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Social and Environmental Accounting asSymbolic and Substantive Means of
Legitimation: The Case of HIV/AIDS Reporting in South Africa

Abstract

We develop an interpretive framework which combines Suchman’s (1995) work on the
dynamics of organisational legitimacy and Astifi and Gibbs’ (1990)ancepts of symbolic

and substantive management to investigad®&v and why public corporations rely on
symbolic and substantive social disclosurd&e apply this framework to the case of the
HIV/AIDS health crisis in Suth Africa (SA) and examine the corporate disclosure behaviour
of a sample of 75 SA-listed corporatiof®m 2003 to 2009. We use content analysis
procedures to codify the stilosures and devise a distioe index based on the Global
Reporting Initiative guidelines oHIV/AIDS to assess whetheorporations have adopted a
substantive management strategy. Our finslireyiggest that publicorporations use a
combination of substantive and symbolic disctesun a bid to seek specific forms of moral
legitimacy (structural, procedural, and consequential) and pragmatic legitimacy (dispositional,
influence, and exchange). Our analysis revdbht the mix of substantive and symbolic
disclosures is altered as a result of changesalkeholder salience, setal attitudes and the
corporation’s current ‘state’ of legitimacyOverall, the findings demonstrate that our
analytical framework is usefuh understanding howubstantive and/or symbolic disclosures
could be relied upon to achieve specifipes of organisational legitimacy.

Keywords: HIV/AIDS; social and environmah accounting; substantive management;
symbolic management; legitacy theory; South Africa.

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to investigatev and why public corpations use symbolic-
and/or substantive-led dissures in communicating their social and environmental
accounting (SEA) practices. Specifically, we contend that Ashforth and Gibbs’ (1990)
notions of symbolic and substantive management and the dynamic legitimacy framework
developed by Suchman (1995) can be combin&atéopret longitudinal changes in corporate
social reporting. Symbolic versus substantivaracterisations of SEpractices have been
previously related to legitimacy theofpshforth & Gibbs, 1990Suchman, 1995; Day &
Woodward, 2004; De Villiers & Van Stade2Q06; Cahan & Van Stadan, 2009), but very
few empirical studies have explicitly adoptadhford and Gibbs’ (1990)onceptualisations.
Furthermore, there is continued criticism thegitimacy theory is often ‘fuzzy’ and does not
sufficiently inform one’s understanding of the timations underlying th@ature and patterns

of corporate SEA practices (Mobus, 2005rkea, 2005; Tilling & Tit, 2010; Hooks & Van
Staden, 2011). Therefore, we seek to ‘amplify’ the theory’s interpretive power by examining
in more depth: (i) the links between stakelwol and legitimacy theories; (ii) the different
types (dynamics) of legitimacy developed $ychman (1995); and (iii) how SEA practices
can be viewed as symbolic and/or substansivategies to gain, maintain or defend these
different types of legitimacy.

We contend that the proposed framework candsful in analysing any SEA practice and we
study HIV/AIDS' disclosures in South Ata (hereafter SA) as ampirical illustration. We
focus on this specific theme for the followingasons. Firstly, unlike many of the broad, and
sometimes abstract, SEA categorisations, sudnasonmental disclosures, HIV/AIDS is a
specific health crisis, which has had a major impact on the social, economic and political

1 HIV: Human Immunodeficiencyirus; AIDS: Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome.



spheres worldwide (Dickinson & Stevens, 200rig, 2005). In spite of recent upbeat
assessments of declining éction levels, HIV/AIDS remam one of the world’s largest
health crises (Rampersad, 2010; UNAIDS, 20p@xticularly in many developing nations
including SA, where corporations have beenipgdting in efforts to control the spread of
the epidemic. Secondly, specially devised @loReporting Initiatie (GRI) guidelines on
HIV/AIDS (GRI, 2003) requireddetailed information to ensure that corporations’
performance in dealing with the crisis in therkplace could be adequately assessed. Since it
is, to date, one of the most comprehensivpa@te reporting guideles on a health-related
issue, high levels of compliance with tl@&RI (2003) could be seen as evidence of a
substantive response to the HIV/AIDS crisisirdly, and within the SA context, however,
there are claims that the initial response I@sn slow, ineffective and sometimes limited to
mere rhetoric, arising mainly from cost implications, tense labourae$a political agendas
and moral issues associatetth the sexual connotations tfie disease (Dickinson, 2004;
Mahajan, Colvin, Rudatsikira, & Ettl, 2007).raily, previous studiesf HIV/AIDS reporting
(Lawrence & Samkin, 2005; Barako, Taplin, Brown, 2010) are largely descriptive and
have not been supported theoretical insights.

Consequently, we examine the annual and swbdity reports of asample of SA-listed
corporations over the period 2003-2009. We adoptent analysis poedures to assess the
level of attention given to the HIV/AIDS theme and to examine whether the disclosures
display symbolic and/or substare features. Our main contribution to the literature lies in
demonstrating the links beden symbolic and/or substive SEA disclosures and
Suchman’s (1995) types of legitimacy. Wesalundertake a more detailed analysis of
HIV/AIDS reporting in thecontext of a major emerging economy, where the findings,
arguably, will contribute to an understandinghofv public corporations respond generally to
health crises and thereby inform the develeptof future GRI guidelines. In summary, our
findings suggest that corporations adoptcambination of substantive and symbolic
disclosures in a bid to achieve specific typé®rganisational formsf legitimacy and this

mix of substantive and symbolic disclosures is altered as a result of changes in contextual
events, stakeholder salience and the corparatiourrent state of legitimacy. Our results
imply that calls for more substantive disclosgtedelines (Bouten, Everaert, Van Liedekerke,

& De Moor, 2011) may not be necessarily efifee, given that certain types of legitimacy
can be equally derived from symbolic disclosures.

The remainder of the paper is structured fadows. First, we discuss the theoretical
implications of legitimacy and substantisgmbolic management. We conclude with a
proposed interpretive framework, which seeks to link the dynamics of legitimacy to the
practice of substantive/symbolic SEA disclesi Second, we review the empirical SEA
literature which refers or alludes to symbal@rsus substantive disslares and prior studies

on HIV/AIDS reporting. Third, we present theulo African context with an emphasis on the
implications of the HIV/AIDS epidemic. Fourtwe explain the data and methods applicable
to the analysis of annual and/or sustaingbileports. Finally, we present the findings and
provide an analysis of the dissure patterns before concladion the research contributions
and the implications thereof.

2. Legitimacy and Legitimation: Theory and Proposed Interpretive Framework

2.1. Dynamics of legitimacy and substaatversus symliio legitimation

According to Lindblom (1994), legitimacy is:
“A condition or status which exists when an entity’s value system is congruent with the
value system of the larger social system of which the entity is a part. When a disparity,



actual or potential, exists between the two eatystems, there is a threat to the entity’s
legitimacy” (Lindblom, 1994: 2).

The disparity in value systems can involveuss that are relateid the organisation’s
economic viability, to the legality of its busirgeactivities or to the social acceptability of its
behaviour (Dowling & Pfefferl975; Woodward, Edwards, & Birkin, 1996). The reasons for
achieving legitimacy are inherently long-termemted and are not limited to short-term
transitory benefits, such as ‘good press’ ‘lmigher brand value’. In most SEA studies,
legitimacy is viewed as a symbolic resourcejolforganisations seek and attempt to control
through a number of actions and strategies,vamdh is referred to as ‘strategic legitimacy’
by both Ashforth and Gibbs (1990) and Suchr(f895). Similarly, the instrumental variant
of stakeholder theory refers tbhe need to garner ‘suppoftom powerful stakeholders to
ensure the continued survival thie firm (Freeman, 1984), but hawis is to be achieved is
unclear (Chen & Roberts, 2010). In this reg&@dchman (1995) helpgs uncover the process
by which an organisation gains legitimacgrfr stakeholders (Mitell, Agle, & Wood, 1997;
Campbell, 2007) and identifies three main ‘dyneshby which legitimacy can be extracted:
pragmatic, moral and cognitive. Pragmatic and moral legitimacy are the most applicable in
understanding SEA since theytborely on discursive ewvahtions (Suchman, 1995) and
incorporate explicit public diabues between organisatiomslaheir ‘relevant publics’.

In the case of pragmatic legitimacy, the orgaisaseeks to satisfy the expectations of its
most immediate audiences and this immediaoyolves some formof direct exchange
between organisation and audiences (Suchn88§)1These exchanges can be financial (e.qg.,
dividends and donations), tangble.g., products and gifis-kind) or intangible (e.g.,
services and medical support). A second formprafjmatic legitimacy is influence legitimacy,
where the organisation is supported by its darestts, not because an exchange is involved,
but because the constituents perceive the orgamda be responsive to their wider interests.
For instance, the adoption of a charter (erggarding ethical &ding) championed by
activists signals a willingness by the company.teelinquish some measure of authority to
the affected audience (to be co-opted, so to spg@gthman, 1995: 578). A final form of
pragmatic legitimacy is dispositional legitacy, where the organisation demonstrates its
disposition to the broad objests of the relevant audiea without necessarily having
engaged in any visible activity to demonstrate such affiliation.

In support of recent theoretical analyseg.(eChen & Roberts, 2010; Mahadeo, Oogarah-
Hanuman, & Soobaroyen, 2011), we argue thatdbnceptual linkage between legitimacy
and stakeholder theories is at its most vésilshen considering pragmatic legitimacy since it
relies on the existence of a contractual or communal accountability relationship with a given
party’. Suchman (1995), however, is rather vagueghenidentity of the constituents and the
relative importance they might have vis-g-¥he organisation. Byoatrast, Hybels (1995)
identifies four critical stakeholders thantrol a number of resirces; namely the medjahe
public, the financial community artie State. In addition, Mitchest al.’s (1997) theory of
stakeholder salience provides a useful set abatts to characterise the relative importance
attached to each stakeholder, namely in tevhits power, the legitimacyf its status and the
urgency of the concerns. Together, Hybel898) and Mitchell et al(1997) offer useful

“We adopt Laughlin’s (1990: 97) definitions of conttedtand communal relationship, where the former refers

to “a more formal context resulting in written forms of recording and defining expectatiang”the latter
“encompasses the less formal context andsesetured expressings of these expectations”.

*Tilling and Tilt (2010: 59) acknowledge that the media in itself has limited resources, but does have the ability
to influence the decisions of the remaining critical stakeholders.



insights in understandinwho would be the likely constgats from whom the organisation
seeks to gain or maintain pragmatic legitinfamyd why this may, in a general sense, be the
case (i.e., due to stakeholder power, letate demands and urgent circumstances).

