriate and t imely change. 
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���� $$�����PDQDJHPHQW�SURFHVV�
The $$�����)UDPHZRUN covers a process from agreeing on the terms of engagement  
with stakeholders through to report ing and assurance.  

The process standards cover the following stages: 

• 3ODQQLQJ�
• $FFRXQWLQJ�
• $VVXUDQFH�DQG�UHSRUWLQJ�
• (PEHGGLQJ�
• 6WDNHKROGHU�HQJDJHPHQW��

  

)LJXUH����� 7KH�$$�����3URFHVV�0RGHO�
 

 �
6RXUFH� $$���� ) À�Á�ÂÃ�Ä!Å�À�Æ �
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3ODQQLQJ�
3URFHVV��3����(VWDEOLVK�FRPPLWPHQW�DQG�JRYHUQDQFH�SURFHGXUHV�
The organisat ion commits itself  to the process of sustainability account ing, audit ing and 
report ing, and to the role of stakeholders within this process. It  defines governance 
procedures to ensure the inclusion of stakeholders in the process. 
 
3��,GHQWLI\�VWDNHKROGHUV�
The organisat ion ident if ies its stakeholders and characterises its relat ionship with each 
group of them. 
 
3��'HILQH�UHYLHZ�YDOXHV�
The organisat ion defines or reviews its current  mission and values. 
 
$FFRXQWLQJ�
3��,GHQWLI\�LVVXHV�
The organisat ion ident if ies issues through engagement  with its stakeholders regarding its 
act ivit ies and sustainabil ity performance. 
�
3��'HWHUPLQH�SURFHVV�VFRSH�
The organisat ion determines, based on engagement  with its stakeholders, the scope of 
the current  process in terms of the stakeholders, geographical locat ions, operat ing units 
and issues to be included, and ident if ies how it  plans to account  for the excluded 
stakeholders, operat ions, locat ions or issues in future cycles. It  ident if ies the t iming of  
the current  cycle. The organisat ion also ident if ies the audit  method(s), the audit  scope, 
and the auditor(s) to provide a high level of quality assurance to all its stakeholders. 
�
3��,GHQWLI\�LQGLFDWRUV�
The organisat ion ident if ies social and ethical indicators through engagement  with it s 
stakeholders. The indicators ref lect  the organisat ion’s performance in relat ion to: its 
values and obj ect ives; the values and aspirat ions of its stakeholders, as determined 
through a process of consultat ion with each group of them; and wider societal norms and 
expectat ions. 
 
3��&ROOHFW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�
The organisat ion collects informat ion about  its performance in respect  of the ident if ied 
indicators. The organisat ion engages with stakeholders in the design of the collect ion 
methods, which allow stakeholders to accurately and fully express their aspirat ions and 
needs. 
 
3��$QDO\VH�LQIRUPDWLRQ��VHW�WDUJHWV�DQG�GHYHORS�LPSURYHPHQW�SODQ�
From the informat ion collected, the organisat ion: a) Evaluates its performance against  
values, obj ect ives and targets previously set  b) Uses this evaluat ion and engagement  with 
stakeholders to develop or revise obj ect ives and targets for the future, with a focus on 
improving performance. 
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$VVXUDQFH�DQG�UHSRUWLQJ�
3��3UHSDUH�UHSRUW�V��
The organisat ion prepares a report  (writ ten or verbal communicat ion) or reports relat ing 
to the process undertaken in a specif ied period. The report (s),  clearly and without  bias,  
explains the process and demonst rates how the organisat ion’s performance relates to its 
values, obj ect ives and targets. It  includes informat ion about  its performance measured 
against  it s key social and ethical performance targets. The organisat ion provides 
comparat ive informat ion for previous period(s) to help stakeholders understand the 
current  performance in the context  of prior period t rends and in the context  of external 
benchmarks, if  available. 
 
3���$VVXUH�UHSRUW�V��
The organisat ion arranges and supports the external audit  of the process, including the 
social and ethical report (s).  Support  is provided to the auditor throughout  the planning 
and account ing processes as appropriate. 
 
3���&RPPXQLFDWH�UHSRUW�V��DQG�REWDLQ�IHHGEDFN�
The organisat ion communicates informat ion on the process and the sustainability 
performance of the organisat ion to all stakeholder groups. This includes making 
accessible to all stakeholder groups the social and ethical report (s) together with the 
independent  audit  opinion(s). The organisat ion act ively seeks feedback from its 
stakeholder groups in order to further develop its process. 
 
(PEHGGLQJ�
3���(VWDEOLVK�DQG�HPEHG�V\VWHPV�
The organisat ion establishes systems to support  the process, and the on-going 
achievement  of its obj ect ives and targets in line with its values. 
�
6WDNHKROGHU�(QJDJHPHQW�
Each of the above process stage is permeated by the organisat ion’ s engagement  with it s 
stakeholders. 
 
 
The $$����� )UDPHZRUN�process can support  an organisat ion's st rategic management  
and operat ions, �by assist ing it  to: 
 

1.  Align its systems and act ivit ies with its values; 

2.  Learn about  the impacts of its systems and act ivit ies, including stakeholder 
percept ions of these impacts; 

3.  Serve as a part  of a framework for internal cont rol to enable the organisat ion to 
ident ify, evaluate and bet ter manage the risks arising from its impacts on and 
relat ionships with its stakeholders; 

4.  Meet  the legit imate interest  of stakeholders in informat ion about  the social and 
ethical impact  of the organisat ion's act ivit ies and its decision-making processes; 

5.  Build compet it ive advantage through the proj ect ion of a defined stance on social 
and ethical issues. 
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���� &65�0DQDJHPHQW�3URFHVV��&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV�
Both Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000 include an overall process which organisat ions 
should put  in place in order to link together in a consistent  and meaningful way their 
values, management  tools and systems. Looking at  the elements const itut ing the 
process of our init iat ives, it  is possible to ident ify several similarit ies and overlapping 
phases – such as the development  of corporate values which is explicit ly addressed in 
each process.  

The following table summarises the key elements of the management  process adopted 
by Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000 respect ively. 

 

7DEOH���� %HQFKPDUNLQJ�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�3URFHVVHV�
 4�5(6� 906� 6,*0$� $$�����

• Values • Codif icat ion • Leadership 
and Vision 

• Planning  

• Norms • Communicat ion 
(internal and  

• Planning • Account ing 

• Assurance and 
report ing 

• Communicat ion 
and Training 

• Implementat ion 
and Cont rol 

• Implementat ion 
 

(including 
t raining and 
internal audit )  

• Delivery • Embedding 

�
�
&65�
0DQDJHPHQW�
SURFHVV�
SKDVHV�

• Report ing 

•  

• Organisat ion 

 

• Review, 
monitor and  

• Stakeholder 
Engagement  

 

The colours indicate the linkages among the management  process phases applied by     
Q-RES, VMS,  SIGMA and AA1000. These can be further analysed with reference to the 
Plan-Do-Check-Act  model  (see Table 5). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

        external) 
 

   report ) 
• External 

verif icat ion 

        external) 
 

• External 
verif icat ion 
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7DEOH���� $�3ODQ�'R�&KHFN�$FW�DQDO\VLV�RI�FRPPRQ�HOHPHQWV�LQ�&65�PDQDJHPHQW�
SURFHVVHV�DPRQJ�4�5(6��906��6,*0$�DQG�$$�����

3+$6(� .(<�$&7,9,7,(6�

3ODQ� • Define the organisat ion’ s Mission, Values and Principles 

• Develop code of ethics, policies, procedures 

• Ident ify stakeholders and priorit ise CSR issues 

'R� • Communicate Values, St rategies and Policies internally 

• Train employees 

• Monitor compliance 

&KHFN� • Measure performance 

• Report ing 

• Assurance 
  

$FW� • Respond to stakeholders 

• Review the process 

• Learning & innovat ion 

 

This analysis highlight  how Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000 share a similar logic based on 
a PDCA model and  - despite dif ferences in terminology – the elements of overlap are 
signif icant . 

However, it  is important  to point  out  that  beneath the similarit ies in the elements of 
their management  process, the analysis ident if ies some dif ferences in approach which 
are of signif icance. As already noted when discussing the common elements with 
respect  to values and principles, (see chapter 5.5), the dif ferent  theoret ical 
backgrounds of the init iat ives generate considerable implicat ions in terms of dif ferent  
emphasis of part icular elements of the above described management  processes.   

What  can be probably seen as the maj or dif ference among the init iat ives is the degree 
of ‘openness’  of the overall CSR management  process, i.e. the degree of stakeholder 
part icipat ion and stakeholder engagement  with the organisat ion throughout  the 
dif ferent  phases of the process. Clearly, AA1000 is more st rongly support ive of such an 
approach than the other init iat ives, advocat ing cont inuous and ‘inclusive’  stakeholder 
engagement  from the planning to the report ing and monitoring phase. 
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��� %HQFKPDUNLQJ�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV�
���� 4�5(6�PDQDJHPHQW�WRROV�
The Q-RES Guidelines include a methodology for the adopt ion of each of the six CSR 
Management  Tools, discussing steps, competencies and management  responsibilit ies. 

7DEOH���� 4�5(6�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV 
4�5(6�7RROV�

&RUSRUDWH�(WKLFDO�9LVLRQ�
The corporate Ethical Vision comprehends and goes beyond both the organisat ion’ s Mission and it s 
values. The corporate ethical vision ident if ies a balancing ethical criterion between many dif ferent  
rights and many dif ferent  claims of various stakeholders, put t ing together in a unitary vision of 
st rategic nature the corporate mission and values. The ethical vision sets out  the way in which the 
company wants to achieve it s mission and j ust if ies the stakeholders’  part icipat ion in fulf il l ing the 
mission. The balancing criterion def ines the company ethical ident it y.  Therefore, the ethical vision is 
the basic guidance for corporate st rategic choices. The development  methodology includes following 
steps: 

• Brainstorming among members of the top management  in order to make explicit  their ideas and 
intuit ions concerning the corporate mission, values and ethical vision; 

• Dialogue through appropriate tools (interviews, quest ionnaires, focus groups, etc.) with managers 
and relevant  stakeholders groups, aimed to gather and analyse dif ferent  opinions on: the corporate 
ident it y,  aims and purposes, responsibil it ies, relat ions with dif ferent  stakeholders, procedures and 
criteria to meet  their expectat ions and interests, shared ethical values, procedures the company 
wants to follow to pursue it s mission; 

• First  formulat ion of the ethical vision: intuit ive j udgements and opinions needs to be compared 
with the more general criteria expressed by dif ferent  ethics theories (ref lexive equilibrium). The 
corporate ethical vision arises from the process of comparing and balancing. An external ethical 
point  of view (ethical consult ant ) is necessary to rat ionalise intuit ions and peculiar j udgements in 
a more reliable ethical vision. 

