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ABSTRACT

Objective — This paper analyzes whether the anti-corruption reporting
practices of the companies are a reflection of adequate anti-corruption
systems put in place by companies, or whether the disclosure is merely
a tool for companies to improve their reputation and thus maintain

their legitimacy.

Design/methodology/approach — We apply the PLS method to the
collected data in a content analysis of the sustainability reports of 31

companies within the Ibex 35 in December 2008.

Theoretical foundation — In the analysis, we use both the legitimacy
theory and the stakeholder theory, because we consider them as

complementary theories and consistent with our approach.

Findings — The results show that regarding the corruption issue there
is a negative relationship between disclosure and performance, that
is, companies with poor performance disclose more. On the other
hand, the results reflect the existence of a positive relationship between
disclosure and reputation, i.e. report information to interested parties
enhances the perception of stakeholders about the company. This
finding could be justified by the above two theories. However, we can’t
conclude that companies with good performance disclose information
to key stakeholders in order to strengthen relations, as stated by the
stakeholder theory.

Practical implications — this study provides evidence of how
companies use non-financial reporting-specifically anti-corruption
data- to improve corporate reputation. It is also noted that reporting
practices not necessarily have to be in accordance with the actual anti-

corruption practices of firms.

Keywords — Corporate social responsibility (CSR), anti-corruption,

reporting, performance, reputation.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Companies in order to survive and be
competitive (Porter & Kramer, 2006) should
increasingly be committed with their stakeholders.
This situation, among others, supposes the
need of more and better information to their
stakeholders regarding the company performance
both in the economic sphere and also in the
social and environmental spheres. A consequence
of this higher need is the exponential increase
of sustainability reports published by KPMG
companies (2013), that is, the traditional financial
accountancy has to be supplemented with the
social and environmental accountability.

In the past few years, academic
investigations within the sphere of the corporate
social responsibility (CSR) have considerably
increased. In this field of study, the instrumental
aspect has been the most studied. Lee (2008)
observes a clear change in the evolution of CSR
literature, although in the beginning (60’s and
70’s) most of the works had an ethical orientation,
subsequently there was a substantial change,
and most of the works could be grouped under
the instrumental orientation, which supposes
a relevant change from the macro level to
the organizational level (Carroll & Shabana,
2010). One of the possible reasons for that is
stated by Schaltegger and Synnestvedt (2002),
who understand that the companies will only
undertake to carry out processes that allow
improving their social and environmental
behavior if they see a clear positive relation with
their financial behavior.

From the instrumental point of view,
most of the works addresses the existing relation
between financial performance and social
performance, with a diversity of opposed results
(Brammer & Millington, 2008; Hahn & Figge,
2011; Lockett & Visser, 2006; Orlitzky, Schmidt
& Rynes, 2003; Ortas, Gallego-Alvarez & Alvarez,
2014; Wu, 20006).

Another major group of academic works
address the hypothetical relation betwee the

social performance of the company and the social
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disclosure or CSR (Belkaoui & Karpic, 1989; Cho
& Patten 2007; Freedman & Wasley, 1990; Fry
& Hock, 1976; Hughes, Anderson & Golden,
2001; Ingram & Frazier, 1980; Patten, 2002;
Peltzman, 1981; Rockness, 1985; Wiseman,
1982). At this point and due to the complexity of
the meta construct supposed by the CSR (Carroll,
1979), in many of the works it was decided to
pursue causality relations between performance
and disclosure, only taking into consideration
one of the aspects of sustainability, that is, the
social or the environmental aspect. Most of the
academic works that analyzed the relation between
corporate disclosure and social performance
specifically focused on environmental aspects,
and state that such relation is null (Freedman &
Wasley, 1990; Rockness, 1985; Wiseman, 1982)
or negative, such as indicated by the most recent
ones (Cho & Patten, 2007; Fry & Hock, 1976;
Hughes et al., 2001; Ingram & Frazier, 1980;
Patten, 2002; Wiseman, 1982). There are fewer
studies that analyze the same relation taking into
consideration the social aspects of sustainability
(Belkaoui & Karpic, 1989; Peltzman, 1981),
and we have not found any work that analyzes
the relation between anti-corruption disclosure
and anti-corruption performance. The corporate
corruption — bribes, money laundry, and other
illicit activities — has become an important social
topic within the social and environmental area
(Ashforth, Gioia, Robinson, & Trevino, 2008;
Hess & Ford, 2008). Therefore, we consider that
our work contribute with new knowledge to the
literature for understanding the existing relation
between social performance, social disclosure
and reputation, actually with regard to the
relevant social aspect of the corruption. In our
understanding, the contribution is clear since
corruption was analyzed above all conceptually,
and from the descriptive viewpoint. Therefore
we regard as necessary to know what the relation
between the anti-corruption performance and
disclosure is, and its effect on the reputation,
currently a key-factor for the competitiveness of

the company (Orrtas et al., 2014).
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Therefore, our work has the main goal
of getting to know the relation between anti-
corruption disclosure and performance, also
studying the role played by reputation in this
relation.