Whilst pragmatic legitimacy is linked to the needs of specific groups of evaluators, the
pursuit of moral legitimacy is based on judgemseas to whether a specific organisational
activity is the‘right thing to do’ (Suchman, 1995). These judgements are guided by the
audience’s socially constructed value systmd inform a view on whether engaging in a
particular practice will promote societal welann this case, therganisation can extract
moral legitimacy by visibly demonstrating affiliation to moral values and beligfsThe

three applicable forms of moral legitimacy are consequential, procedural and structural
legitimacy. Firstly, consequential legitimacy based on a judgement an organisation’s
accomplishments and outputs. Secondly, pro@diegitimacy involves the adoption of
socially accepted techniques and procedurand Suchman (1995) argues this can be
particularly useful in caseshere there are no favourable autee measures. For instance, a
company may communicate details of how its social programme has been implemented to
attain procedural legitimacy in the absenof clear outcome easures on whether the
activities have actually been eféttive. Thirdly, structural legitimacy refers to the situation
when an audience percesvghe organisation to bé..worthy of support because its
structural characteristics loate it within a morallyfavoured taxonomic categorySuchman,

1995: 581). In this case, legitimacy is achievedasot result of adopting procedures or the
communication of social outcomes, but becatgeorganisational structure reflects intrinsic
features that are worthy of support; for example, the company board has a sub-committee
dedicated to address HIV/AIDSsues in the workplace.

In turn, the process by which managers seekxtoact pragmatic and moral legitimacy is
referred to as legitimation. Whilst legitimaticsirategies are divesly presented in the
literature (Lindblom, 19940’Donovan, 2002), Ashforth and Gibbs (1990) discuss two
general means by which organisations sdegitimacy: ‘substantive’ and ‘symbolic’
management. Substantive management invatigsificant change irorganisational goals,
structures, processes and practices.tmeet the performance expectations of those societal
actors upon which it depends for critical resourcgg&'shforth & Gibbs, 1990: 178). For
example, in response to thencerns raised by the HIV/AID8pidemic, corporations can
invest in preventive programmes and in clinics to support staff and their families. Suchman
(Suchman, 1995: 600) also identifies a numbesufstantive strategies, such as seeking
certification and conforming to internationahstlards, as a means to gain pragmatic and
moral legitimacy. In this regard, we argue tbaimpliance with geneltg accepted models of
social reporting, such as ti&RI can constitute a substamiapproach because it reflects a
decision to conform to an external standaf disclosure. Thekey consideration of
substantive management is that concrete B&titave been performed in the organisation
(Day & Woodward, 2004). According to Lindish (1994) and Newson and Deegan (2002),
these substantive changes have to be conuaed to educate and inform the ‘relevant
publics’, and the role of annuahd/or social reports in conyiag these substantive acts is
considered critical. This communication can deed at specific constituents (pragmatic
legitimacy) and/or to demonsteatongruence with social normg&lues and beliefs (moral

4Similarly, O’Donovan (2002) refers to thetimm of ‘legitimacy-conferring stakeholder groups’.

°As acknowledged by Suchman (1995: 579), there iswvamlap between dispositional legitimacy and moral
legitimacy in that both refer to the organisation’s attempt to demonstrate an affiliation to a social norm, belief or
value. One difference implied Suchman’s conceptualisations is that there is no specific ‘audience’ targeted by
the organisation in the case of moral legitimacy.



legitimacy). Hence, SEA is seen as a medium through which substantive actions are
communicated in a relatively unbiased fashion.

In contrast, symbolic management involves tise of superficial im@ssions to project an
appearance that the organisaticacsivities are consistent with @al values and expectations.
Ashforth and Gibbs (1990) contend that, gitka complexity of the environment in which
an organisation operates, including the numeramks lit needs to sustain with societal actors
and the inherent ambiguity of w&his a ‘legitimate act’ leatb a managerial predilection for
symbols:
“As societal actors become more densaljerlocked, and as their relationships
become more organised and institutionalised, they increasingly deal in the realm of
symbols and images. The sheer numberradationships dictates that intimate
knowledge give way to superficial impressio(ashforth & Gibbs 1990: 180).

Suchman (1995: 579) also acknowledgest thanagers tend to favour théexibility and
economy of symbolismés opposed to substantive actiongheir interactios with society
(also see Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). Ashfordimd Gibbs (1990: 180-181) identify a number
of examples of symbolic strategies: (i) espogssocially acceptable goals, but not actually
planning to meet these goals; (ii) redefiningans and ends in liglf the organisation’s
actual performance and current social expgxts; (iii) denying or concealing information
regarding activities that cadil potentially damage legitimacy; (iv) offering accounts of
excuses to minimise any negatiperceptions arising from asrganisation’s lack of action;
and (v) demonstrating ceremonial conformityhereby highly visible and salient practices
that are consistent with societal expéotas are adopted, but no corresponding changes are
made at the operational level. In effect, SE#not be viewed as an objective medium of
communicating social actions. Instead, the form and content of SEA are designed primarily to
construct an image of an organisation thaisially responsible (Ng Warsame, & Pedwell,
1998) and attentive to the needfits relevant publics andateholders. Thus, ‘rhetoric’
rather than ‘action’ is the main objective of the disclogures

Whilst Suchman’s (1995) and Ashford and Gib{d$990) concepts havgeen used in a few
empirical SEA studies (brief review to follow), there has been no attempt to formally
combine them as a means to interpret SEActices from a legitimacy perspective. We
therefore set out our proposed framework.

2.2. Proposed interpretive framework
Figure 1 provides a diagrammatic petation of the links between thadynamics of
organisational legitimacy and SEA as symbolic and/or substangaaf legitimation.

INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

If one takes the view that legitimacy ikay motivation underlying ganisational relations
with society and its representative actors,camtend that an organisation will adopt/change a
combination of symbolic and substantivesaosures and this adoption/change will be
contingent on: (i) the types d&gitimacy it seeks to extract from society and its specific
constituents; (ii) the changes in societal atakeholder attitudes @ given social concern
and how stakeholders believe the organisasbould respond to such concerns; and (iii)

®This is similar to the theoretical concept of ‘impression management’, which has generally been relied on to
interpret the form and content of voluntary financial-oriented disclosures (Merkl-Cfaemnnan, 2011).



whether the organisation perceives the nésddefend, maintain or gain (extend) its
legitimacy. Hence, symbolic (e,ggeneral, declarative, rtoeical and ritualistic) and
substantive (e.g., specific, detailed, quantieatand comprehensive) disclosures reflect a
combination of different features, whiclowdd be present in any SEA theme reported by
corporations. According to Ashforth and Gili®90: 182), tensions &t between managers
who prefer to offer symbolic assurances to preserve flexibility and resources, and constituents
who generally prefer substantive action. Howewse argue that this may be a rather
simplistic interpretation of the role of SEA in a legitimation process. Instead, given the
complexity of an organisation’s relationship with its environment and the multiplicity of
(often contradictory) demands, managers assbssh social concern requires attention and
how best to respond to it terms of substantive amat/symbolic disclosures.

When confronted with a sadi concern expresdegenerally (e.g., ithe media, by key
political/social figures or following accidentskus), an organisation may first communicate
that its existing structurealready position it in a morallyavourable category (i.e., the
disclosure will explicity recognise the concern and convey an implicit message that the
organisation is committed to address the concéfrihe concern is championed by specific
stakeholders, symbolic disclosures can beetad) to these stakeholders with a view to
conveying a disposition to their concerns (i@&chieve dispositional legitimacy). In both
cases, no or limited, substantive information will be reflected in the disclosures because the
social concern is an emerging one, which either requires time to respond to, or because any
substantive (detailed) information may in féuteaten organisational legitimacy (strategy of
concealment). Furthermore, Mitchell et &l.(1997) concept of akeholder salience is
relevant in that symbolic dikxsures may be appragpte to manage stakolders who meet
some, but not all, of the characteristics diesece (power, legitimacy and urgency). Finally,
symbolic disclosures may still prove usefil cases, where there are threats to an
organisation’ legitimacy and wheras a minimummaintaining legitimacy may involve the

use of disclosures aimed at ensuringpdsstional and structural legitimacy.

Notwithstanding, gaining, maintang or defending the otherpgs of legitimacy cannot be
achieved by relying solely on symbolic disclosures. Influence and procedural legitimacy
imply that some degree of substantive actiocl@nge has to be enacted and communicated
by the organisation. For instan@scepted models of social reéfing and social intervention

can be adopted comprehensively (substantiveanrbe applied in a selective (symbolic) way

to emphasise the positive achievements efdlganisation (offering incomplete accounts).
Practices, policies and procedures can be esdthin the SEA disclosures as achievements
rather than actual outputs and performance,thud be associated with the achievement of
procedural legitimacy. With regards to theeds of stakeholders, although Bouten et al.
(2011) cite a lack of comprehensiveness aochpleteness of socia¢ports, they do argue

that some of the piecemeal information available can be relevant to selected users,
particularly those interested in environmérgad labour aspects. Hee, disclosures which

even partially address the informational expéatet of specific stakeholders can be expected

to achieve influence legitimacy because they signal an organisational affiliation to the values
supported by these partianlconstituencies.

Finally, and at the other end of the spectrura,gbrsuit of exchange legitimacy implies that

the organisation’s most immediate constituents are scrutinising the SEA disclosures to
ascertain the practical conseques of organisational actions their well-being. It follows

that there is a greater need for detailed infdrom to satisfy stakeholders, who seek to assess
the actual performance of the organisationreffected, for example, in quantitative and



financial evaluations of social actions. The term ‘most immediate constituent’ also implies
that such a constituent possesses greater powegiyation and political skill to further its
agenda with the organisationitivsignificant consequences for the latter if legitimacy is not
granted. Ashforth and Gibbsl990: 182) also assert that.the more consistent the
constituent’'s preferences aravith those of other key cditsents and with management’s
own agenda... the more likely managmt is to offer a substam¢ rather than a symbolic
response; which can be illustrately a higher level of completeness and comprehensiveness
in disclosures. In addition, and from a broader perspective, consequential legitimacy will be
achieved if the organisation discloses ewice of social outputs, which incorporate
guantitative and financial measumsd generally accepted forms of reporting.

In conclusion, this framework articulates tlveks between the nature of SEA disclosures
(substantive, symbolic or combination thereof) and the type of legitimacy that each generic
form of disclosure may be seeking to achiewée now briefly consider the insights from
previous SEA studies and prior reseancthe case of HIV/AIDS reporting.