• Discussion and mediat ion among dif ferent  posit ions in order to agree the corporate ethical vision. 
In this dialogue intuit ions have to be consistent  with principles and the general ethical theory it self  
can be adj usted according to individual j udgements.  

• Integrat ion and alignment  between corporate ethical vision and business obj ect ives; 

• Explicit  and unitary formulat ion of the corporate mission, values and ethical vision; 

• Informat ion and communicat ion act ivit ies to all employees in order to reach agreement  and 
widespread values sharing; and 

• Revision and updat ing the vision as a result  of  important  organisat ional changes (for instance, 
reposit ioning on the market , property change, mergers and takeovers).  

&RGH�RI�(WKLFV�
The Code of Ethics states t he rights, dut ies and responsibilit ies of the company towards all it s 
stakeholders. It  contains behaviour principles and rules of conduct  to fulf il the principles enriching the 
decision making processes and orientat ing corporate act ivit y.  The Code of Ethics expresses the “ ideal 
social cont ract ”  between the company and it s stakeholders which puts into pract ice, through 
principles and rules of conduct ,  the ethical criteria for balancing stakeholders’  expectat ions and 
interests. For this reason the Code of Ethics is a governance tool in the relat ionships between the 
company and it s stakeholders and a st rategic management  tool as it  guides decision making.  
Moreover,  it  is a source of behavioural rules for the company’ s employees.  The corporate code of 
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ethics provides to external stakeholders a reference parameter on which they can reasonably form 
their opinions on the company reliabilit y and reputat ion.  

The Code of Ethics development  methodology implies: 

• Management  and stakeholder dialogue: extensive interviews, quest ionnaires to the top 
management  and relevant  stakeholders on subj ects such as mission, ethical vision, ethical 
principles, stakeholder rights and corporate dut ies; 

• Engagement  with managers responsible for set t ing internal rules and procedures; 

• Analysis of risk areas for opportunist ic behaviour and unethical conduct  via interviews, 
quest ionnaires and focus groups on: 
- decision context :  ident if icat ion of  decision maker and involved stakeholders; analysis of the 
involved stakeholders’  abilit y to inf luence the decisional process; 
- opportunist ic conduct :  ident if icat ion of opportunism typology and source;  
- opportunism effects: ident if icat ion of harmed stakeholders and stakeholders taking an 
advantage; ident ifying the presence or absence of specif ic investments; 
- ethical principles: def init ion of ethical principle or principles relevant  to the t ypology of 
observed opportunism; 

• Making explicit  standards of conduct :  for each class of potent ial opportunist ic conduct .  A standard 
of conduct  has to be ident if ied and formulated as a precaut ionary conduct  duty. This allows 
internal and external stakeholders to check correspondence between act ions and the Code of 
Ethics principles. If  the conduct  complies with the precaut ionary standard, it  is assumed that  in a 
risky area the relevant  ethical principle was fulf il led;  

• Part icipat ive approach: the Code of Ethics is a self-regulat ion process, not  an imposit ion of rules, 
therefore part icipat ion in the drawing up phase makes sharing and implementat ion easier from a 
psychological point  of view. The Code of Ethics part ly 'invents' and part ly 'reproduces' the 
principles on which a shared culture is based. Compliance is based on voluntary agreement  by 
people working in the company. It  is not  verif iable as observance of def inite rules, it  has to be 
interpreted. The cont ractualist ic approach applies the idea of hypothet ical agreement ,  wherein 
the Code of Ethics principles and standards correspond to those rules every rat ional individual 
would accept :  the Code meets the condit ion every rat ional stakeholder would accept .  

(WKLFDO�7UDLQLQJ�
Corporate ethics t raining is t he whole of act ivit ies developing – and cont inuously maintaining up-to-
date - the abilit y to recognize, analyse and solve ethical dilemmas within the company by using 
conceptual,  philosophical,  economic, legal and organisat ional tools.  Moreover,  ethics t raining 
facilitates values sharing around the principles and standards of conduct  of the corporate code of  
ethics and encourages the int roduct ion and support  the implementat ion of the different  tools of 
corporate ethical and social responsibil it y.  It  enables decision makers to apply the idea of the social 
cont ract  to their day-to-day decisions and act ions. 
Training must  be tailored according to the role of the receivers:  

• Management  t raining support ing the int roduct ion of the different  Q-RES elements (especially 
the Code of Ethics);   

• Employee t raining: including t raining programmes at  the beginning of a Q-RES process, so that  
every employee is involved and takes part  in it  (inclusion);   

• Specif ic ethics t raining courses addressing specif ic issues of dif ferent  business areas (such as 
market ing, Hr management ,  securit y,  governance etc.).  

Ethics t raining is effect ive if :  
• It s aims and purposes are clearly communicated: t raining improves individual skills within the 

scope of an organisat ional learning and change process; the commitment  of the top 
management  in that  direct ion has to be clearly communicated as well;  

• A part icipat ing t raining approach is adopted: this implies dialogue and discussion on case-
studies (team works, focus groups, problem solving, analysis and solut ion of dilemmas, etc.);  

• It  is supported by the use of specif ic teaching tools (decision-making workshops, role-plays 
etc.) for the development  of decision-making skills based on ethics. 
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To achieve the above goals the company should: 

• Plan t raining courses with t imeliness and regularit y;  
• Set  up a permanent  t raining program assuring the inclusion of all employees (including new 

recruits),  their act ive involvement  and part icipat ion, as well as support  the management  in 
new situat ions concerning organisat ional st ructure changes (mergers, acquisit ions, et c.) or 
external environment  modif icat ions for the company (globalisat ion, mult iculturalism, etc.);     

• Cont inuously involve employees at  all levels in discussions on crit ical areas and development  
and adj ustment  of teaching tools;  

• Periodic revise of the t raining program to adapt  and improve it ,  for instance according to 
informat ion emerging from the internal ethical audit ing; 

• For large companies operat ing in dif ferent  count ries, rolling out  a global t raining programme 
can be a signif icant  investment  of t ime and resources. To overcome the dif f icult y of act ing in 
the short  run and the non-contemporaneousness implementat ion large mult inat ionals can  rely 
on a network of research inst itut ions and organisat ions providing Business Ethics t raining (egg 
within the European Business Ethics Network, EBEN), to ensure the global ethical principles of 
the Group are spread locally in an appropriate and effect ive manner. 

2UJDQLVDWLRQDO�6\VWHPV�RI�,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ�DQG�&RQWURO��
Organisat ional systems of implementat ion and cont rol form the ‘ethical infrast ructure’  of  a company 
that  enables ethical performance improvement  and monitoring. The ethical infrast ructure includes 
processes and act ivit ies to support  CSR management ,  by aligning corporate st rategies, policies and 
business obj ect ives to the ethical values and principles of the company, and audit ing and monitoring 
act ivit ies concerning compliance of processes and individual behaviour with organisat ional rules. �
The development  methodology of an organisat ional implementat ion and cont rol infrast ructure for 
social and ethical qualit y has to follow two processes: a WRS�GRZQ and a ERWWRP�XS�SURFHVV.  
7KH�WRS�GRZQ�SURFHVV concerns monitoring the alignment  of organisat ional procedures and individual 
conduct  with organisat ional rules and ethical principles��Given the ethical principles, the focus is on 
monitoring compliance. It  implies monitoring ethics with dedicated staff  st ructures report ing to the 
senior management  (e.g. to the Managing Director and Board of  Directors) – for instance, extending 
internal audit ing to monitoring and assessing areas of social and ethical risks. 7KH�WRS�GRZQ�SURFHVV 
aims to reach a reasonable assurance on: Operat ional effect iveness and eff iciency; Financial book-
keeping reliabilit y;  Risk cont rol and risk management ;  Safeguard of corporate assets; and Observance 
of law and internal regulat ions (Code of Ethics).  The process implies: Audit  and cont rol of  compliance 
with rules; Compliance audit  in writ ten procedures and tacit  rout ine procedures; Collect ing 
informat ion on conduct  compliance through audit  act ivit ies; Heeding warnings; Promot ing 
invest igat ions; and Proposal of sanct ions and correct ive act ions. 

7KH� ERWWRP�XS� SURFHVV� concerns the integrat ion of  social and ethical responsibilit y principles and 
criteria within the st rategic and operat ional management  of the company, in order to enrich business 
obj ect ives in light  of the ethical vision. The focus is on ensuring consistency between results and the 
ethical vision, that  is,  on assessing and measuring the company social and ethical performance (e.g. 
through VRFLDO�DQG�HWKLFDO�.3,V���.H\�3HUIRUPDQFH�,QGLFDWRUV).  
The bot tom-up process is based on the assumpt ion that  an ethical vision has been clearly stated and 
an enriched st rategy has been def ined. Pursuing business obj ect ives must  take into account  the social 
and ethical criteria.  The ethical infrast ructure must  support  a bet ter understanding of the impacts of 
business decisions in relat ion to the company’ s principles. Clarifying business obj ect ives and enriching 
them with the ethical vision, the demand for measuring and report ing the ethical performance of  the 
company follows as a logic consequence. 