On one side, we will analyze what is the
existing relation between what the companies
say they do in the field of anti-corruption
management, and what they actually do. We
consider this a significant contribution to the
literature that has mainly studied this relation in
the environmental field, and not so much in the
social field.

On the other side, we also intend to
contribute with our analysis and results to the
few works in literature that study the existing
relation between disclosure and reputation
(Brown, Guidry & Patten, 2010; Cho, Guidry,
Hageman & Patten, 2012; Toms, 2002). We will
analyze the existing relation between what the
companies disclose and what the users of such
disclosures perceive.

The work is structured as follows: After
the analysis of the background of the area in
the second section, we propose our hypothesis
to compare. In a third section, we present the
investigation method used, to proceed to the
fourth section where we analyze the obtained
results. To finalize, in the last section we will
present the conclusions and suggest future lines

of investigation.

2 BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT
OF THE HYPOTHESIS

There are no single theory that allows
explaining the causes and consequences of the
social disclosure performed by organizations (Gray,
Kouhy & Lavers, 1995a, 1995b). Nonetheless, it
can be said that the social theories were mostly
imposed to the investigation in social and
environmental accountability (Burrell & Morgan,
1979; Cho, 2009; Trotman & Bradley, 1981).

Social theories are those having a system

perspective of the organization and of the society

Non-financial reports, anti-corruption performance and corporate reputation

(Gray, Owen & Adams, 1996), which implies that
the organization is influenced, and in its turn it
also influences the society in which it performs
its activity (Deegan, 2002; Hines, 1989).
Among such theories, the literature presents as
predominant the theory of the political economy,
of the legitimacy, and of the stakeholders. The
last two — proposed subsequently to the first one
mentioned — take as base for their theorization the
postulates of the political economy theory (Elijido-
Ten, Kloot, & Clarkson, 2010). The perspective
underlying all of them is that the society, the
politics, and the economy cannot be analyzed
independently, and thus the political, social, and
insticutional structure where the economic activity
is performed should be considered to analyze
economic aspects (Deegan, 2002; Miller, 1994).
They also recognize the effects of the accounting
reports on the distribution of income, power, and
wealth (Cooper & Sherer, 1984; Tinker, 1984).

Of all of them, the theory of legitimacy
(Lindblom, 1994) — above all in its strategic
aspect (Deegan, 2007) — has been the most used
to analyze the interaction between an organization
and its physical and social environment (Owen,
2008), as well as to analyze the social disclosures
of the companies (Garriga & Melé, 2004; Gray,
Kouhy & Lavers, 1995a, 1995b; Lukka, 2010).
In many occasions, it has been seen as a variant
of the stakeholders theory, which adds conflict
and disagreement to the analysis of reality; and,
therefore, it is regarded as appropriate to explain
more specific information about the social
practice of companies (Gay et al., as mentioned in
O’Donovan 2002). To this effect, it focuses on
the existing rules of the society (Gray, Dey, Owen,
Evans, & Zadek, 1997), and therefore seems to be
more appropriate to analyze the complex relation
between company and society.

This theory presents the social disclosure
as a legitimating instrument, in response to
the pressures supported by companies from
their stakeholders (Adams, Hills, & Roberts,
1998; Aerts & Cormier, 2009; Archel, Husillos,
Larrinaga, & Spence, 2009; Brown & Deegan,
1999; Campell, 2000; Cho, 2009; Cho et al.,
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2012Cho & Patten, 2007; Deegan, 2002;
Husillos, 2007; Patten, 1991, 1992; Tilling & Tilt,
2010). In turn, it points out that the disclosure of
social and environmental aspects does not have
to suppose a responsible activity on the part of
companies concerning such aspects (Ashforth &
Gibbs, 1990; Deegan, 2002; Dowling & Preffer,
1975; Patten, 1991; Schuman, 1995). To the
contrary, it is stated that the disclosure can help
to reinforce the legitimacy of companies with
worse performance (Bebbington, Larrinaga &
Moneva, 2008), or that the disclosure is used by
companies to counteract the negative effect of the
poor performance on the corporate reputation
(Cho et al., 2012).

In turn, based on the theory of stakeholders,
we could say that companies that properly manage
their relations with the stakeholders will have the
necessary support for their continuity (Clarkson,
1995), and that those having a good management
of social and environmental aspects will be those
having a better performance in the field, and
possibly a better reputation. Good management
is understood as the integration of the already
mentioned aspects in the mission of the company,
as well as the measurement and disclosure of the
results obtained regarding such aspects (Moneva,
Rivera-Lirio, & Munoz-Torres, 2007).