3. Review of Prior Empirical Studies

3.1. Prior SEA literature on symbolic and substantive disclosures

There have been few accounting studies, Wwisipecifically relied ormAshforth and Gibbs’
(1990) dichotomy. Notably, Day and Woodwa{2D04) analyse the nature of employee
reporting in annual reports following new legafjuirements and found that many of them
provided disclosures deemed to be substant/g., detailed in terms of how and why the
companies fulfilled their obligations to employeesut not consistently in all the themes
required by the legislation. In addition, a mitypiof companies only disclosed very limited

and bland (deemed symbolic) statementsh@lgh the study demonstrates that disclosures
can be interpreted from a substantive or sylinlqerspective, the empirical findings are not
explicitly analysed in relation to the I¢ignacy motivation. Cahaand Van Staden (2009)
investigate whether the disclosure of a \(aAdded Statement (VAS) by SA companies was

a substantive or symbolic strategy. Actual labour performance was found to be positively
related to the decision to disclose a VAS, anacbahe VAS was seen to be part of a process
of developing substantive legitimacy. In both studies, disclosures are strictly conceptualised
as being either substantive or symbolWshforth and Gibbs, however, argued that the
symbolic and substantive ‘labelshould - at best - be seas theoreticabxtremes of a
spectrum, as...practices shade greyly from the substantive to the symblR90: 181].

Other SEA studies do implicitly refer to tleymbolic versus substantive dichotomy, but
generally they only describe oagample of symbolipractices in their analysis. For example,
Campbell, Moore, and Shrives (2006) refer to the ‘good news’ and ‘self-laudatory’ nature of
the disclosures; a practice which has been reg@drt a number of pwvious studies (Gray,
Kouchy, & Lavers, 1995; Hacksta%a Milne, 1996). Reference ialso made to declarative
information (e.g., Ratanajongkol, Darvey, & Low, 2006), which refers to general statements
with no quantitative ofinancial information. However, ¢habove studies do not consider
whether this reliance odeclarative or good news statemeistassociated with the broader
process of symbolic management.

Further, and of greater relevance to our resesaetting, De Villiers and Van Staden’s (2006)
study of environmental disclosures in SA distinguishes between ‘general’ and ‘specific’
information. General informatioh..does not say much abotlte company’s impact on the
environment, but it does signddat the company is concernaflout the environmeh{De
Villiers & Van Staden, 2006: 773). Converselyesiic information includes more detailed,



guantitative and financial assessments @& #mpact of the congmy’s activities on the
environment. Using data relating to 140 8@mpanies over a nine-year period (1994-2002),
De Villiers and Van Staden (2006) find théere was an initial grease in general and
specific information from 1994 to 1999, butaththis was followd by a decrease in
disclosures, particularly ithe case of ‘specific’ informen. Informed by the historical
context facing post-apartheid SA, De Villiesd Van Staden (2006pwtend that societal
and governmental concerns about the environ@pgpear to diminishy 1999 as the country
grappled with more serious social, econoama political issues. Once companies took note
of this change in social priorities, the lewglspecific environmental disclosures was reduced.
At the same time, companies retained thellefegeneral disclosuseand De Villiers and
Van Staden (2006: 775) argued that these symbd@aosures, which flected positively on
the company, were not costly to prodacel did not attract unwarranted scrufiny

Other than revealing ¢hdearth of SEA studies thatlyeon substantig and symbolic
management, the above review offers somedpful insights. First, the studies do lend
credence to the symbolic and substantive ept@lisation of SEA disclosures and the role
such disclosures might play the legitimation process. Swwl, disclosures deemed to be
‘symbolic’ continue to emerge in various $&gs (e.g., Islam & Deegan, 2008; Tilling & Tilt,
2010; Bouten et al., 2011). This is in spitecoticisms that such disclosures ought to be
discounted as public relations mechanisms cagty business idemjjies and managerial
‘speak’ (Guthrie & Parker, 1989; Spence, 20@vhjch suggests that symbolic disclosures
play an important role in the legitimation prose$hird, a detailed apgciation of the social,
political and economic contexts itical in order to ‘locatethe societabnd stakeholder
expectations, which might then trigger changes in an organisatioo&iye legitimacy, and
subsequently lead to changes in SEA practi€esrth, and as argued by Ashforth and Gibbs
(1990), maintaining/defending legitimacy iseseto be easier than acquiring it. Thus,
corporations might be changintgeir SEA disclosures in rpense to different strategies
emphasising a substantive or symbolicagement (or a combination thereof).

3.2. Brief review of prioHIV/AIDS reporting studies

Evidence on the reporting oéhlth programmes tends to be frequently observed in studies of
employee and/or community disclosures (e@ampbell, 2000; Belal, 2001; Vuontisjarvi,
2006), but there is virtuallyno research on how companiesport their involvement in
response to specific chronic illnesses or heafikis. Due to its very visible and tragic
consequences, HIV/AIDS cormie disclosures have attrattsome attention from SEA
researchers, notably in SA. Lawrence and SangR005) highlight the serious threat of
HIV/AIDS to business and socatsustainability in SA, anéxamine its implications for
corporate accountability in the light oftl2002 King Report (10D, 2002) and GRI guidelines

on HIV/AIDS reporting (GRI, 208). However, they only study one company (Anglo-Gold),
which has reported in a very comprehensive manner, and thus it is doubtful whether this one
example is representative of SA’s corperakesponse. In contrast, Du Bruyn and Venter
(2006) examine HIV/AIDS reporting among aobhder sample of SA companies. They
examine whether the recommendations of the 2002 King Report (IOD, 2002) led to more
reporting among the top 100 companies in 2008ile a higher percentage of companies
were providing awarasss programmes (83%), detailedonrmation relating to HIV/AIDS

(e.g., prevalence and costs) was disaddseonly a minority of companies.

"Incidentally, De Villiers and Van Staden (2006) dite case of HIV/AIDS as an important and emerging
national concern. Consistent with their interpretatiorthef decline in environmental disclosures, one might
expect an increase in disclosures relating to emerging social concerns, such as HIV/AIDS.



The findings of recent studies by Du Bruyn (2088) Barako et al. (2010) on HIV/AIDS in

SA and other African corporationsespectively, are generallypmsistent with those of past

SA studies. Although these stusliéo provide an indication &fl\V/AIDS reporting practices,

there has, however, only been limited theory-based analysis of the trends and nature of these
practices. Noticeably, and based on an analydiseoGRI guidelines and selected interviews,
Lawrence and Samkin (2005) contend thatithglications of the GRI may spur companies

to adopt a more ethical and sustainable stancgnning their businesactivities, but there is

no sufficient evidence to support this claimeTturrent study, therefer does not only seek

to extend, but also to improve upon prior studies by conducting an extensive analysis using
the proposed framework described in Sect®B. Since an understanding of the societal
attitudes in which symbolic amul/ substantive disclosures ateployed is an important part

of the analysis, we now present an explamabf the social, economiand political context

of SA insofar as it relates to the roleanfrporations and the impact of HIV/AIDS.

4. HIV/AIDS and South Africa: Context and Corporate Responses

Among the world’s developing regions, Sub-Sahakhita lies at the epicentre of the AIDS
epidemié and prevalence levels in the regior garticularly high (Dickinson & Stevens,
2005). In the case of SA, there is an agrestimate that the number of people living with
HIV stands at about 5.7 milliofuNAIDS, 2010) relative to @opulation of about 49 million
(i.e., about 12%). The number of AIDS-relatehths was estimated to be close to 100,000 in
1999 and this reached 400,000 in 2009 (SA Depamt of Health, 2010: 11). A major reason
for the high prevalence levels of the AIDSug in SA is the legacef a long history of
inequalities and poor labourgmtices during the apheid era, notably ithe mining industry
(Dickinson, 2004, Fig, 2005).

The collapse of apartheid and the election of the African National Congress (ANC) in 1994
generated much hope among South Africaret $ocio-economic problems created and
subsequently neglected by theagtheid regime, including thelV/AIDS epidemic, would be
effectively addressed (De Villiers & Van Staden, 2006). However, confronted with a number
of economic and social problems, the ANC's new affiliation to neo-liberalism led to
unprecedented levels of mass unemployment, spickad acute poverty, and increased levels
of crime and violence (Dickinson, 2004). B000, the true magnitude of the social
challenges, particularly the HIV/AIDS pdemic facing the country, had become more
visible (Fig, 2005). Accordingo the SA Department oHealth (2007: 22) estimates,
HIV/AIDS prevalence trends increased mthan threefold, fron7.6% in 1994 to 24.5% in
2000.

Despite this, ANC leaders dithered and failecdopt policies that could robustly deal with

the spread of the virus (Mahajan et al., 2007 )addition, leading ANC figures, including its
president, Thabo Imbeku, exacerbated ttabl@m by publicly questioning the link between
HIV and AIDS (Dickinson, 2004). Similarly, the Health Minister, Manto Tshabalala-
Msimang, publicly cast serious doubts on the effectiveness of anti-retroviral drugs, and
openly refused to provide anti-retroviral medigcatto people infected with the AIDS virus
(Dickinson, 2004). Together with its failuréo appreciate the true magnitude and
consequences of the disease, scepticismcgnitism by the politicalelite ensured that

8 Reportedly, about 32.5 million people live with HIV/AIDS worldwide, of which roughly 70% (22 Eonjil
live in Sub-Saharan Africa @ako et al.2010: 387).
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HIV/AIDS escalated into a full-scale healpandemic. This scepticism attracted confusing
and mixed responses from within society.

Crucially, the conflicting response by the goveent in tackling the pandemic also masked
an equally slow corporate response in SAhe spread of HIV/AIDS (Rampersad, 2010).
Significantly, though, several opportunities fortisA corporations emerged from such
government inaction. First, it gnted corporate leadethe platform fronwhich to criticise
government policy, whilst escaping public blrfor their own lukewarm response in the
workplace (Dickinson, 2004; Fig, 2005). Seconahd arguably - the government’s failure to
take action contributed to the inability ofrporate SA to appreciatthe potential negative
effects of the pandemic on corporate rapens (Lawrence & Samkin, 2005) and
subsequently its failure to develop and iempknt policies and programmes to tackle the
spread of the disease among its workforce révigpecifically, and rather than initiating
serious policies and actions, thepense of SA corporate leadership to early warnings of the
threat was that of absolutedifference or denial, andpn occasions, confrontational
(Dickinson, 2004; Fig, 2005). Responses undeld summary dismissals, or threats of
summarily dismissing HIV-positive workers, dapre-employment screening. A major cause
of this poor corporate response wase thil-informed assumption that the disease
predominantly affected an easily replaceabiskilled black labour force (Dickinson, 2004).
In sum, while corporate SA failed to makeyaserious efforts to care for its affected
workforce, or reduce the s@@ of the AIDS virus among itworkers, government inaction
proved to be an effective shield against oogpe failings. Crucially, this afforded SA
corporations the opportunity to avoid greater public scrutiny and criticism, and hence a loss
of legitimacy (Dickinson & Stevens, 2005).