6RFLDO�DQG�(WKLFDO�$FFRXQWDELOLW\�
A social and ethical accountabilit y process implies: 

• Planning a system for systemat ic collect ion; measurement  and communicat ion of relevant  
informat ion concerning the impacts of corporate act ivit y on the well-being of dif ferent  
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stakeholders; 
• Evaluat ing consistency of results with the obj ect ives result ing form the company’ s Mission,  

Ethical Vision and the Code of Ethics principles; 
• Engaging in dialogue with stakeholders during the social accountabilit y process in order to gain 

understanding of their level of sat isfact ion and verify t he correspondence between their 
expectat ions and the obj ect ives and results of corporate act ivit y.   

 
The product ion of a Social Report  relies on the establishment  of organisat ional systems to 
collect  and analyse informat ion on the social and ethical performance of the company,  
including the following steps: 
�

• Establishing a working group and nominat ing a coordinator responsible for the whole process; 
• Defining report ing obj ect ives and improvement  targets; 
• Init iat ing a stakeholders engagement  process, in order to:  

î� $VVHVV the sat isfact ion level of dif ferent  stakeholder groups in relat ion to their 
expectat ions, applying scient if ically accepted and unbiased social research 
methodologies; 

î�&ROOHFW�WHVWLPRQ\�RI�H[WHUQDO�H[SHUWV�DQG�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�RI�WKH�FRPSDQ\·V�VWDNHKROGHUs, 
and report  them t ruthfully,  even if  dif fering from the company’ s view; 

• Defining/ updat ing key performance indicators: they have part ly to refer to accepted 
internat ional and nat ional standards enabling meaningful benchmarking and part ly to be 
specif ically developed, so, they can be tailored to ref lect  the specif icit y of the business and 
the company’ s social and ethical responsibilit ies; 

• Ident ifying  corporate sources of informat ion and def ining a data collect ion methodology; 
• Elaborat ing a document  ref lect ing the st ructure described in § 5.3;  
• Defining a communicat ion plan: since the Balance is a t ransparency tool,  it  is important  to 

enable stakeholders to have access to informat ion; and 
• External verif icat ion by a social auditor.  

([WHUQDO�9HULILFDWLRQ�
External verif icat ion is the act ivit y carried out  by a third party in order to check consistency between 
the social and ethical responsibilit y tools adopted by the company and the excellence criteria def ined 
by the Q-RES Guidelines. Audit ing carried out  by accredited organisat ions will lead to the issue of the 
Q-RES cert if icat ion. �
The external audit ing act ivit y develops according to the following procedures: the company contact s 
competent ,  qualif ied and accredited organisat ions; the external auditors start  the audit ing process by 
checking consistency between the Q-RES tools adopted by the company and the Q-RES excellence 
criteria;  the auditors suggest  necessary act ions to meet  qualit y requirements and, if  the requirements 
are met ,  issue the Q-RES cert if icat ion. 
 
The external auditor carries out  the following tasks: �

• Request  to relevant  internal managers (Ethics Off icer,  Ethics Commit tee, Ethical Auditor etc.) 
for accounts and reports concerning Q-RES act ivit ies and tools;  

• Request  for relevant  specif ic documents and informat ion (evidence);  
• Surveys (quest ionnaires, interviews etc.) among stakeholders; 
• Analysis of collected informat ion (comparison between excellence criteria and evidence);  
• Evaluat ion on data t ruthfulness and consistency; 
• Evaluat ion on data relevance according to quant itat ive and qualitat ive social and ethical 

performance indicators; 
• Formulat ion of an impart ial and fair opinion (impart ial it y of j udgement );  
• Formulat ion of an obj ect ive j udgement  not  depending on external comments (freedom of 

j udgement);  
• Formulat ion of a valid and professional j udgement  (validit y and professionalism); 
• Point ing out  inconsistencies;  
• Proposals and suggest ions to improve the implementat ion of Q-RES tools,  if  necessary. �
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���� 906�PDQDJHPHQW�WRROV�
Because VMS is a process standard inst ruments and tools must  be appropriate to the 
chosen values/ principles and the systems to implement  theme. There a dif ferent  levels 
of systems and tools belonging to these systems. These systems are st rategy, 
organisat ion, policy and procedure, communicat ion, and cont rolling. 

7DEOH���� 906��7KH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�SULQFLSOHV��V\VWHPV�DQG�WRROV�IRU�&65�

 
 

For the VMS inst ruments for its own sake are not  important . The VMS focus on the 
relat ionship between the principles (which codify organisat ions values), the inst ruments 
(which make this values living documents) and systems (which organize the process and 
gives him consistency). 

The logic underpinning the VMS process is the following. Every organisat ion consists of a 
dist inct ive set  of SULQFLSOHV and values which have to be codif ied by a writ ten 
document . Such documents are a Code of Ethics, Mission-Vision-Value Statement  or a 
Statement  of Principles. The crucial quest ion is how to t ransform the paper version of 
social responsibility into a living document . In order to do this an organisat ion needs 
tools and systems.  

A social responsible organisat ion needs tools because the creat ion of appropriate tools is 
the only way to implement  principles and values into the day-to-day operat ion of a 
business. Such WRROV are a Code of Ethics, a helpline, a gif t  giving and receiving policy, 
t raining and assurance. But  a social responsible organisat ion needs also systems which 
have the funct ion to integrate principles and tools in a meaningful and consistent  
manner. Such V\VWHPV are st rategic management , organisat ional devolvement , policies 
and procedures, management  of communicat ion and cont rolling mechanism.  

documentation, internal control, self-evaluation, audit, ratings &RQWURO�

training, stakeholder dialogue, intranet platform, internet 
platform, brochure, ethics quick-check, discussion with 

employees, reporting 

EFQM / QM, gift giving and receiving policy, Code of Conduct,    
supplier development 

*XLGHOLQHV�

Compliance officer, ombudsman, Ethics officer, project 
assistant, helpline 

declaration of basic values, Mission-Vision-Values statement,        
Code of Ethics 

6WUDWHJ\�

722/6�6<67(06�

��35,1&,3/(6���EDVLF�YDOXHV�   
 

• sustainability  • self control  
• compliance  • management orientation 
• individual competence  • management responsibility 

• Integrative 
• values orientation 
• process orientation 
• evaluation 

2UJDQLVDWLRQ�

&RPPXQLFDWLRQ�
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Table 7 above shows possible relat ions between principles, tools and systems according 
to VMS.  Only a carefully chosen combinat ion of principles-tools-systems enables the 
sustainabil ity,  relevance and effect iveness of the process of corporate social 
responsibility.  

���� 6,*0$�PDQDJHPHQW�WRROV�
The SIGMA toolkit  consists of a range of support ing tools, guides and case studies to 
support  the implementat ion of the SIGMA Guidelines and to address specif ic 
sustainabil ity challenges. Some of the tools in the toolkit  were developed specif ically 
for SIGMA and others int roduce tools from external sources such as GRI and 
environmental account ing, as they represent  the best  current  approach. All the SIGMA-
specif ic tools have been developed in conj unct ion with pilot ing organisat ions.  

'HVFULSWLRQ�RI�WKH�WRROV�
The table below provides a brief summary of each of the tools and what  they can 
achieve for an organisat ion32.   
�
7DEOH���� 6,*0$�7RROV�DQG�5HVRXUFHV�

6,*0$�7RROV�DQG�5HVRXUFHV�
6,*0$�*XLGH�WR�WKH�$$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG    

The $$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG� is a generally applicable standard for assessing, at test ing to, 
and st rengthening the credibilit y and qualit y of organisat ions’  sustainabilit y report ing, and 
their underlying processes, systems and competencies. It  provides guidance on key elements 
of the assurance process. This tool provides a simple summary of the standard. It  includes an 
explanat ion of the principles to be applied in an assurance process undertaken using the�
$$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG:  materialit y, completeness and responsiveness. 

�
6,*0$�%XVLQHVV�&DVH�7RRO��
The SIGMA Business Case Tool provides a simple process to develop an organisat ion-specif ic 
case for addressing sustainable development . By taking a pragmat ic approach that  recognises 
the language and core priorit ies of the organisat ion, users can build a st rong business case that  
incorporates real-life examples. This wil l highlight  what  sustainable development  means to t he 
organisat ion and how improved sustainabilit y performance can maximise the opportunit ies this 
may bring and minimise the potent ial risks.  

 
6,*0$�&RPSDWLELOLW\�7RRO��
The SIGMA Compat ibilit y Tool provides organisat ions with an understanding of how their 
exist ing management  systems and approaches map on to the SIGMA Management  Framework.  
It  helps organisat ions to achieve the desired outcomes and outputs envisaged in the 
Management  Framework without  duplicat ing effort . The tool maps SIGMA against  EFQM, 
AA1000 Framework, Investors in People, EMAS, ISO14001, ISO14031, OHSAS 18001, ISO 9000, 
SA8000, AS/ NZS 4581, The Natural Step (TNS) The UN Global Compact  and the Charter Mark. 

                                            
32  More details of the tools and case studies can be found on the SIGMA Proj ect ’ s website: 
www.proj ectsigma.com.  
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6,*0$�(QYLURQPHQWDO�$FFRXQWLQJ�7RRO��
The Environmental Account ing Tool provides an int roduct ion to account ing for ’internal’ 
environmental related expenditure (expenditure already incurred and captured within a 
company’s account ing system but  perhaps lost  in general overheads) and ’external cost  
account ing’ (t he internalisat ion of environmental externalit ies). A pro-forma set  of external 
environmental cost  accounts is presented together with a pract ical step-by-step guide to help 
individual organisat ions to begin the task of developing and drawing up their own external 
environmental cost  accounts.  

6,*0$�0DUNHWLQJ�DQG�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�7RRO��
The Market ing and Sustainabilit y Tool provides an int roductory bridge between the two 
specialist  f ields of market ing and sustainabilit y and suggests some init ial steps in developing a 
sustainabilit y market ing plan. By f irst  providing the marketer and the sustainabilit y 
pract it ioner with an understanding of each other’ s f ield and how the two can support  each 
other, the tool lays the foundat ions for collaborat ion. It  then provides a number of pract ical 
steps towards ident ifying key opportunit ies, through understanding customers and the market , 
assessing the sustainabilit y at t ributes of t he organisat ion’ s products and services and 
determining which sustainabilit y issues have the greatest  potent ial for use in a market ing 
campaign.  