After close to a decade of central government inaction and corporate inertia (except for a few
mining companies), the adverse effects oD&] particularly on national and corporate
productivity and profitability, became more &eyMitchell & Hill, 2009). Nationally, the
negative effects of the AIDS pdemic manifested in a numbef ways; annual GDP fell as
active labour force numbers fell (Barakoagt 2010), tax revenuesrsink while healthcare
costs increased substantially (Du Bruyn, 2008} average life expectancy was drastically
shortened (CIA Factbook, 2011). Corporate SAsvadso affected by the AIDS epidemic
through a variety of channels, including inced absenteeism leading to lower productivity
and high incidences of labour turnover, résgl in the loss of sked labour and thus
increased costs of recruitment and trainf@gckinson, 2004; Du Bruyn, 2008). These effects
did not only contributed directly to the erosiof the competitiveness of SA companies, but
also impacted negatively on their profitatyiliand sustainabilityFig, 2005; Rampersad,
2010).

As a result, the ANC government was galvanisgd developing more substantive measures
to combat the spread of the virus (Dickinson, 2004; Fig, 2005). First, and in 2003, the
government dropped its long-held positiondeinying the link between the AIDS virus and
the syndrome (Dickinson, 2004) and agreed to a national roll-outtioéteaviral therapy
(ART) and drugs to provide treatment for thasfected with the virus (Fig, 2005). Second,
and to ascertain the levels of prevalence, government sponsored a number of national
surveys, including household and antendtdV prevalence surveys, and encouraged
companies to assess their own levels advalence. Third, it stregthened a number of
employment laws and regulations to praveorporations from discriminating against
HIV/AIDS positive workers (Mahajan et al007). Fourth, the government embarked on
aggressive nationwide education and awassercreation, including encouraging preventive

11



campaigns and greater voluntary testing eodnselling (Dickinson, 2004; Fig, 2005). This
degree of commitment to the issue is ra#ecin the government’'strategic plans (SA
Department of Health, 2007), which set out a nendf ambitious targets, eventually leading
to some positive outputs (SA Department of Health, 2010).

By showing leadership and action, the governrappeared to have also conveyed a sense of
urgency to the corporate sectSeveral SA companies aunced the adoption of a number
of workplace voluntary counselling and tegtiprogrammes aimed #teating, as well as
combating the spread of the virus (Mahagdral., 2007). In additin, a number of voluntary
initiatives to facilitate a structured corpaaesponse were introduced. For example, the SA
Business Coalition on HIV/AIDSSABCOHA) was formed tdead a national corporate
response by aggressively encouraging thplementation of workplace programmes (Fig,
2005; Rampersad, 2010). Similarly, corporateegnance reforms mainly instigated by the
SA Institute of Directors ir2002 (King II) (10D, 2002) incorporated a requirement for SA
companies to engage in comprehensive HIV/AIDS reporting. Crucially, King Il
recommended that SA companies should voligteomply with the 2003 GRI guidelines on
HIV/AIDS. The latter provides 16 compreheres ‘performance indicators’, which are
considered to be of interest across the espectrum of public intest (including financial
and social concerns), although the majority @ ithdicators in fact relate to workplace and
workers’ issues (see Appendix). The develepimof the 2003 GRI gdelines was mainly
informed by the South African experien@nd the input of localstakeholders was
instrumental in desidng the guidelines.

The guidelines’ stated objective was to encoeragtandardised, but incremental, approach
to reporting and to enable stakeholders to berark the level of cograte response to the
epidemic. At the same time, the development of these guidelines was motivated by concerns
that some companies were less cognisanbofvere denying, the potential impact of the
disease in their workplace (GRI, 2003: 5). Atenesting comment in the document alludes to
possible instances of symbolic managemenng¢ealing information, deflecting attention and
providing partial accounts) in qoorate reports; namely that,
“Current information regarding action on HMMDS is inconsistent and incomplete,
even among large corporations whichpoet adequately on otheareas of their
activities, such as health and safefyractices. Case studies profile various
interventions by the business community,iyieirmation is not comprehensive... This
absence of reliable informain feeds into a “wd#and-see” culture, when what is
widely acknowledged as neededisearly and systematic respong&RI, 2003: 5).

Nonetheless, the business response has notdmeentirely positive one. Although there had
been numerous discussions to include HIV/Al@Borting as part of thlisting requirements,
the Johannesburg Stock Exchange (JSE) audwritecided not to press ahead with this
decision on the grounds that the reliabilitysofch information was uncertain and that the
sensitive nature of the information could be wrongly irmeted (Lawrence & Samkin, 2005).
Mahajan et al. (2007: 58) also suggested #mhe companies wereluctant to provide
unbiased information, which may reveal s@wsiaspects of their business and which may
prompt a negative press from the media and sogdiety. The above contextual developments
underline the role played by the business seaottite HIV/AIDS crisis. However, it remains
to be seen whether corporate SEA practices e tadlected these substantive expectations.

5. Data and Methods
5.1. Data
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We selected 75 companies listed on the JSEchmivere drawn from five economic sectors:
basic materials; consumer goods; consumerices; industrials; and technology/telecoms.
We selected the largest 15 firms from eactiustry based on market capitalisation, and
overall the selected companies represented @D#he JSE’s markeatapitalisation. The 525
annual and 62 sustainabilityp@rts were collected for tHemancial periods 2003 to 2009. To
ensure accuracy in the longitudinal analysie included only companies listed throughout
this period, whose annual reportere available for each year.

5.2. Method

We adopt a content analysis procedure fovam, 2000; Hooks & Van Staden, 2011) since it
provides researchers with a systematic agghoof codifying and elssifying large amounts

of unstructured texts. This codification andasdification is appropriate when there is an
interest in the way the message is being cpedeand when the volume of material to be
analysed is relatively large. A systematic and consistent assessment of the disclosures allows
the researcher(s) to highligipatterns of disclosures andiyachanges over time. In this
respect, all instances whetldlV/AIDS’ was mentioned werescrutinised and ‘coded’ in

terms of the following three ‘measures’

(a) Volume of disclosure: We use the numbewofds to measure the level of attention given
by each company (in each year) to the HIV/AlIDfeme in the annual report and in the
sustainability reports (where applicable)th®ugh the use of word counts does have some
limitations (Hackston & Milne, 1996; Unerma2Q00), it provides a simple and sufficiently
robust reflection of a company’s interest imdachanges thereof to) a specific social issue
(Campbell et al., 2006).

(b) ‘General’ quality dimension: Consistenith previous SEA stués (Hackston & Milne,
1996; Ratanajongkol et al., 2006), wlassify the HIV/AIDS dislosures of each company as
being either declarative, quantitative (nmonetary), monetary (financial) and/or a
combination theredf. As argued by De Villiers and/an Staden (2006), declarative
information is usually associated with geee and general statements of commitment
(‘symbolic management’), whilst the inclusiaf quantitative and/or monetary information
will be synonymous with quality (‘substanéivmanagement’) corporate response (Hooks &
Van Staden, 2011).

(c) A more specific measure of quality involvie® use of a disclosure index. Bouten et al.
(2011: 193-194) and Hooks and Van Staden (2Gkf@ue that the quality of information
refers to the comprehensiveness and degrepatiificity of the information, hence providing
the reader with a sense that no important @dpas been left undisclosed (Wallace & Naser,
1995). From the Appendix, we note that theseeetspare present inglHIV/AIDS reporting
guidelines in terms of both ogprehensiveness and degree of specificity. The guidelines
identify four generic themes (good goveroan measurement monitoring and evaluation,
workplace conditions and HIMMDS management, and depth/quality/sustainability of
programmes) and 16 main ‘indicators’ that camigs would be expesd to report on. We
adopt the 16 dimensions as the ‘basic’ codirggfrument and the HIV/AIDS disclosures are
scored on a binary basis (i.e.if b particular dimension is disclosed and 0 if not disclosed).
As contained in the lower section of the Apgdi, the 16 main dimensions are further broken

°Refer to Appendix 1 of Mahadeo et al. (2011) for the coding procedures applicable to deglaratietary
and quantitative (and combinations thereof) disclosures.
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down to 34 sub-dimensions, remod in a total of 50 dimensions, which we use to evaluate
the extent to which a company fexgyaged in substantive management.

6. Empirical Findings and Discussion

6.1. Extent of HIV/AIDS disclosure.

Our initial investigabn of the annual reports showsaththe proportion of companies
disclosing HIV/AIDS informatiordid not greatly fluctuate ovehe period. Eighty per cent of
companies provided disclosures in 2003 and gheslually increased to 91% in 2005. There
was subsequently a slight doward trend to 84% by 2009, whids consistent with Du
Bruyn and Venter’'s (2006) studyf the top 100 companies.ge 82% in 2003). In terms of
disclosure volume, Figure 2 shows the evolutsd word counts over ¢ghperiod of analysis.

INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

We observe a mean of 322 words in 2003, a hetabrease over thgeriod up to 2006 and a
subsequent declirte 312 words by 2004, To assess the relative importance attached to the
HIV/AIDS theme, we charted the health anfesadisclosures for our SA sample. Although
there was some fluctuation the word counts, there is arpward trend in the health and
safety disclosures in contrast to HIV/AIDSsdiosures. This pattewf disclosures suggests

that HIV/AIDS disclosures are the result of specific contextual influences that are not related
to the (broader) health and safety theme.

6.2. Evolution of disclosuregeneral qualitative dimension

Table 1 below shows the proportion of comjpanthat have adopted specific forms of
HIV/AIDS disclosures (declarative, monetarydaguantitative and combinations thereof) and
the changes occurring ovitre seven-year period.

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Initially, about half (520) of the surveyed companies used declarative statements in relation
to HIV/AIDS. In the majority of cases, tlempanies’ statements acknowledged the national
implications of the epidemic and the impaleése would have on society (e.g., employees,
customers and suppliers). the earlier periods, many of tle®mpanies’ disclosures were
principally ‘statements of intent’ or ‘commient’ signalling a corp@te awareness of the
issue and that future decisions/actions emerently being considered; which were then
followed up by more elaborate disclosures in sqbeat periods. This is akin to the symbolic
practice of initially espousing socially @ptable goals (Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990) and a
message of conformance to ideals (Suchrh@f5), which arguably would then be followed
by evidence of substantive management (Btaiommunications of #ons and activities).
Finally, there were a fair number of companiesorting to ‘boiler-plate’ statements (i.e.,
verbatim copies from previous annual repor@yerall, we can observe a decrease in the
percentage of companiesing declarative-only discloses to 25.3% in 2009, whilst an
increasing proportion of companies provide ditative information as well (from 18.7% in
2003 to 49.3% in 2009). In contrast, the proportof companies providing the full range of
information (declarative, monetary and qti@tive) remained low (about 9% for both 2003
and 2009), although there was a noticeable pe&kis proportion in 2006/2007 (17.3% and
18.7%, respectively).

9 The slight variations in the annual number of disclosing companies did not influence the trend outlined in
Figure 2.
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The gquantitative content included a wide range of data dealing with the scale of various
activities (e.g., number admployees trained as counselloi®yer the latter period of the
study, there was also an incrie@s use of ‘performance-rdkd’ data comparing actual
achievements to target achievements (e.@, ghevalence ratesnd proportion of staff
registered for VCT). In a few cases, these performance data provided the basis for a
discussion of the reasons why the target natsachieved (e.g., the stigma of HIV/AIDS).
Information relating to monetary/financial asggertlated principally tthe costs/liabilities of
various HIV/AIDS programmes funded by the company. In a small minority of cases,
information about the projected financial impa€the epidemic on the financial bottom line

was disclosed. Nonetheless, and irrespectivéhefrise and fall in the mean word counts
during the period, Table 1 indies a sustained qualitative change in the disclosures,
predominantly supported by the use of quatn#adata to support the disclosures. This
signals a change from symbolic-oriented disclosures towards substantive ones. However, we
need to consider to what extent these qualéachanges are in lineith the substantive
expectations set out by the 20B8RI indicators.

6.2. GRI indicators and scores
Table 2 contains the percentage of compatiias disclosed the relevant GRI indicator in
their annual and/or sushability reports.

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Several notable points can be made from Tablerstly, the level of adherence over time to
specific GRI requirements is noticeably low tela to the percentage of companies which
provided HIV/AIDS disclosures. For examptege proportion of companies disclosing their
HIV/AIDS policy was at nearly 60% in 2003; tresentually declined to 41% by 2009, but in
both years the percentage afmpanies providing HIV/AIDSlisclosures was, respectively,
80% and 84%. Secondly, andative to 2003 levels, some GRI items have increased at
varying degrees after seven yeaspecially in relation to aspects of monitoring (Indicator 4),
programme (Indicator 9), VCTIndicator 11), education (thcator 13) and healthcare
(Indicator 15). Thirdly, the proportion of oganies disclosing financial information
(Indicators 7, 8 and 10) has not materialhgreased except for a temporary and minor
increase in the percentage of companpesviding current cost data in 2006 (16%) -
consistent with the use of a symbolic stggt®f concealment. Fourthly, while relationships
with various stakeholders are viewed asiraportant element in addressing the HIV/AIDS
crisis, only a minority of companies explicithpecify their stakeholder(s) and the nature of
their interaction with them (Indicators 5, 5a and 5b).

Fifthly, two operational aspectelating to the prevention ofllV/AIDS (contraception:
Indicator 14) and support for affected employ@etirement and death benefits: Indicator 16)
have not been disclosed by many compamesept for minor increas in 2006. Finally, the

GRI ‘additional’ indicators geneltg show that ‘follow-on’ infamation is not often provided

in the disclosures. For instance, although congsaseem very keen to disclose that they
have adopted a particular poli@ypdicator 1), they are less inclined to mention whether the
policy was in line with relevant codes of practice. In summary, there appears to be a very
limited and selective engagement with thquieements of the GRI guidelines, which does

not indicate a high level of substantive mamaget. Although Table 2 provides a very useful
picture of adherence to the GRindividual indicators, itdoes not gauge the companies’
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overall level of substantivedaption of the GRI reporting guidegs. In Table 3, we provide
the descriptive statistics for the absolute G&ires (basic, additional and total scores).

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Based on the above findings, two main observatbamsbe made. Firstly, the mean scores are
consistent with our earlier mlence of very low levels oddoption of the GRI reporting
guidelines. The highest mean scores wer20i06, but these still represented only 39% of the
basic score (16), and 22.5%tbe total score (50). Although it ght be unrealistic to expect

a 100% adherence to a set of voluntary indisatib is noteworthy that initial improvements

in the basic scores were notstined over our longer period ahalysis. Our results clearly
show that companies did not comprehensivaetg specifically engage with the disclosure
framework (Bouten et al., 2011). This, by exiensconveys the message that companies are
not adopting a substantive management straaeglythis challenges the very purpose of the
2003 GRI guidelines. Secondly, the evolution of sheres shows a similgattern to that of
the word count disclosures (Figure 2); namaly,increase in the scores from 2003 to 2006
and a slight decline thereafterWe now consider these restittsrelation to our analytical
framework, and as informed by the SA context. Since there is clear evidence of different
reporting patterns over two periods (2003 2006/7 and 2006/7 to 2009), we split our
analysis in line with tese two time periods.

6.3. First period (2003 to 2006/7): from the symbdtdiche substantive to gain legitimacy

As discussed in Section 4, it has been wedlutioented that the SA response to HIV/AIDS
has been slow, inadequate and patchy, botogiorate and government levels. Dickinson
(2004) and Fig (2005) both argued that camips improved their legitimacy during the
initial post-apartheid period bsupporting the public outcry amst government inaction -
whilst being relatively slow at dealing with workplace infections. However, following
changes in government policy from 2003 anddeepening of the HIV/AIDS crisis since the
start of the 2000s, we argue that 2003 is w kear in signalling the end of ambiguous
messages from the state (Dickinson & Stev@085: 291), thereby camtuting to a gradual
change in societal attitudetowards HIV/AIDS. Theoretidy, the pursuit of (moral)
legitimacy relies on the identification of socialues and norms th#ite organisation wants
to demonstrate congruence with. Prior to 20Bowever, and in thease of HIV/AIDS,
societal norms, values and opinions appednaee been quite dided over the causes and
consequences of HIV/AIDS, aeeflected in widespread reports of stigma, denial and
discrimination (Dickinson, 2004).

In this regard, symbolic-led managemempears to have been the initial strategy for
companies as they sought to make politicahgdy demonstrating aaffiliation to concerns
expressed by the public over tlaek of government action, whilgt the same time avoiding
the moral and practical issues of dealiwigh the crisis. To a large extent, 2003 is
representative of this setof affairs as over 50% ofompanies adopted declarative
disclosures to express an acknowledgment ef rhtional crisis. In addition, there is a
relatively high proportion of companies (ovefbpdisclosing information on policy, strategy,
programme and education in 2003 (Table 2pnfrra structural and procedural legitimacy
standpoint, we surmise that declarative-onfgiimation on these aspects emphasises the fact

Ywe also find reporting differences across economic sectors with the basic materials/mining sewdhba
highest volume of disclosures compared to other sedtiorsetheless, we can still observe a general pattern of
higher disclosures/scores from 2003 and declining levels from 2006/2007. Thus, we focus our analigsis on th
broader pattern.
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that corporate structures asdcially accepted procedures (e.g., a policy) have been adopted
to demonstrate that the organisation is makimggod effort to achieve valued ends (Suchman,
1995: 580), although detailed information/oup@$uch as quantitative assessments) about
these ends are not provided. In the early stafjadegitimation response to a crisis, symbolic
disclosures can thus mwibute to redefineneans(e.g., policies and practices) asds(i.e.,
concrete achievements). For instance, generalerafes to the fact that a strategy (Indicator
2) and educational programmes (Indicator A&8ye been set up are regularly made, but the
details of the strategy (IndicatoRa & 2b) and the nature thfe programmes (Indicators 13a
& 13b) are comparatively less disclosed. Irrgllal, the same pattern of symbolic-led
disclosures observed in 2003 could be relatethe notion of dispositional legitimacy. The
main constituents (employees and represetaunions) affected byhe epidemic might
expect a reaction to the unfolding crisis thaid ‘match’ with the companies’ public stand
to ally themselves with il society and trael unions against government inaction.

Post-2003, the companies were faced with a nootgerent set of expectations, with the
government now ‘on board’. By relying on thencept of stakeholder salience, our analysis
is that stakeholders, such as the govemimand employees/unions might have been
nominally powerful in the SAcontext (De Villiers & VanStaden, 2006), but that their
demands were not considered legitimate (¢hg.,scepticism of politicdeaders towards the
cause/treatment of HIV/AIDS)na the priority attributed téhe crisis was not high on the
corporate agenda (e.g., seen as only affgcblack unskilled wor&rs). Thereafter, the
salience of HIV/AIDS-affected stakeholderssaenhanced; their demands became legitimate,
and the crisis was perceived asclear danger to the countrin fact, the interventions
contained within the King Il report and thecreased involvements of SABCOHA were
strong indicators that a ahge in orientation was requiréBickinson & Stevens, 2005). The
above-mentioned pressures translated into an increase in the disclosures, reflecting
substantive features, such agraater use of quantitative andfapnetary information in the
disclosures (combined propamti of companies increasingofn 28% in 2003 to 56% in
2006). In terms of the GRI guiliges, companies adopted a pyliaf selective compliance,
but at the same time there has been a qgtiaitehange in the disclosures. Notably, the
proportion of companies disclosing how VMAIDS-related activities are monitored
(Indicator 4) almost doubled from 24% 46.7%. Information on programmes (Indicators 9
& 9a) has increased (77.3% and 41.3%, respectively, in 2005/2006). A similar pattern also
applies to education (Indicas 13 and 13a) and healtdare (Indicators 15 and 15a in
2006/2007).

We interpret the above changes as being consigtiéh a shift towards a form of substantive
management in the disclosures by a largegp@non of the surveyed companies. From a
pragmatic legitimacy perspective, the disctesuhave shifted from showing a rhetorical
disposition to stakeholders to reflectingetlactual ‘exchanges’ theorporate sector is
‘providing’ to stakeholders. By 2006/2007, tB&A disclosures thus conveyed the message
that companies are actively acknowledging theterests of their constituents (mainly
employees and government), thereby seekinggdm influence legitimacy. In addition,
evidence (from the GRI scores)tahgible support in the form of training, VCT programmes
and employee support (Indicator 12) became marmiprent and can be linked to attempts at
deriving exchange legitimacy, where support froomstituents would arise as a result of the
companies upholding their ‘end of the bargain’. Tinisve to substantivdisclosures is also
reflective of Ashford and Gibbs’ (1990: 1823sartion that as the expectations from each
constituency (government and unions) becomeenmmnsistent with each other, then it is
more likely that an organisatiomill adopt a substantive managent strategy. In the case of
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HIV/AIDs, the government’s decision toagy its opposition to the accepted causes/remedies

of the epidemic enabled it to take a centeadership/coordination role dealing with the

health crisis. In turn, managers and companies, perceiving this change of circumstances,
responded with a greater use of subtbt@ management and disclosures.