6,*0$�3HUIRUPDQFH�5HYLHZ�7RRO�
The Performance Review Tool is a review checklist  that  assesses organisat ional performance 
against  the SIGMA Management  Framework. 
The Performance Review Quest ionnaire consists of 16 quest ion areas, each broken down into 
sub-categories. It  is recommended that  organisat ions complete this quest ionnaire when set t ing 
out  on implement ing the SIGMA Management  Framework to lay down a benchmark of current  
performance. It  can then be used throughout  the  process to review progress and t rack t rends. 
Having completed the quest ionnaire, organisat ions are able to score their performance, which 
provides them with a picture of how well they are doing in terms of sustainable development  
performance. The quest ionnaire can also be used to benchmark performance between 
dif ferent  parts of an organisat ion. 

6,*0$�5LVN�DQG�2SSRUWXQLW\�*XLGH�
The Risk and Opportunit y Guide provides basic informat ion and simple tools to enable 
organisat ions to improve their understanding and management  of sustainabilit y risks and 
opportunit ies. By providing an explanat ion of social, environmental and economic risks from 
stakeholder perspect ives, organisat ions can build an understanding of a fuller range of threats 
to organisat ional success, including not  fully realising opportunit ies. A generic risk and 
opportunity process, supported by tools and assessment  guidance, enables users to enhance 
their exist ing processes or develop new ones.  
 
6,*0$�*XLGH�WR�WKH�*OREDO�5HSRUWLQJ�,QLWLDWLYH�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�5HSRUWLQJ�7RRO��
The GRI Sustainabilit y Report ing Tool is designed to provide guidance for an organisat ion of 
any size on producing a sustainabilit y report . Based on the Global Report ing Init iat ive 
Guidelines, it  sets out  report ing principles that  organisat ions should follow. The guidelines also 
provide core indicators for economic, environmental and social performance that  organisat ions 
should include in their report , and a list  of  addit ional indicators that  organisat ions should 
include where relevant . Both the principles and the indicators have been developed over t he 
past  f ive years, involving input  from a wide range of stakeholders around the world.  
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6,*0$ *XLGH�WR�*XLGHOLQHV�DQG�6WDQGDUGV�UHOHYDQW�WR�VXVWDLQDEOH�GHYHORSPHQW 
This guide reviews 20 standards and guidelines relevant  to sustainable development . It  
includes the UN Global Compact ,  EMAS, The Natural Step, Social Accountabilit y 8000, Investors 
in People, Global Sullivan Principles, The Ethical Trading Init iat ive Base Code, Balanced 
Scorecard, t he European Foundat ion Qualit y Model - Excellence Model, The Global Report ing 
Init iat ive, AA1000 framework, Combined Code of Corporate Governance, ISO family of 
standards, the London Benchmarking Group, OECD Guidelines for Mult inat ional Enterprises, 
Caux Roundtable Principles for Business, Amnesty Internat ional’ s Human Rights Guidelines for 
Companies, t he Principles for Global Corporate Responsibilit y, Business Impact  Task Force, UK 
Government  Sustainable Development  St rategy. 

6,*0$�*XLGH�WR�6WDNHKROGHU�(QJDJHPHQW�
The Stakeholder Engagement  Tool provides organisat ions with two ways to improve their 
stakeholder engagement  pract ices. The f irst  approach is based on the AA1000 Framework, 
which incorporates stakeholder engagement  as a core element  of the process of managing, 
measuring and communicat ing performance. This process helps an organisat ion capture 
dif ferent  stakeholder aspirat ions and needs, and balance and manage the interlinked elements 
of social, environmental and economic performance. The second approach is a set  of tools 
that  help organisat ions explain and evaluate their stakeholder engagement .  The f irst  tool 
looks at  the drivers of engagement , and the second provides a set  of key quest ions on the 
who, what , where, when and how of engagement  and the best  t echniques to use 

6,*0$�*XLGH�WR�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�LVVXHV�
The Guide to Sustainabilit y issues lists and brief ly explains a wide range of sustainabilit y issues 
that  organisat ions need to be aware of.�

6,*0$�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�$FFRXQWLQJ�*XLGH�
The Sustainabilit y Account ing Guide summarises the current  state of research and availabilit y 
of tools and approaches that  help organisat ions account  for organisat ional sustainabilit y 
performance. Recognising that  this is at  an embryonic stage, and that  there are many 
inadequacies in current  f inancial account ing, t he guide explores the latest  sustainabilit y 
thinking around resource f lows and assets and liabilit ies in the context  of Generally Accepted 
Account ing Pract ice (GAAP). Users can understand the drivers for change and benef its of 
sustainabilit y account ing and see real-life examples of organisat ions adopt ing these 
approaches. Dif ferent  ways of bringing the informat ion together are presented to help 
organisat ions understand opt ions for new account ing frameworks. Data sources for 
environmental coeff icients and values are also provided.  

6,*0$�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�VFRUHFDUG��
The Sustainabilit y Scorecard builds on the concept  of a Balanced Business Scorecard. The 
approach allows organisat ions to ident ify key drivers and how they are linked and use these to 
develop targets and measures.  
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���� $$�����PDQDJHPHQW�WRROV�
AA1000 Framework has been developed as a SURFHVV VWDQGDUG for the act ivity of social 
and ethical account ing, audit ing and report ing.  Nevertheless, parts of the AA1000 
Framework can be used as a Stakeholder Engagement  Tool (and, in fact ,  AA1000 has 
been ut ilised by SIGMA to develop the SIGMA Guide to Stakeholder Engagement , as 
described in previous paragraph).  

In addit ion, AA1000 Assurance Standard can be used as a tool by assurance providers – or 
by organisat ions willing to gain an external assurance on their CSR management  systems 
and processes, including published reports. Also on AA1000 Assurance Standard SIGMA 
has developed a guide to its use, which is part  of the SIGMA Toolkit .   

In sect ion 8.4 we discuss more in detail the characterist ic and principles of AA1000 
Assurance Standard, also by present ing a pract ical example of its use in a corporat ion. 
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���� &65�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV��� &RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV�
 

In terms of CSR Management  Tools the elements of similarity among our init iat ives are 
less obvious – nevertheless the opportunit ies for convergence and ‘mutuality’  seems 
even bigger in this area than in the previous examined. 

Tools are by their nature more specif ic and focussed on a single issue or phase of the 
CSR management  process, therefore it  is natural to f ind a wide range of CSR tools being 
developed among our and other CSR standards. 

At  the same t ime, because of their purpose of providing to some degree a 
‘standardised’  methodology to address a specif ic CSR challenge, tools are more easily 
interchangeable and therefore tools developed within one framework can be ut ilised by 
companies adopt ing other CSR management  frameworks. 

 

With reference to the previously described Plan-Do-Check-Act -Model, it  is possible to 
map a number of CSR Management  Tools developed by Q-RES, VMS, SIGMA and AA1000, 
which could be linked together to develop a common plat form of CSR Management  Tools 
available for company use, supported by an underlying common logic33.  

�
7DEOH����� $�FRPPRQ�SODWIRUP�RI�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV�
3+$6(� &65�0$1$*(0(17�722/6�

3ODQ� • 4�5(6�&RGH�2I�(WKLFV�'HYHORSPHQW�0HWKRGRORJ\�
• 6,*0$�%XVLQHVV�&DVH�7RRO��
• 6,*0$�6WDNHKROGHU�(QJDJHPHQW�7RRO�

'R� • 4�5(6�(WKLFV�7UDLQLQJ�0HWKRGRORJ\�
• 906�3URFXUHPHQW�0HWKRGRORJ\�

&KHFN� • $$�����)UDPHZRUN�
• 6,*0$�(QYLURQPHQWDO�$FFRXQWLQJ�7RRO��
• 6,*0$�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�$FFRXQWLQJ�*XLGH�
• 6,*0$�6XVWDLQDELOLW\ VFRUHFDUG  

$FW� • $$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG�

�

                                            
33 The boundaries among the dif ferent  phases of the PDCA model are in some cases overlapping. In fact , 
some tools can (and should) be used in more than one phase – for example for Stakeholder Engagement  
which is as important  in the Planning as well in the Performance Measuring and Process Review phases. 



3DUW�%�²���%HQFKPDUNLQJ�4�5(6�ZLWK�906��6,*0$�DQG�$$����������������������������������������������������������� 101�
�

�

 

��� %HQFKPDUNLQJ�$XGLW�DQG�$VVXUDQFH��
���� 4�5(6�H[WHUQDO�YHULILFDWLRQ�DQG�FHUWLILFDWLRQ�
In the Q-RES Guidelines external verif icat ion is defined as “ WKH�DFWLYLW\�FDUULHG�RXW�E\�D�
WKLUG�SDUW\�LQ�RUGHU�WR�FKHFN�FRQVLVWHQF\�EHWZHHQ�WKH�VRFLDO�DQG�HWKLFDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�
WRROV� DGRSWHG� E\� WKH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� DQG� WKH� H[FHOOHQFH� FULWHULD� GHILQHG� E\� WKH� 4�5(6�
*XLGHOLQHV” .   

As illust rated in paragraph 2.3, the Q-RES Guidelines ident ify for each of the six Q-RES 
Management  Tools – namely Corporate ethical vision, Code of  ethics, Ethical t raining, 
Organisat ional systems of support  and cont rol, Social and ethical accountability and 
External verif icat ion – a number of ‘excellence criteria’  and ‘audit ing evidence’ . Their 
role is the following: 

• H[FHOOHQFH� FULWHULD:  a number of recommendat ions aimed at  ident ifying a 
‘quality check-list ’  for the int roduct ion and implementat ion of each Q-RES 
Management  Tool.  The excellence criteria summarise the key guidance notes on 
the following areas: 

o content  of the tool;  �
o development  methodology;�
o competencies required; and�
o management  responsibil it ies.�
�

• DXGLWLQJ�HYLGHQFH��DQ�LOOXVWUDWLYH�OLVW�RI�LQIRUPDWLRQ��GRFXPHQWDWLRQ��GDWD�DQG 
other types of evidence that  an external auditor should look for in order to verify 
the effect ive adopt ion by the organisat ion of  a Q-RES management  tool and 
assess the quality of its implementat ion.�

The idea of the Q-RES Guidelines was therefore to provide a methodology and guidance 
notes in order to enable independent  third part ies to verify the adopt ion of Q-RES 
Management  Tools by an organisat ion. 

However, this is only the f irst  step of the Q-RES verif icat ion process - namely the 
verif icat ion of the adopt ion of  Q-RES management  tools. The necessary, logically 
following step is to verify the int roduct ion in the organisat ion of a CSR Management 
System, aimed at  linking together in a meaningful and coherent  way the tools and 
processes, under the unifying vision provided by the corporate ethical vision and CSR 
values and principles. 

To fulf il this second step, the Q-RES Proj ect  developed the Q-RES Standard, which 
integrates the Q-RES Guidelines by defining the elements, characterist ics and founding 
principles of a Q-RES Management  System, as discussed in paragraph 2.4. The Q-RES 
adopts a similar logic of  t radit ional qualit y management  systems to provide a normat ive 
basis for the cert if icat ion of the social and ethical responsibility of organisat ions. 

With reference to external verif icat ion and cert if icat ion, the key issue that  every 
management  systems – and part icularly in the CSR f ield – needs to address is the issue of  
FUHGLELOLW\ – or, in other words, the famous dilemma: :KR�JXDUGV�WKH�*XDUGLDQV"�
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In paragraph 3.9 we have discussed this issue, by illust rat ing the role that  intermediate 
social bodies and mult i-stakeholder dialogue can play to solve this crucial dilemma and 
ensure the credibility of the verif icat ion process. 

In brief,  we have supported the idea that  what  is needed are inst itut ions of the civil 
society able to give the necessary salience to corporate social responsibilit y,  i.e. 
inst itut ions with the necessary competences, independence, credibility and 
authoritat iveness to perform following funct ions: 

• set t ing CSR standards and the methodology for their implementat ion, holding their 
ownership, revising and updat ing them in a view of cont inuous improvement , 
promot ing discussion for the progressive acceptance of CSR standards among the 
commonly accepted self-regulatory norms recognised by all the internat ional bodies 
of standardisat ion and other internat ional organisat ions; 

• encouraging f irms to comply with standards, and aiding them in performing pilot  
proj ects funct ional to f ine tuning of the standards; 

• disseminat ing informat ion and promot ing in-company t raining; 

• agreeing with the accreditat ion bodies on the criteria and protocols that  will  be 
applied by auditors in carrying out  their inspect ions concerning CSR compliance, and 
thereby establishing the procedures for the accreditat ion of third-party inspect ion 
and cert if icat ion inst itutes collaborat ing in these act ivit ies in accordance with a pre-
established protocol;  

• especially in the init ial phase, unt il CSR standards become commonsensical,  
maintaining close surveillance over the operat ions of the inst itutes of inspect ion that  
issue cert if icates of compliance with CSR standards; 

• giving appropriate salience, by issuing surveys, reports and white papers, to the t rend 
towards the adopt ion of CSR management  systems; 

• surveying and monitoring, by recollect ing any source of informat ion,  the CSR prof ile 
of  f irms and furnishing the public with the informat ion that  it  needs to form their 
j udgements with obj ect ivity, in part icular to ethical f inance operators and 
responsible consumers. 

A key pre-condit ion for such inst itut ions is the promot ion of social dialogue to foster 
consensus on CSR standards and independent  verif icat ion by means of appropriate 
monitoring and cert if icat ion methods. 

To overcome the obvious risk of  collusion between such inst itut ions and the 
organisat ions that  are the subj ect  of its monitoring act ivity, we have discussed the two 
key characterist ics that  would provide the incent ives against  the collusions and conflicts 
of interest  and make ‘collusion-proof ’  such civil society inst itut ions: 
 
1.  0XOWL�VWDNHKROGHUVKLS:  to establish a broad consensus on the reference standards 

that  provide the framework for corporate self-regulat ion, and ensure that  parochial 
interests do not  take over the inst itut ion, as far as it  is not  captured by vested 
interests (those of who should be subj ected to independent  verif icat ion); 

 
2.  ,QGHSHQGHQFH:  to ensure adequate autonomy and separateness of the inst itut ion’ s 

CSR scient if ic experts and professional members, able to guarantee the independent 
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working out  of assessments which sat isfy requirements of impart iality and 
competence, and avoid the risk of constant  negot iat ions where those with the 
greatest  bargaining power could prevail.  

 

���� 906�VHOI�JRYHUQDQFH�DQG�H[WHUQDO�DXGLW�
Today there are two dif ferent  versions of audit  systems for corporate social 
responsibility programs. One could be called “ self  governance approach”  and the other 
on “ third party approach” . 

The VMS is based on self-binding and self-cont rol of the corporat ion. The idea is 
basically that  companies are the owners of the processes because they are the ones who 
voluntarily implement  it  and therefore also have to bear the consequences.  

The VMS audit  system is based on self  governance and the assumpt ion that  only the 
existence and implementat ion of a companies internally inst itut ionalised process is 
assessable. From the VMS point  of view one can not  measure the ethical performance of 
a corporat ion but  only the existence and the dynamics and relevance of the internal and 
external processes which make the ethical aspirat ions living documents. Nevertheless 
the existence and eff iciency of such a VMS can also be verif ied by an external auditor.  
This is on a voluntary basis and is carried out  in the Bavarian Const ruct ion Indust ry for 
more then six years. 

Standards need to be validated by an audit .  Usually, performance standards t ry to 
organise this by forming obj ect ive ethics indicators and verifying them by 
documentat ion and stakeholder percept ion. In cont rast ,  the audit  process developed for 
the Bavarian Const ruct ion Indust ry and the VMS is based on the documentat ion of the 
Principles, Systems and Tools and its actual meaning for the every day business. This 
means, the audit  invest igates both the existence of formal st ructures (documentat ion) 
and its realisat ion in the day-to-day business and the atmosphere of the moral process 
(validat ion). 'RFXPHQWDWLRQ and 9DOLGDWLRQ are the core principles of the voluntary 
VMS audit  system that  can be carried out  either by the company itself  (self  assessment) 
or by an external auditor.  

'RFXPHQWDWLRQ��
This part  is conducted along a quest ionnaire that  the company can use as a internal 
check list  or in the case of self  evaluat ion or send it  back to the external auditor before 
the audit  takes place. This quest ionnaire  refers to the specif ic regulat ions of a 
corporat ions, cont rol- and report ing systems, compliance components, incent ive 
systems, t raining programs, communicat ion channels and media and so on. Relevant  
documents have to be submit ted. In general the documentary part  conduces to the 
verif icat ion with regard to the effect ive establishment  of a values program. 

9DOLGDWLRQ�
In cont rast ,  the validat ing part  of the audit  helps to gain an impression about  the 
realisat ion of the values program. Members of the execut ive board, managers, 
employees working in sensit ive areas and randomly selected worker a interview for this 
purpose. In a f inal conference management  and the auditors discuss the result  of the 
audit  and proposals to advance the company-specif ic VMS.  

�
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5HSRUWLQJ�
• Put t ing in place internal assurance and verif icat ion processes for report ing and 

undertaking an internal assurance /  verif icat ion programme. 

• Agreeing the need for, scope and obj ect ives of,  and service providers to deliver, 
assurance and verif icat ion of report ing. 

• Working with external assurance /  verif icat ion providers to achieve product ion 
of a favourable assurance /  verif icat ion statement . 

Empirical studies about  the Bavarian Const ruct ion Indust ry show the reliability of this 
audit  systems and its ef f iciency to support  the real ethical decision process inside the 
corporat ion. Below the results of an Empirical study are presented. 

�
([SHULHQFHV� ZLWK� 9DOXHV� 3URJUDPV� LQ� WKH� %XLOGLQJ� ,QGXVWU\� ²� 5HVXOWV� RI� DQ� (PSLULF�
6WXG\ Ç�È �
 
Pulsed by the German Associat ion of the Bavarian Building Indust ry and oriented to US 
experiences, in 1996 approx. 40 member companies started to implement  an 
EthicsManagementSystem (EMS) specif ic for the Bavarian Const ruct ion Indust ry.  
 
An assurance method was developed at  the Konstanz Inst itute for ValuesManagement  
that  determines in a two-step process if  and how companies realized corporat ive ethics 
programs. This consists of a “ documentary“  and a “ validat ing”  part .  The f irst  one is 
conducted along a quest ionnaire that  the companies send back to the auditors before 
the audit  takes place. On the date of the on-site audit  f irst  of all the allegiance to the 
t ruth of the data stated in the quest ionnaire is reviewed. Relevant  documents have to 
be submit ted, such as the writ ten values program including standards of conduct , 
internal work inst ruct ions, t raining programs, agendas of  management  conferences, 
minutes on relevant  decisions, materials of the PR work and so on. So the documentary 
part  of the Ethics Audit  conduces to the verif icat ion as regards the HVWDEOLVKPHQW of a 
values program. In cont rast ,  the validat ing part  of the EthicsAudit  conduces to gain an 
impression about  the UHDOL]DWLRQ of the values program in the rout ine business. Members 
of the execut ive board, managers, employees working in “ crit ical”  areas (e.g. sales, 
cost  account ing, purchasing, site supervision) and randomly selected workers are 
interviewed for this purpose. In a f inal talk with the management  the results of the 
EthicsAudit  and proposals to advance the company-specif ic values program are 
discussed. 

We now want  to present  some results of an empiric study on the experiences made so 
far with values programs in EMB-companies. The study refers to a sample of ten 
companies (15 business units overall) in which we interviewed 97 employees and 20 
persons responsible for the company’ s internal values program, furthermore called 
“ Ethics execut ives”  (normally members of the execut ive board).  