Furthermore, while a shift to substantivesaosures can best serve the accountability
demands of specific constituents and contributes to the gaining of pragmatic legitimacy, there
are also ‘positive’ consequences for the organisation’s moral legitimacy. Declarative
disclosures have been supptarted by quantitative information, which expressed the scale
of the activities and organianal performance. This suggle that the organisation is
communicating a range of social outputs to coreyextent to which it is deeply committed

to and affiliated with the social objective of addressing the HIV/AIDS epidemic. Such
behaviour can be linked to consequential letpity because a tendency to provide numerical
outcomes demonstrates that a profit-seekiogppany is generating both financial and non-
financial outputs for all stakeholders.

In addition, when he explaidghe implications of consequigad legitimacy, Suchman (1995:
580) suggested that organisations may favoypudstthat are inherently difficult to measure
due to ambiguities in defining such outputs. On the contrary, our findings suggest that
companies favour the disclosure of simplatputs that can easily convey a societal
contribution. For example, the GRI guidelinegjuire more detailed assumptions to support
the disclosure of preence rates, the HIV/AIDS-asso@dt costs, and budget allocations
(Indicators 6, 7, 8 and 10). Notwithstandimgher symbolic-led motivations that may
preclude the disclosure of these specific ¢atbrs (see below), we would argue that the
relatively low level of disclosure for some thfese items may be explained by a managerial
perception that the outputs are too ‘ambiguouserisure that consequential legitimacy will
be gained as a result ofeih disclosure. Moreyenerally, this may explain why companies
may avoid external models of social reportimdhich requires the disclosure of numerical
outputs that are based on a number of complex assumptions.

We conclude this section by considering theeaafsspecific GRI indicators (Indicators 3, 7, 8,

10, and 16 associated with financial/risk elemkgthiat appear to have been generally ignored

by the vast majority of companies. Whilst we find that many companies tend to vaguely
acknowledge that HIV/AIDS will have an impaan their economic performance, they have

not provided detailed assessrgeaf this likely impact. Lawrence and Samkin (2005) and Du
Bruyn (2008) asserted that thaébsence of disclosure cdube related to the negative
consequences for the market if inaccurate or confidential information was to be released. In
addition, and as suggested by O’Donovan (2002) and Mahajan et al. (2007), a symbolic
strategy of concealment of financial infornwatimay be appropriate to avoid any criticism
from certain constituents that the compangas sufficiently contributig (in financial terms)

to their ‘cause’.

6.4. Second period (2006/7 ®009): mix of symbolic andubstantive management to
maintain legitimacy

The gradual decline in SEA disclosures poi&@0an be observed in terms of word counts
(Figure 2) and specific GRI indicators (Talde Specifically, the proportion of companies
disclosing on policy, strategy and education igatbrs 1, 2 and 13) has decreased and, to a
lesser extent, for items associated with staldgrs, prevalence rates, and support (Indicators
5, 6 and 12). At the same time, the nature oA 85closures has contied to change from a
declarative form to mainly a combination @dliarative and quantitative disclosures (Table 1).
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This suggests a change in the mix of sulista and symbolic management, with less
emphasis on substantive content since a decli@Rhadherence is associated with a lack of
completeness and specificity. Hence, compamereasingly used quantitative information,
but the latter mostly related td hocmeasures and simple nungai outputs that are not
recommended by the GRI guidelines. This camdb&ted to two contextual changes. Firstly,
the recent country progress report by the BApartment of Health (2010) reveals a
stabilisation of national prewvatce, infection and death rat&econdly, since 2003, there has
been a steady increase in government resouoctackle the diseas@ot only in terms of
coordinating and assessing prevale/infection rates, but also terms of providing ART.
From a pragmatic legitimacy and a stakeholkkdience perspective (Mitchell et al., 1997),
we would argue that these events reflect actolu in the ‘urgency’ of the crisis from the
point of view of the company, resulting insepressures and demands for exchanges with
directly affected stakeholders (employeeByom a moral legitimacy perspective, the
stabilisation of the prevalencetea and the increasing visibilibf the government as the lead
provider of health services imply that soaletoncerns about theorporate response to
HIV/AIDS have diminished. Hence, the lomveolume of disclosure (and reduction in GRI
scores) may result from a corporate re-assessment of the social and/or stakeholder attitudes
towards the contribution of busisses in dealing with the HIXIDS crisis (De Villiers &

Van Staden, 2006).

Furthermore, and as stated by SuchniE9%: 600) and Ashforth and Gibbs (1990: 183),
there are different reporting strategies theg¢ applicable when eompany moves from a
position ofgaining legitimacy to one ofmaintaininglegitimacy. Whilst De Villiers and Van
Staden (2006) conclude that less specific/more general disclosures are appropriate for
maintaining legitimacy, we observe that information on specific HIV/AIDS activities
dominate disclosures in thetda years; and at the samendi the proportion of companies
providing general disclosures.dge policy and strategy) appeaosbe declining. Our findings

are consistent with Ashfortland Gibbs’ (1990) view thabrganisations can rely on a
‘routinised’ mix of symbolic and substantive management to maintain legitimacy. The
disclosures will emphasise..on-going role performance andmsypolic assurances that all is
well...” (Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990: 183). Over time, hever, and as organisational legitimacy
becomes taken for granted, the same disclosures strategies can become ritualistic and
eventually devoid of substantive meaningyX Woodward, 2004). Heever, our argument

is that the stage of ‘maintaining legitimacy’ does still imply a combination of substantive and
symbolic disclosures, but there is an expémtathat in the mediunto long term, symbolic
disclosures will take predominance until a newisror event challenges the status quo and
‘displaces’ the form and content of (or remoaétegether) existing HIV/AIDS disclosures.

7. Summary and Conclusion

To date, there remains a significant majority of SEA studies, which seek to analyse disclosure
patterns from a legitimacy perspective, libére has been little attempt to assess how
particular patterns of SEA disdores: (i) lead to which tygeynamic) of legitimacy; and (ii)
reflect particular legitimation strategies (symbolic/substantive). Therefore, the main objective
of this paper has been to contribute to litexature by developing amterpretive scheme,
which combines Suchman’s (1995) dynamics gftimacy and the concept of symbolic and
substantive management proposed by Ashfariti Gibbs (1990) to examine how and why
corporations rely on specific fims of SEA disclosures. Ouowmtention is that managers will
adopt a varying combination of symbolic and sabgve disclosures thas consistent with

the type of legitimacy being sought. In thigaed, disclosures which reflect an ‘offering of
incomplete accounts’ and the practice of concealing information are - in our view -
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mainstream strategies of symbolic managemehich explains why they appear to persist in
annual/social reports.

In addition to developing a framework for interpreting SEA disclosures generally, our study
makes a number of specific contributions te tkxtant literature. First, drawing from a
detailed analysis of HIV/AIDS reportingp SA over the perio2003-2009, our analysis
suggests that a combination of symbolic aubstantive management appears to be the
modus operandiof companies’ social communicati process insofar as the HIV/AIDS
theme is concerned. Whilst there has baenormative expectation that companies will
communicate their social responsibility irsabstantive manner (agt out by the 2003 GRI
guidelines), the evidence over the seven-ypariod of analysis suggests insufficient
adherence to the requirement for compreivenand comparable information. The content
analysis also shows that an increasingpprtion of companies have been including
guantitative information together with theitially declarative-ony disclosures. Although,
however, the nature of the quantitative expemta of the GRI guidelines does not generally
correspond with the more detailed expaotes of the GRI guidenes, the observed
disclosure strategies appeargly consistent with our intergtive framework. That is, our
evidence mainly reflects a switch from symbadéd SEA disclosures to a mix of symbolic
and substantive disclosures.

Further, the critical nature of the panderaid the change in government attitudes towards
the causes of HIV/AIDs compelled companiesaspond more coherently and substantively
to the urgent expectations thfeir staff, the government andcsety in general. As a result,
SEA disclosures evolved as a means to pursualraod pragmatic legitimacy, firstly from a
procedural, structural and disgti@nal standpoint, and then &hieving influence, exchange
and consequential legitimacy. Subsequerglychange in the mix of disclosures (to a
routinised mix of substantivend symbolic) occurred when orgaations assessed that social
concerns have changed (towatle role of companies in dealing with the crisis) and that the
relevant stakeholders have become less salisna result of changes in circumstances
(Mitchell et al., 1997). Thus, this pattern dfsclosures ensured that companies could
maintain their pragmatic and moral legitimadverall, this empirical illustration lends
credence to our proposed interpretive framevesrét we argue that it can be applied to more
mainstream SEA themes, such as environment and community support.

Second, we consider the broader policy iwgtions of our findings for the GRI. Our
evidence suggests that the GRI guidelines ma¢deen adopted in@mprehensive fashion
to meet the stated objectives of completeness, comparability and transparency. Belal and
Owen (2007) argued that international modedssocial reporting gemally fail to bring
substantive action because thedwls do not take into accduncal needsrad expectations.

In our case, the GRI guidelines were specificdllafted and tested in SA with the input of
local stakeholders, yet evidence of substardntéon was at best piecewl. The recent study
by Bouten et al. (2011) alseported a very low level of GRI adoption. We argue that
attempts to mandate/standardise social regpdan potentially resulh companies adopting
the model primarily as a way to fit theiresgpfic legitimating agenda. Hence, we would
caution against the developmentrobre ‘best practice’ sociakporting models to address
the lack of comprehensive and comparablelassee, since it is likely that companies will
implement such models on a symbolic ohast, on substantive/symbolic basis.

Finally, there are a number of limitationshich should be acknowledged. Firstly, our
analyses have not considered other formsooporate communicatiorteat have developed
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over time, such as website information, but w@ntend that the pvision of detailed
HIV/AIDS information via othe media (e.g., online reporting) it a systematic practice
across our sample of companies. Also, our intention was to consider the implications of the
GRI reporting guidelines, which required thiedicators to be disclosed in the
annual/sustainability reports. Secondly, and gitlee very endemic nature of HIV/AIDS in
SA, we acknowledge that there might be diffiedtin generalising owmpirical findings to
other countries and in relation to other tieapidemics. However, our findings arguably
provide insights on how companiesad with health crises, and may inform future attempts at
developing standardised forms of reportiog such social themes. Furthermore, the
application of the analytical framework cduincorporate interview-based (managers and
other stakeholders) research, which arguabight be very usefuin ascertaining and
supporting the links between legitimacy dynanans the resulting disclosure strategies.