                                            
34 For a detailed discussion of all results see Wieland/ Grüninger (2003). 
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The predominant ly posit ive rat ings of the employees interviewed with regard to the 
existence of corporate values programs in their companies (cf. f igure 12) may be 
ascribed to the characterist ic that  such programs generate FDSDELOLW\� RI� DFWLRQ and 
FHUWDLQW\�RI�H[SHFWDWLRQV�with the actors.35 That  is, for employees values programs do 
not  only clarify which act ions and conduct  are permit ted on behalf  of the company and 
which are not  (capability of act ion), but  do as well convey the message – via embedding 
them into the governance st ructures of the organizat ion (e.g. management  
commitment , incent ives) – that  the observat ion of the conduct  is taken seriously 
(certainty of expectat ion). This seems to be a semant ic doubling of one and the same 
circumstance but  in a closer view emerges as necessary dif ferent iat ion. From the 
numerous interviews with employees of the companies studied and of others that  
established values programs, we know that  the ment ioned dif ference runs exact ly 
between the mere verbalizat ion of  codes of conduct  and their reliable internal 
communicat ion. 

)LJXUH����� ([LVWHQFH�RI�YDOXHV�SURJUDPV��(PSOR\HHV·�UDWLQJ�
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

)LJXUH����� �(PSOR\HHV·�DZDUHQHVV�RI�WKH�YDOXHV�SURJUDPV�

 

 

 

 

  

 

                                            
35 Wieland (1999a), p. 68. 
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The employees’  great  approval of implement ing and realizing values programs (cf. 
f igure 12) can be at t ributed to the fact  that  a broad maj ority of the employees know 
the programs (cf.  f igure 13) and actually think them capable to solve problems 
(creat ion/ support  of legal faith and fair business pract ices; cf.  f igure 14). 

)LJXUH����� (IIHFW�RI�YDOXHV�SURJUDPV��(PSOR\HHV�UDWLQJV�
�
 

 

 

 

 

 

About  one year after the implementat ion, the most  important  reason to pract ice the 
programs clearly is the “ improvement  of corporate culture”  (cf.  f ig. 15). This statement  
backs our experiences from qualitat ive interviews as part  of the EthicsAudits described 
above that  the internal (and external) communicat ion of  business ethics programs 
sooner or later leads to quest ions about  a collect ive actor’ s ident ity and its aims. 

�
)LJXUH����� 0RVW� LPSRUWDQW� SHUVRQDO� PRWLYHV� WR� LPSOHPHQW� YDOXHV� SURJUDPV� DQG�
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From discussions with the management  of EMB companies we meanwhile know that  
implement ing values programs indeed led to losses of orders in some areas, but  that  
orders could be at t racted on the other hand that  would not  have been acquired without  
a values program. This means values programs do possibly re-st ructure the company’ s 
client  potent ial because the company itself  def ines the condit ions for its t ransact ions. 
So compet it ion under defined condit ions (no illegal price agreements, no bribery) leads 
to a greater decisional independency of the company (cf. f igure 16). 

�
)LJXUH����� ,QIOXHQFH� RI� YDOXHV� SURJUDPV� RQ� FR�RSHUDWLRQ� SDUWQHUV�� (WKLFV�

H[HFXWLYHV¶�UDWLQJ�
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The insight  confirmed in the present  study that  apart  from market -induced reasons very 
“ home-made” , i.e. organizat ional ones, too, are “ responsible”  for breaching moral 
standards belongs to this context  as well (cf.  f igure 17).36 Especially the detect ion of  
employees’  and management ’ s dif ferent  percept ions with regard to such “ sources of 
error”  (in our study e.g. “ standards are not  exact ly f ixed” , “ pressure of t ime” , “ career 
is f irst  priority” ) may be a useful start ing point  for organizat ional measures (e.g. 
int roduct ion/ adaptat ion of incent ive systems, t rainings) in order to embank immoral 
behaviour.  

 

�
�
�
�
�
                                            
36 Cf. Wieland 1996b, 1999a. 
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)LJXUH����� 5HDVRQV� IRU� EUHDFKLQJ� PRUDO� VWDQGDUGV�� &RPSDULVRQ� HPSOR\HHV� YV��
HWKLFV�H[HFXWLYHV�

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this process regular EthicsAudits have a assurance funct ion. An external verif icat ion 
does not  only promote the external and internal reliability of values programs; it  also 
cont ributes to the further development  and progress of the programs (cf.  f igure 18). 
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���� 6,*0$�DVVXUDQFH�RI�UHSRUWLQJ�
SIGMA believes the unique nature of sustainable development  requires an innovat ive 
and f lexible approach to assurance.  This is unlikely to be delivered through a 
convent ional ‘requirements-based’  cert if icat ion scheme.  

The MRR phase of the SIGMA Framework out lines how organisat ions can monitor review 
and report  their act ivit ies.  Sub-phase MRR4 of the SIGMA Management  Framework deals 
specif ically with how organisat ions can assure their processes and report ing, in 
part icular by engagement  with stakeholders.  These are summarised below: 

�
7DEOH����� 6,*0$�0RQLWRU��5HSRUW�DQG�5HYLHZ�SKDVH�
 

3KDVH� $FWLYLW\�
055�� 0RQLWRULQJ��

PHDVXUHPHQW��

DXGLWLQJ�DQG�

IHHGEDFN�

• Training for, planning and execut ing the organisat ion’ s 
internal audit / assurance programmes 

• Communicat ing audit / assurance f indings and 
recommendat ions to relevant  internal and external 
stakeholders, including those responsible for 
conduct ing the st rategic and tact ical review process�

• Taking prevent ive, correct ive and innovat ive act ions as 
appropriate�

• Consult ing with stakeholders on performance and 
future challenges�

055�� 7DFWLFDO�DQG�

VWUDWHJLF�UHYLHZ�

• Reviewing st rategies and tact ical plans to assess their 
ef fect iveness and abilit y to deliver against  the 
organisat ion’ s vision and targets for sustainable 
development  

• Reviewing audit / assurance f indings and 
recommendat ions 

• Assessing any changes in stakeholder priorit ies and 
their implicat ions for the organisat ion’ s vision, 
act ivit ies, targets, processes, products and services�

• Making recommendat ions to the next  round of the 
organisat ion’ s St rategic and Tact ical Planning processes 

• Making immediate amendments to St rategic and 
Tact ical Plans to take account  of changing 
circumstances and priorit ies (as appropriate) 

• Communicat ing the f indings and recommendat ions from 
reviews to all relevant  personnel�
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3KDVH� $FWLYLW\�
055�� 5HSRUWLQJ�

SURJUHVV�

• Collect ing informat ion and data, agreeing the scope,  
media, audiences and levels of disclosure for report ing, 
dist ribut ing the report s through a range of 
communicat ions channels 

• Establishing or reinforcing mechanisms for handling and 
responding to stakeholder feedback on reports 

055�� $VVXUDQFH�RI�

UHSRUWLQJ�

• Put t ing in place internal assurance processes for 
report ing and undertaking an internal assurance 
programme. 

• Agreeing the need for, scope and obj ect ives of, and 
service providers to deliver, assurance of report ing. 

• Working with external assurance providers to achieve 
product ion of a favourable assurance statement . 

 

���� $$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG�
The AA1000 Assurance Standard� is a generally applicable standard for assessing, 
at test ing to, and st rengthening the credibility and quality of  organisat ions’  
sustainabil ity report ing,  and their underlying  processes, systems and competencies. It  
provides guidance on key elements of the assurance process. 
 
The AA1000 Assurance Standard’ s key characterist ics are that  it :  

• Covers the full range of organisat ional performance, i.e. ‘Sustainability 
Performance’  

• Focuses on the materiality of subj ect  mat ter to stakeholders, as well as its accuracy 

• Examines the completeness of an organisat ion’ s understanding� of its own 
performance and impacts, and associated stakeholder views 

• Assesses Report ing Organisat ions’  responsiveness to stakeholders, and in doing so 
interprets Report ing as part  of an ongoing engagement  with them 

• Provides a forward-looking approach� that  indicates how able an organisat ion is to 
carry out  stated policies and goals, as well as to meet  future standards and 
expectat ions 

• Establishes the basis for public assurance statements� that  build the credibility of 
public sustainabilit y Reports 

• Supports and integrates approaches to assurance� using mult iple providers, 
approaches and standards, including specif ic compat ibility with the Global Report ing 
Init iat ive Sustainabilit y Report ing Guidelines 

• Applies to dif ferent  types and sizes�of organisat ions and assurance providers from 
diverse geographical,  cultural and social backgrounds�

�
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• Requires disclosure by assurance providers covering their competencies and 
relat ionships with the report ing organisat ion�(i.e. client ) 

 
The AA1000 Assurance Standard principles are: 
 

���� 0DWHULDOLW\�
���� &RPSOHWHQHVV�
���� 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV�

�
1) The AA1000 0DWHULDOLW\�3ULQFLSOH�requires that  the Assurance Provider states whether 
the Report ing Organisat ion has included in the Report  the informat ion about  its 
Sustainabil ity Performance required by its Stakeholders for them to be able to make 
informed j udgments, decisions and act ions. Informat ion is material if  its omission or 
misrepresentat ion in the Report  could inf luence the decisions and act ions of  the 
Report ing Organisat ion’ s Stakeholders. 
 
2) The AA1000 &RPSOHWHQHVV�3ULQFLSOH�requires that  the Assurance Provider evaluate the 
extent  to which the Report ing Organisat ion can ident ify and understand material 
aspects (see P.1) of its Sustainability Performance. 
 
3) The AA1000 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV�3ULQFLSOH� requires that  the Assurance Provider evaluate 
whether the Report ing Organisat ion has responded to Stakeholder concerns, policies and 
relevant  standards, and adequately communicated these responses in its Report .  
8VH�RI�WKH�$$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG�
 
The $$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG�is primarily intended for use by assurance providers in 
guiding the manner in which their Assurance assignments are designed and 
implemented. In addit ion, the $$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG�should inform the way that : 
 
- 5HSRUWLQJ� RUJDQLVDWLRQV·� assess, plan, describe and oversee the implementat ion of 
their Assurance (including internal Assurance), as well as guide Directors and Boards in 
overseeing non-f inancial disclosures. 
- 5HSRUWLQJ�RUJDQLVDWLRQV·� VWDNHKROGHUV�query and assess the quality of Assurance and 
associated Report ing. 
- 6WDQGDUGV�ERGLHV�DQG�SROLF\�PDNHUV�develop private, voluntary standards, as well as 
voluntary and statutory aspects of organisat ional accountability,  part icularly report ing 
and assurance. 
- 3URIHVVLRQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�WUDLQLQJ�SUDFWLWLRQHUV�build professional competencies 
in assurance and overall organisat ional accountability.  
 
The $$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG�supports assurance (whether made public or not ) of 
report ing that  adheres to specif ic standards and guidelines, and is customised by the 
report ing organisat ion. It  is specif ically designed to be consistent  with, and to enhance, 
the Global Report ing Init iat ive Sustainability Report ing Guidelines, as well as other 
related standards. 
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All ‘AA1000 principles’  must  be applied in any Assurance assignment . The manner in 
which they are applied depends on the level of assurance pursued. Assurance levels may 
depend on the extent  and quality of the following: 
 
- Informat ion available. 
- Suff iciency of evidence. 
- Underlying systems and processes. 
- Internal assurance systems. 
- Exist ing assurance for specif ic aspects of performance report ing. 
- Resources allocated for assurance by the report ing organisat ion. 
- Legal or commercial const raints. 
- Competencies of the assurance provider. 
 
The level of  assurance is expected, although not  required, to increase over t ime as 
informat ion and underlying systems and processes for account ing for sustainabilit y 
performance improve. The assurance provider must  convey in the report  how the 
applicat ion of the AA1000 principles may vary across dif ferent  aspects of performance 
and, consequent ly, the report ,  within a single assignment . The assurance provider and 
report ing organisat ion should together plan and agree on the level of assurance to be 
pursued. 

The assurance provider must  evaluate whether the report ing organisat ion has provided 
adequate evidence to support  the informat ion contained in the report .  The assurance 
statement  should address the credibility of the report  and the underlying systems, 
processes and competencies that  deliver the relevant  informat ion and underpin the 
organisat ion’ s performance. 

The credibility of a report ’ s assurance relies on the assurance provider’ s competencies, 
independence and impart iality, as well as the use of appropriate standards, including 
the $$����� $VVXUDQFH� 6WDQGDUG. In addit ion, the organisat ions through which 
individuals provide assurance must  be able to demonst rate adequate inst itut ional 
competencies. 

The applicat ion of the completeness and responsiveness principles by the assurance 
provider will be condit ioned by the level of assurance. Most  companies’  non-f inancial 
‘accounts’  are at  a very poor stage of development , meaning that  a high (or indeed any) 
level of assurance cannot  reasonably be given on the wider challenges of materiality 
and completeness. Also, limits exist  for any company on how much it  can legit imately 
spend on sustainability assurance.  

 
$Q�([DPSOH�RI�WKH�XVH�RI��$$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG��
Company Prof ile: The Co-operat ive Bank 

The Co-operat ive Bank is one of the largest  f inancial services organisat ions in the UK 
with more than 6 million customers; it  has an annual income of £3.5 bill ion and assets of  
more than £28 bill ion. 

The Co-operat ive Bank was f irst  in its sector to int roduce corporate social responsibility 
programmes with fully audited t riple bot tom line (social,  environmental & f inancial) 
reports in the UK. The Co-operat ive Bank has a well-established Ethical Policy, which 
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reached its 10th Anniversary in 2002. The policy ref lects customers’  views about  how 
their money should and shouldn’ t  be invested. 

The content  of the assurance statement  contains the following informat ion:  

• Who the assurance provider is and some indicat ion of their qualif icat ions to carry 
out  the assignment ;  

• That  the assurance provider does not  have any relat ionship with the company or 
with its stakeholders that  may compromise their ability to make impart ial and 
obj ect ive j udgements about  the report  and the company's management  systems. 
In part icular the assuror should not  have been involved in designing the systems 
or in writ ing parts of the report ,  other than reviews and commentary that  have 
been clearly ident if ied.  

• That  the directors are responsible for the content  of the Partnership Report ;   

• That  the assurance provider's primary responsibility is to consider the interests 
of stakeholders and not  those of the company's managers;  

• A short  descript ion of the report ing and assurance standards the assurance 
provider has used, the scope of the assurance work and the methods used to 
assess the company's report  and management  systems;  

• A statement  of the assurance provider's opinion. This is produced after carrying 
out  invest igat ions and tests, and states whether the report  provides a reliable, 
complete and balanced view of the company's economic, social and ecological 
impact  on its stakeholders. It  also quest ions whether the company has behaved 
consistent ly with its stated values.  

• The assurance provider's signature and the date the report  was completed. 

The process used with the bank follows a number of sequent ial steps:  

1.  (QJDJHPHQW.  This involves a preliminary discussion with bank staff  working on 
the report  to agree the scope of the assurance work (the full report  and 
support ing management  systems), a t imetable and budget . These are confirmed 
in writ ing. The assuror needs to be sat isf ied at  the outset  that  they will have 
access to all necessary informat ion and people,  and that  enough t ime has been 
allowed to carry out  the engagement  effect ively. The engagement  for the 2002 
Partnership Report  took 25 days work. 

2.  3ODQQLQJ.  Planning involves two stages: 

��2QJRLQJ�LVVXHV�DQG�ULVNV.  The assuror makes an independent  review of f indings 
from earlier assurance engagements with the company, taking account  of 
previous Assurance Statements, working papers and reports to directors. The 
assuror carries out  an assessment  of those aspects of performance and report ing 
where there may be a risk of informat ion being omit ted, misrepresented or 
inadequately supported by evidence and effect ive management  systems. In 
pract ice this involves going through the indicators and targets, assessing their 
importance (or materiality) and deciding which data sets will need detailed 
invest igat ion and which will j ust  require sample checks, (because the assuror is 
confident  from previous assurance cycles that  the relevant  systems are robust  
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and reliable). The assuror pays part icular at tent ion in planning assurance work to 
the bank’s responses to issues and concerns stakeholders have raised through 
previous reports, current  engagements or direct ly with the assuror;  

��3ODQQLQJ�WKH�DVVXUDQFH�ZRUN. On the basis of the described risk assessment , 
the assuror will discuss with bank staff  arrangements and t imes for interviewing 
managers, staff  and other stakeholders, and for accessing bank records and 
informat ion systems relevant  to invest igat ions. 

��� 7KH�$VVXUDQFH�:RUN.  This involves the following act ivit ies: 
o Interviewing managers and staff  in order to gain an understanding of how 

specif ic policies, management  informat ion systems and cont rols have been 
designed and their views on their effect iveness. Discussions will focus on systems 
that  have changed since the previous audit  cycle or systems that  have been 
ident if ied as weak or at  risk.  

o Test ing systems and their data output  on a sample basis where appropriate.  

o A review of account ing processes and the f indings of internal audit  procedures 
requested by the assuror.  

o Interviewing managers and staff  about  stakeholder engagement  processes and 
stakeholder surveys that  have taken place during the year.  

o Checking the output  from stakeholder surveys for: compliance with the intended 
sample frame: bias:  accuracy of processing: and misinterpretat ion or 
understatement  in the reported results and commentary.  

o Consult ing stakeholder representat ives (e.g. the bank staff  t rade union 
representat ives) where necessary to corroborate stakeholder survey f indings or 
their interpretat ion by the bank or its consultants.  

o Test ing all data in the report  for source and accuracy, on a full or sample basis 
depending on the previously detailed risk analysis.  

o Assessing the materialit y of informat ion to be included in the Report  to the 
interests of the bank’s stakeholders (Partners) and the t ime period covered by 
the report .   

o Assessing the extent  to which the bank has responded to stakeholder concerns 
and whether act ions during the year covered by the report  are likely to impact  
on stakeholder interests later on.  

o Checking that  all commentary in the report  and all graphical presentat ions are 
consistent  with the underlying data and do not  misrepresent  performance.  

o Carrying out  independent  reviews of bank data relat ing to the ’campaign’ issues 
and consult ing independent  experts and external part ies involved in the 
campaigns as appropriate.  

o Document ing invest igat ions and f indings. 

 
 

 



3DUW�%�²���%HQFKPDUNLQJ�4�5(6�ZLWK�906��6,*0$�DQG�$$����������������������������������������������������������� 115�
�

�

 

���� $VVXUDQFH��� &RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV�
 
There is a core commonality in all of the frameworks in that  they advocate assurance in 
the part icular sense that  management  of the company needs to ensure that  what  it  is 
doing is what  it  thinks it  is doing, and in addit ion may wish to communicate this in a 
credible way to others, inside or outside of the company.  

Then come some aspects of assurance that  only overlap or are dist inct  between 
frameworks, as set  out  below. 
 

(b) The $$����� 6HULHV includes a specialised “ assurance standard”  (AA1000 
Assurance Standard) that  in many ways goes to the heart  of its values and 
orientat ion, by defining the key Assurance Principles of 0DWHULDOLW\, 
&RPSOHWHQHVV and 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV,  and also includes specif ic requirements 
concerning the LQGHSHQGHQFH�� LPSDUWLDOLW\ and FRPSHWHQFLHV of the assurance 
providers; 

(c) 6,*0$
V approach to assurance is in many ways similar to the AA1000 approach 
for the simple reason that  it  has formerly adopted the AA1000 Assurance 
Standard as the 'Intel inside' approach to assurance it  advocates; 

(d) 9DOXHV0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP‘s approach to assurance is based on what  the 
framework calls VHOI�JRYHUQDQFH�DSSURDFK,  which emphasises the key plaid by 
the organisat ions who voluntary adopt  a self-binding CSR management  standard 
like VMS. Nevertheless, the existence and effect iveness of VMS within an 
organisat ion can be verif ied by an external auditor on a voluntary basis;  

(e) The� 4�5(6� approach to assurance is twofold: in the Q-RES Guidelines the 
framework defines ¶H[FHOOHQFH�FULWHULD· and ‘DXGLWLQJ�HYLGHQFH· for the external 
verif icat ion concerning the adopt ion of Q-RES management  tools by the 
organisat ion; in the Q-RES Standard it  def ines a CSR management  system based 
on a ISO-like model that  can be cert if ied by independent  third party. 