Acknowledgements

We thank the guest editors and anonymoagewers for their guidance and insightful
comments. We would also like to thank Madgata Kordek for hersaistance in the data
collection and Sophie N'Jai for proof-readitige paper. Finally, Glins Ntim acknowledges
financial support from the Aberystwytlschool of Management and Business and
Aberystwyth University research funds.

21



References

Ashforth, B. E., & Gibbs, B. W. (1990). Thimuble-edge of organitianal legitimation. Organization
Sciencel(2), 177-193.

Barako, D. G., Taplin, R. H., & Brown, A. M. (2010). HIV/AIDS information by African companies:
An empirical analysisJournal of Asian and African Studjet5(4), 387-405.

Barnett, T., & Whiteside, A. (2002).1BS in the twenty-first century: Disease and globalisation.
London: Palgrave-Macmillan.

Belal, A. R. (2001). A study of corporate social disclosures in Bangladidshagerial Auditing
Journal 16(5), 274-289.

Belal, A. R., & Owen, D. (2007). The views of corporate managers on the current state of, and future
prospects for, social reporting in Bangladesh: An engagement-based/Atadunting, Auditing
and Accountability Journal0(3), 472-494.

Bouten, L., Everaert, P., Van Liedekerke, L., & De Moor, L. (2011). Corporate social responsibility
reporting: A comprehensive pictur@ecounting Forum35(3), 187-204.

Cahan, S. F., & Van Staden, C. J. (2009). Blacknomic empowerment, legitimacy and the value
added statement: Evidence from post-apartheid South Afrazamunting and Finangel9, 37-58.

Campbell, D., Craven, B., & Shrives, P. (2003). Voluntary social reporting in three FTSE sectors: A
comment on perception and legitimaéccounting, Auditing and Accountability Journab(4),
558-581.

Campbell, D., Moore, G., & Shrives, P. (2006).0€3-sectional effects inommunity disclosure.
Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journa®(1), 96-114.

Campbell, D. J. (2000). Legitimacy theory or mgewal reality construction? Corporate social
disclosure in Marks and Spencer Plc annual corporate reports, 1969A@®ninting Forum
24(1), 80-100.

Campbell, J. L. (2007). Why would corporatiofiehave in Socially responsible ways? An
institutional theory of corporate social responsibilfy.ademy of Management Revje82, 946—

967.

Chen, J. C., & Roberts, R. W. (2010). Towarchare coherent undersiding of the organization—
society relationship: A theoretical considepatifor social and environmental accounting research

Journal of Business Ethic97(4), 651-665.

CIA Factbook (2011).List of countries by HNAIDS adult prevalence rateAvailable at:
http://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbopkccessed: "8 February 2011).

Day, R., & Woodward, T. (2004). Disclosure of information about employees in the directors’ report
of UK published financial statemtsn Substantive or symboliécounting Forum28, 43-59.

De Villiers, C., & Van Staden, C. J. (2006). Cass environmental disclosure have a legitimising
effect? Evidence from AfricaAccounting, Organizations and Sociedyt, 763-781.

Dickinson, D. (2004). Corporate South Africa’s Response to HIV/AIDS: Why so Slowhal of
Southern African Studie80(3), 627-650.

Dickinson, D., & Stevens, M. (2005). Understarglihe response of large South African companies
to HIV/AIDS. Journal of Social Aspects of HIV/AIDZE?2), 286-295.

Dowling, J., & Pfeffer, J. (1975). Organizational legitimacy: Social values and organizational
behaviourPacific Sociological Reviewl8(1), 122-136.

Du Bruyn, R. (2008). A proposed reporting framework for HIV/AIDS disclosure by listed South
African companiesMeditari Accountancy Research6(1), 59-78.

Du Bruyn, R., & Venter, J. M. P. (2006). An analysis of the impact of King Il on HIV/AIDS
disclosure in annual reporSouthern Africa Business Revijel®(1), 1-16.

Fig, D. (2005). Manufacturing Amnesia: @orate social responsibility in South Afridaternational
Affairs, 3, 599-617.

Freeman, R. E. (1984%trategic management: A stakeholder appro&dmbridge: Pitman.

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) (2003Reporting guidance on HIV/AID3wvailable at:
http://www.globalreporting.org/LearningAndSupp&@RIPublications/ResearchPublications/Other
ResearchPublications.htm#HivAi¢accessed: '8 May 2010).

22



Gray, R., Kouhy, R., & Lavers, S. (1995). Corporate social and environmental reporting: A review of
the literature and a longitudinal study of UK disclosusecounting, Auditing and Accountability
Journal 8(2), 47-77.

Guthrie, J., & Parker, L. D. (1989). Corporatecial reporting: A rebuttal of legitimacy theory.
Accounting and Business Researt®(76), 343-352.

Hackston, D., & Milne, M. J. (1996). Some deterarits of social and environmental disclosures in
New Zealand companie&ccounting, Auditing and Accountability Journ@(1), 77-108.

Hooks, J., & Van Staden, C. (2011). Evaluating environmental disclosures: The relationship between
quality and extent measur&itish Accounting Reviewt3(3), 200-213.

Hybels, R. C. (1995). On legitimacy, legitimation, and organizations: A critical review and integrative
theoretical modelAcademy of Management Journ241-245.

Institute of Directors (I0OD) in Southern Africa (200K)jng report on corporate governance in South
Africa. Johannesburg: 10D.

Islam, M. A., & Deegan, C. (2008). Motivations fan organization within a developing country to
report social responsibility information: Evidence from Bangladésitounting, Auditing and
Accountability Journal21(6), 850-874.

Laughlin, R. (1990). A model of financiaccountability and the Church of Englariéinancial
Accountability and Managemerg(2), 93-114.

Lawrence, S., & Samkin, G. (2005). A challenge to corporate social reporting: The HIV/AIDS
epidemic in South AfricaAdvances in Public Interest Accountjrid., 97-116.

Lindblom, C.K. (1994). The implications of ganizational legitimacy for corporate social
performance and disclosureroceedings of the Critical Perspectives on Accounting Conference
New York.

Mahadeo, J. D., Oogarah-Hanuman, V., & Soobaroyen T. (2011). Changes in social and
environmental reporting practices in an egieg economy (2004 to 2007): Exploring the
relevance of stakeholder and legitimacy theodesounting Forum35(3), 158-175.

Mahajan, A. P., Colvin, M., Rudatsikira, J. &ED. (2007). An overview of HIV/AIDS workplace
policies and programmes in South AfriédDS, 21(3), 31-39.

Maurer, J. G. (1971)Readings in organization theory: Open systems approaddew York:
Random-House.

Merkl-Davies, D. M., & Brennan, N. B. (20114. conceptual frameworkf impression management:
New insights from psychology, sociology and critical perspectidesounting and Business
Research41(5), 415-437.

Mitchell, C. G., & Hill, T. (2009). Corporate social and environmental reporting and the impact of
internal environmental policy in South Afric@orporate Social Responsibility and Environmental
Management16, 48-60.

Mitchell, R. K., Agle, B. R., & Wood, D. J. (1997)owards a theory of stakeholder identification and
salience: Defining the principle of who and what really coulntedemy of Management Revjew
22(4), 853-886.

Mobus, J. L. (2005). Mandatory environmerdeiclosures in a legitimacy theory Contektcounting,
Auditing and Accountability Journal8(4), 492-517.

Neu, D., Warsame, H., & Pedwell, K. (1998Yanaging public impressions: Environmental
disclosures in annual reporfsccounting, Organizations and Socie?3(3), 265-282.

Newson, M., & Deegan, C. (2002). Global expeotadi and their association with corporate social
disclosure practices in Australia, Singapore, and South Koreanational Journal of Accounting
37, 183-213.

O’Donovan, G. (2002). Environmental disclosunreghe annual report: extending the applicability
and predictive power of legitimacy theoAccounting, Auditing @d Accountability Journall5(3),
344-371.

Parker, L. D. (2005). Social and environmematountability research: A view from the commentary
box. Accounting, Auditing anficcountability Journgl18(6), 842-860.

Rampersad, R. (2010). An assessment of com@uaternance and HIV/AIDS in the South African
corporate sectoAfrican Journal of Business Managemef(tL1), 2269-2276.

Ratanajongkol, S., Davey, H., & Low, M. (2006). @orate social reporting in Thailand: The news is
all good and increasinQualitative Research in Accounting and Manageme(it), 67-83.

23



SA Department of Health (2007{IV & AIDS and STI strategic plan 2007-2011Available at
http://www.info.gov.za/otherdrs/2007/aidsplan2007/index.hti#ccessed: ¢ July 2011)

SA Department of Health (201@Jountry progress report on the declaration of commitment on
HIV/AIDS. Available at
http://www.unaids.org/en/dataanalysis/monitoringcountryprogress/2010progressreportssubmittedb
ycountries/(Accessed: *l December 2010)

Spence, C. (2007). Social and environmental and hegemonic discAacseinting, Auditing and
Accountability Journal20(6), 855-882.

Suchman, M. C. (1995). Managing legitima@trategic and institutional approachésademy of
Management Reviewg0(3), 571-606.

Tilling, M. V., & Tilt, C. A. (2010). The edge of legitimacy: Voluntary social and environmental
reporting in Rothmans’ 1956-1999 annual repoAscounting, Auditing and Accountability
Journal 23(1), 55-81.

UNAIDS (2010).UNAIDS Report on Global AIDS Epidemivailable at
http://www.unaids.org/globegport/Global_report.htriAccessed: 8 December 2010).

Unerman, J. (2000). Methodological issues: Reflections on quantification in corporate social reporting
content analysisdccounting, Auditing anéiccountability Journgl13(5), 667—681.

Vuontisjarvi, T. (2006). Corporate social reporting in the European context and human resource
disclosures: An analysis of Finnish companigsirnal of Business Ethic69, 331-354.

Wallace, R. S. O., & Naser, K. (1995). Firm specific determinants of the comprehensiveness of
mandatory disclosure in the corporate annual repdifisms listed on the stock exchange of Hong
Kong.Journal of Accounting and Public Polic¥4(4), 311-368.

Woodward, D. G., Edwards, P. & Birkin, F.996). Organizational legitimacy and stakeholder
information provisionBritish Journal of Management, 329-347.

24



SEA as a Means of Legitimation
(Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990)

Symbolic Managemest——>

Substantive Managemer

For example, SEA will:

e deny and/or, conceal .
o deflect attention
e be declarative in nature .

¢ be general/minimal in nature

e emphasise good news

¢ be rhetorical in nature

 offer incomplete accounts

o offer accounts of ‘excuses’ to justify
a lack of action

o redefine ends and means after the
event

e project ceremoniatonformity with
accepted models of reporting

For example, SEA will:

provide complete and
comprehensive information
incorporate detailed
communications of social
actions and activities,
provide quantitative measure
of social performance to
enable comparisons
provide complete and update
information, even if it is less
favourable to the organisatio
comprehensively adopt
accepted models of social
disclosure (actual conformity
provide financial evaluations
of social actions

—

o

>
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Figure 1: Links Between SEA as a Meanef Legitimation and Dynamics of
Legitimacy

25



Figure 2: HIV/AIDS Disclosures (2003 - 2009)
800.00
700.00
600.00 /\'/,/\.
= 500.00
=
S / .
= 400.00
=
300.00 —
200.00
100.00
i 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
—e—Meanword count 321.87 | 315.72 | 387.03 | 410.80 | 387.63 | 365.85 | 312.16
—m— Mean word count health and
safety (excl. HIV/AIDS) 248 319 603 525 588 677 630

Table 1 - Classification of HV/AIDS Disclosures (2003-2009)

Expressed in % of surve)

yed companies (n =75)

Disclosure 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
category

Declarative only| 52.0 44.0 42.7 34.7 37.3 32.0 25.3
Declarative and | 0.0 2.7 1.3 0.0 1.3 2.7 1.3
monetary

Declarative, 9.3 12.0 13.3 17.3 18.7 10.7 9.3
monetary and

guantitative

Declarative and | 18.7 26.7 33.3 38.7 33.3 42.7 49.3
guantitative
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Table 2 - Percentage of Surveyed Companies Piiding GRI Basic Indicators and Additional

(n=75) Indicators (Al) (2003-2009

GRI Iltem 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2004
Indicator

1. Policy 58.7 48.0 53.3 54.7 53.8 467 4]
Al a 13.3 13.3 12.0 13.8 9.8 9)3 5
Al b 9.3 16.0 20.0 20.0 17.8 147 6
2. Strategy 54.7 62.7 62.7 62.7 64.0 560 !
Al a 26.7 34.7 34.7 36.0 32,0 30\7 25
Al b 8.0 8.0 9.3 8.0 9.3 2.Y 4,
3.Contingency 5.3 5.3 4.0 4.0 4.( 2.7 2.
Al a 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 1
Al b 1.3 2.7 1.3 2.7 1.3 0.0 0,
4. Monitoring 24.0 40.0 41.3 46.7 498 467 44
Al a 10.7 18.7 28.( 30.7Y 36.0 32|10 34
Alb 2.7 1.3 4.0 4.0 4.( 2.y 2.
5. Stakeholder 22.7 33.3 32.0 36 34.7 29,3 25
Al a 18.7 30.7 28.0 33.38 333 253 27
Al b 8.0 18.7 12.0 9.3 17.3 12,0 13
6. Prevalence 16.0 24.0 26.7 37.3 33.8 33|3 37
Al a 10.7 20.0 18.7 22.7 20,0 20,0 24
Al b 4.0 8.0 2.7 4.0 4.( 2.Y 1.
7. Current costs 9.3 13.3 12.0 16.0 14.7 13)3 10
Al a 1.3 2.7 1.3 4.0 5.3 4.0 1
Al b 2.7 2.7 1.3 2.7 1.3 1.3 2.
8. Future costs 6.7 9.3 4.0 5.3 6.7 0.0 1,
Al a 1.3 4.0 2.7 2.7 2.7 0.0 0
Al b 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.( 0.0 0,
9. Programme 58.7 65.3 74.7 77.8 778 76/0 74
Al a 25.3 33.3 37.3 41.3 440 32|10 29
Al b 2.7 1.3 0.0 1.3 1.3 1.8 0,
10. Budget 4.0 5.3 4.0 4.0 2.7 0.0 0.
Al a 1.3 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0
Al b 1.3 1.3 0.0 1.3 0.¢ 0.0 0.
11. VCT 33.3 45.3 56.0 60.0 61.3 587 65
Al a 8.0 17.3 22.7 18.7 16.p 12|0 13
Al b 6.7 21.3 33.3 30.7 32.0 40/0 37
12. Support 38.7 46.7 49.3 54.7 49.8 533 49
Al a 9.3 9.3 20.0 25.3 21.8 17,3 12
Al b 14.7 21.3 18.7 21.8 17.8 14\7 13
13. Education 58.7 65.3 66.7 70.7 70.[7 640 6(
Al a 17.3 28.0 22.71 37.3 347 30\7 28
Al b 0.0 5.3 4.0 1.3 10.7 4.0 1
14.Contraception 14.7 24.0 16.Q 22.7 18.)7 173 18
Al a 1.3 5.3 4.0 2.7 0.0 1.8 1
Al b 6.7 2.7 2.7 6.7 6.7 5.8 6.
15. Health care 36.0 46.7 56.0 57.8 57.8 533 57
Al a 24.0 28.0 36.0 427 440 40(0 4(
Al b 12.0 12.0 20.0 24.0 22.17 17|13 27
Al c 6.7 14.7 13.3 16.( 14.) 16/0 13
Ald 2.7 10.7 14.7 16.0 22.1 2217 21
16. Benefits 9.3 9.3 12.0 16.( 12.0 133 13
Al a 8.0 9.3 10.7 14.7 9.8 9.3 8
Al b 2.7 1.3 5.3 5.3 2.7 1.8 1.

TOoOwmwuow TP P oo wowwwnw 0P ol I8 P iowyw Iuuorl IO 4,6 N
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Table 3 — Descriptive Statistics oAbsolute GRI Scores (2003-2009)

(n=75)

GRI Score | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
Mean

(Standard Deviation)

Basic Score 4.33 5.44 5.71 6.25 6.09 5.64 5.56
(max 16) (3.87) (4.16) (3.83) (3.93) (3.84) (3.63) (3.61)
‘Additional’ 2.73 4.09 4.45 5.03 4.96 4.25 3.95
Score (max 34) | (4.43) (5.04) (4.94) (4.97) (4.92) (4.47) (4.11)
Total score 7.07 9.53 10.16 11.28 11.05 9.89 9.51
(max 50) (7.89) (8.86) (8.42) (8.60) (8.40) (7.72) (7.44)
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Appendix
Coding Instrument (Basicand ‘Additional’ Indicators)
Adapted from GRI Reporting Guidelines [13] Indicators for HIV/AIDS

Good Governance
1. Is there reference to orgariiea's HIV/AIDS pdicy? (POLICY)
a. information on policy meeting codes of conduct and laws.
b. information on partnerships beyond the workplace (with specific stakeholders).

2. Is there reference to an overall strategymanaging the HIV/AIDS risk? (STRATEGY)
a. elaboration of internaind/or external risks.
b. additional explanation on hdle policy/strategies are communicated.

3. Is there reference to the extent of preghaess and contingency ptang in anticipation of
expected HIV/AIDS impacts? (CONTINGENCY)
a. Information on contingency plan for employees/labour.
b. Information on contingency plans foarkets and/or suppliers.

4. Is there mention that the organisation monitisrprogress and repsrin terms of meeting
strategies, policies or targets sat from 1-3 above? (MONITORING)
a. details on how the policy, strategyyd targets are reviewed/evaluated.
b. explicit reference to external bodies/d@oencies to whom the company reports.

5. Is there mention that the organisation involsteskeholders in the formulation of policy,
strategy and implementation? (STAKEHOLDER)
a. specific identification of theateholder groups (and representative).
b. mention of how are stakeholdemgolved (structures ahbudget setting etc).

Measurement, Monitoring and Evaluation

6. Indicate current (or mostaent) HIV/AIDS prevalence ral/or incidence rates amongst
relevant populations (e.g., @nployee level). (PREVALENCE)
a. evidence to enable an assessroktite reliability of prevalence rates.
b. information on future (projechs) prevalence and/arcidence rates.

7. Report current HIV/AIDS-associatedsts & losses (CURRENT COSTS)
a. disclosure of the methods and/or assumptions used to calowlegnt costs/losses.
b. disclosure of the break-down of costs and losses.

8. Indicate total assumed future HIV/AIDSsaciated costs and losses. (FUTURE COSTYS)
a. disclosure of the models and/or asstimng used to calculatfuture costs/losses.
b. disclosure of the brealown of future costs and losses.

Workplace, Conditions and HIV/AIDS Management

9. Reference to a workplace or workplaceterlaHIV/AIDS programmes and interventions.
(PROGRAMME)
a. explicit assurance regardingnéidentiality andnon-discrimination.
b. specific disclosure of grievance and distation procedures available to employees.
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10. Report total allocated budgktdicated to HIV/AIDS programmes per annum. (BUDGET)
a. disclosure of the breaswn of budget per programme.
b. Further information on the budgéunding sources fahe programmes.

Depth/Quality/Sustainability of Programmes

11. Reference to the organisation's Volupt@ounselling and Testing (VCT) programme.
a. specific disclosure on how programme is administered to preserve confidentiality and
ensure non-discrimination. (VCT)
b. disclosure of proportion dftaff utilising VCT programmes (and/or any quantitative
measure of VCT outcomes).

12. Reference to other support and counsepiogrammes for affected groups. (SUPPORT)
a. details of the available support groups.
b. mention of the quality of support (etgajned counsellors and peer educators).

13. Reference to the organisation's HIMDSA education and training programmes.
(EDUCATION)
a. detailed mention of the natwkthe educatioal programmes.
b. mention how education andihing is assessed for effectiveness.

14. Reference to the organisation's conda@and femidom distribution programmes.
(CONTRACEPTION)
a. mention of educational programmes andf@nmunications used to encourage the use
of contraception.
b. mention of practical actions on makicantraception available to workers.

15. Reference to the organisat®ogeneral health care andlimess provision for employees
and/or their families. (HEALTH CARE)
a. mention of the nature of health cprevision (provider ath provision of ART).
b. mention of preventative measar- including STD treatment.
c. mention of care provision made available to families.
d. disclosure of proportion of employees receiving anti-retrothiexapy (ART).

16. Reference to additional béie and support for employeeskj dying or deceased from
AIDS-related conditions. (BENEFITS)
a. mention of benefits (retiremt and work re-deployment) to employee.
b. mention of available familypport (financial and offing work or other).

Coding procedure

The presence / mention ioidicator scored as 1.
No presence or mention is scored 0.

Total for ‘basic’ indicator: 16x1 = 16

Total for ‘additional’ indicators (Al):15x2* = 30
1x4 = 4

Total 50

* All main headings have two ‘additional’ @asures except Indicator #15 (four ‘additional’
measures).

30