(f) All frameworks acknowledge the value of  internal as well as external assurance, 
although in the case of  AA1000/ SIGMA this is implicit ,  and for Q-RES and VMS 
explicit .  

 
Beyond these aspects, a crucial dif ference does exist  between the AA1000 and the other 
frameworks. AA1000 takes the view explicit ly that  assurance is not  the same as audit  or 
verif icat ion, and that  assurance may or indeed may not  include the part icular 
approaches defined as audit  and verif icat ion. The other frameworks effect ively do not  
make this dist inct ion, and in effect  use these terms relat ively interchangeably. 
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��� &RQFOXVLRQV�DQG�1H[W�6WHSV�
 

One key issue in the debate on how to promote the social responsibil ity of business is 
the t ranslat ion of ethical values and concepts such as DFFRXQWDELOLW\,  IDLUQHVV,  and 
VXVWDLQDELOLW\ into managerial language made of EXVLQHVV VWUDWHJ\,  JRDOV�� WRROV and 
SURFHVVHV.   
The partners of this proj ect  are the founders of four init iat ives that  have been 
developed to addressed this issue in Italy, Germany and the UK: both the 4�5(6�
3URMHFW,  9DOXHV0DQDJHPHQW6\VWHP,  the 6,*0$�3URMHFW and the $$����� 6HULHV have 
conceived and developed their own frameworks with the purpose of enabling 
organisat ions to improve their social,  ethical and environmental performance.   

The Q-RES Guidelines (1999) and Q-RES Standard (2003), VMS Principles and 
Const ituents for Sustainable Development  (2000), AA1000 Framework (1999), AA1000 
Assurance Standard (20003) and the SIGMA Guidelines (2003) are the exist ing guidance 
documents produced by these frameworks, which posit ion themselves in an already very 
well populated arena of CSR standards. 

Looking at  the European scenario, the mult iplicity of approaches and init iat ives in the 
CSR f ield is represent ing both a risk and a opportunity. On the one hand, there is the 
risk that  the wide variety of approaches generates a highly complex environment , with 
possible confusion and misunderstanding of terms and methodologies, thereby hindering 
the dif fusion of best  pract ices within the business community. 

On the other hand, the presence of many init iat ives, most  of them with a st rong 
nat ional basis, such as Q-RES in Italy and VMS in Germany, generates real opportunit ies 
for posit ively cont ribute to the adopt ion of common CSR concepts and pract ices at  the 
European level.  To favour this process, however, it  is crucial to understand what  are the 
key ‘common elements’  of the dif ferent  CSR management  framework, which could be 
linked together to develop a common European CSR framework, and the ‘acceptable 
dif ferences’  of such approaches. 

With this proj ect  we have t ried to address this challenge, by analysing the key elements 
of our four CSR management  frameworks, and suggest ing areas of convergence. 

 

In 3DUW�$�of� this report  we have presented the development  of the Q-RES framework, 
which has being elaborat ing a definit ion of CSR closely linked with the concept  of 
Corporate Governance: &65�LV�D�PRGHO�RI�H[WHQGHG�FRUSRUDWH�JRYHUQDQFH�ZKHUHE\�ZKR�
UXQV� D� ILUP� �HQWUHSUHQHXUV�� GLUHFWRUV� DQG�PDQDJHUV�� KDYH� UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV� WKDW� UDQJH�
IURP�IXOILOPHQW�RI�WKHLU�ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV�WRZDUGV�WKH�RZQHUV�WR�IXOILOPHQW�RI�DQDORJRXV�
ILGXFLDU\�GXWLHV�WRZDUGV�DOO�WKH�ILUP·V�VWDNHKROGHUV���
The Q-RES definit ion of CSR extends the concept  of f iduciary duty from a PRQR�
VWDNHKROGHU� set t ing (where the sole stakeholder relevant  for the ident if icat ion of  
f iduciary dut ies is the owner of the f irm) to a PXOWL�VWDNHKROGHU one in which the f irm 
owes f iduciary dut ies to DOO its stakeholders (the owners included).  
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In 3DUW�% we have carried out  a comparat ive analysis of the key elements of Q-RES, VMS, 
SIGMA and AA1000 frameworks with reference to the four elements that  we have 
ident if ied as of the common ‘building blocks’  of any CSR management  system: 

1.  Values and Principles for CSR; 

2.  CSR Management  Process; 

3.  CSR Management  Tools, and 

4.  Assurance. 

The analysis has been able to ident ify areas of overlap in each of the above elements, 
as summarised below. 

&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV���9DOXHV�DQG�3ULQFLSOHV�IRU�&65�
�Common elements include: �

• &RUSRUDWH�9DOXHV��7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ� VKRXOG� GHILQH� DQG� GHYHORS� LWV� RZQ� YDOXHV�
JXLGLQJ�LWV�RYHUDOO�EXVLQHVV��DQG�&65��VWUDWHJ\��In part icular, the following core 
values are shared by our init iat ives: 6XVWDLQDELOLW\��0XWXDO�DGYDQWDJH��)DLUQHVV��

• *RYHUQDQFH�� 7KH� YDOXHV� DQG� SULQFLSOHV� IRU� &65� VKRXOG� EH� XQGHUVWRRG� DV� WKH�
PDLQ� JRYHUQDQFH� V\VWHP�RI� WKH� UHODWLRQV� EHWZHHQ� WKH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� DQG� DOO� LWV�
VWDNHKROGHUV� �LQFOXGLQJ� RZQHUV�VKDUHKROGHUV�� In other words, the analysis 
points out  that  the definit ion of CSR as a model of “ extended governance”  
developed by Q-RES expresses a shared vision by all our frameworks – namely 
that  CSR is essent ially about  st rategic management  and the governance of the 
organisat ion. ��

• 0XOWL�VWDNHKROGHU�DSSURDFK��7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�WDNH�LQ�GXH�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�
WKH�LQWHUHVWV�DQG�QHHGV�RI�DOO�LWV�VWDNHKROGHUV�

• 0DQDJHPHQW�,QWHJUDWLRQ:  7KH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�VKRXOG�GHYHORS�LWV�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�
6\VWHP� LQ� DQ� LQWHJUDWHG� ZD\� ZLWK� UHVSHFW� WR� LWV� FRUH� EXVLQHVV� PDQDJHPHQW�
V\VWHPV�DQG�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�SURFHVVHV��

• $FFRXQWDELOLW\:  7KH� RUJDQLVDWLRQ� VKRXOG� EH� DFFRXQWDEOH� WRZDUGV� LWV�
VWDNHKROGHUV�DQG�UHVSRQG�²�ZKHWKHU�SRVLWLYHO\�RU�QHJDWLYHO\���WR�WKHLU�OHJLWLPDWH�
FODLPV� 

• 3HUIRUPDQFH�,PSURYHPHQW:  7KH�XOWLPDWH�DLP�RI�WKH�&65�0DQDJHPHQW�6\VWHP�LV�
WR�KHOS�WKH�RUJDQLVDWLRQ�LPSURYH�LWV�VRFLDO��HWKLFDO��HFRQRPLF�DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�
SHUIRUPDQFH��

�
�
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&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV��&65�0DQDJHPHQW�3URFHVV�
We ident if ied common elements in relat ion to the t radit ional Plan-Do-Check-Act  model: 

3ODQ 

• Define the organisat ion’ s Mission, 
Values and Principles 

• Develop code of ethics, policies, 
procedures 

• Ident ify stakeholders and priorit ise 
CSR issues 

'R�
• Communicate Values, St rategies and 

Policies internally 

• Train employees 

• Monitor compliance 

 

 

&KHFN�
• Measure performance 

• Report ing 

• Assurance 
  

$FW�
• Respond to stakeholders 

• Review the process 

• Learning & Innovat ion 

&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV��&65�0DQDJHPHQW�7RROV�
Again, we mapped CSR Management  Tools developed within each framework in relat ion 
to the Plan-Do-Check-Act  model:

3ODQ�
• 4�5(6�&RGH�2I�(WKLFV�'HYHORSPHQW�
0HWKRGRORJ\�

• 6,*0$�%XVLQHVV�&DVH�7RRO��
• 6,*0$�6WDNHKROGHU�(QJDJHPHQW�7RRO�
'R�
• 4�5(6�(WKLFV�7UDLQLQJ�0HWKRGRORJ\�
• 906�3URFXUHPHQW�0HWKRGRORJ\�

&KHFN�
• $$�����)UDPHZRUN�
• 6,*0$�(QYLURQPHQWDO�$FFRXQWLQJ�7RRO��
• 6,*0$�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�$FFRXQWLQJ�*XLGH�
• 6,*0$�6XVWDLQDELOLW\�VFRUHFDUG��
$FW�
• $$�����$VVXUDQFH�6WDQGDUG�

�
&RPPRQ�(OHPHQWV��$VVXUDQFH�
Despite diversity in approach, all of the frameworks advocate credible forms of 
assurance to ensure effect ive applicat ion of the CSR values and principles stated by the 
organisat ion. 
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1H[W�6WHSV�²�7RZDUGV�FRQYHUJHQFH"�
These results are encouraging as they demonst rate a way for possible convergence of 
the dif ferent  CSR management  systems on the basis of a common framework, at  the 
same t ime highlight ing common elements that  are parts of the dif ferent  standards, as 
well as recognising areas of st rength and specif ic cont ribut ions (Values, processes and 
tools) developed by the individual init iat ives.  

We therefore welcome the Commission cont inued support  of research proj ects aiming at  
further exploring the concrete convergence among CSR management  standards at  
European level.  

In parallel,  we believe that  the nee next  challenge will be to improve our understanding  
on how these management  frameworks can effect ively enable organisat ional change 
towards CSR and sustainable development . Further research should be devoted to 
analyse how CSR management  systems can effect ively enable companies to t ranslate 
into business innovat ion a new stakeholder-based governance model and assess how 
exist ing CSR standards relate to business performance. 
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