When we observe recent studies that
analyze the relation between disclosure and
performance — focused on the environmental
area — (Cho et al., 2012; Cho & Patten, 2007;
Hughes et al., 2001; Patten, 2002), they show
evidences that such relation is negative. We have
not found works that based on social aspects
analyze such relation, which would be the case
of the anti-corruption practices. However, we
observe that social and environmental aspects
are encompassed within the same area in the
literature, and that the rhetoric of companies
about their social responsibility, either in the
environmental or in the social sphere — regarding
aspects such corruption fight — is being used to
legitimate and consolidate their power (Banerjee,
2008; Nyberg & Wright, 2013).

In any case, we observe that the disclosure

will be the consequence of the performance,

1324]

and based on previous evidences that point
out the existence of a negative relation between
environmental disclosure and performance, and
considering that the corporate behavior in terms
of anti-corruption should follow an agenda similar
to that used in the environmental area, we propose

our first hypothesis:

H1: There is a negative relation between
the level of disclosure of anti-corruption
practices and the anti-corruption

performance.

The main goal of companies is to generate
value, trust and legitimacy (Aldaz, Calvo &
Alvarez, 2012), and because of that they will
try to coordinate the interests of all their
stakeholders (Evan & Freeman, 1993), and
thus avoid possible risks that prevent them from
attaining such objectives. Companies can invest
in social responsibility projects and processes to
reduce possible risks to which they are exposed
(Toms, 2002), and use disclosure as a reflex of
their actual activities.

Today the economic potential the creation
of value has for the reputation of companies is
recognized. It is said that in the current economy,
the market value comes about 70%-80% from
intangible elements (Eccles, Newquist, & Schatz,
2007; Suviri Carrasco, 2010), among which
reputation is in an outstanding position. The
academic works that analyze how reputation is
built point out that it is the result of socially
built and shared perceptions (Bebbington et
al., 2008), and that it is mainly based on the
image companies project in their stakeholders
(Fombrun, Gardberg & Barnett, 2000; Villafahe,
2004). Fombrun (1996) also points out that
reputation will depend on the rumors or alarms
that more or less interested observes can exert.
Companies, knowing that, have included
reputation management in their corporate
strategy, developing skills within the scope of
sensations management or in the construction
of solid relations with their main stakeholders

(Fombrun, 1996). The main target they pursue
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is that the image offered by the company to its
stakeholders is adjusted to the provisions of its
article of association in all moments, and thus
preventing damages to the corporate reputation
which could result in the loss of the corporate
value.

Part of the literature confirms that
organizations provide social and environmental
information to keep the legitimacy in the society
where they operate (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006;
Islam & Deegan, 2010; O>Donovan, 2002), or
as part of the process performed to manage the
supported reputation risk (Bebbington et al.,
2008); that the communication established with
the stakeholder groups is a key-part to attain the
objective of reaching the status of “reputable”
(Villafafie, 2004); and that the disclosure of social
and environmental information can improve the
corporate reputation (Brown et al., 2010; Toms,
2002). One of the tools used by companies to
perform such communication and to create the
desired images in the minds of their stakeholders
are the disclosures done in the sustainability
reports they voluntarily publish. In such reports,
they comprise all range of values, topics, and
processes that companies should face to minimize
any damage that can result from their activities,
and to definitely create economic, social, and
environmental value (Chin, Tsao & Chi, 2007).
This practice has been analyzed in the literature,
particularly the work of Blanck, Castelo-Branco,
Cho, and Sopt (2013) shows how the company
Siemens — which has suffered a huge loss of
reputation due to the corruption scandal in
which it was involved — managed to improve its
reputation through the communication with its
stakeholders until becoming a leader company
in regard to its anti-corruption practices (Sidhu,
2009).

All of that lead us to propose our second

hypothesis:

H2: There is a positive relation between
the disclosure of information regarding
anti-corruption practices and the social

responsibility reputation of companies.

Non-financial reports, anti-corruption performance and corporate reputation

The corporate reputation is the sum
of several stakeholders perceptions about the
entity. It is a multidimensional construct,
which allows the same company having several
reputations: one reputation for quality, another
for product innovation, another for environmental
management, etc., and all these dimensions
together create a global reputation of the
organization.

Since the conceptual definition provided
by Fombrun (1996), it is pointed out that at least
in a normative sense the corporate reputation
should be based on an underlying performance.
That is, when a company has a good social
responsibility reputation, it should necessarily
have a good performance concerning the activities
the company performs in the social responsibility
sphere. There are evidences that this relation is at
least attained between the financial performance
and the corporate reputation (Brammer &
Pavelin, 2006; Brown & Perry, 1994; Brown
et al., 2010).

There are several works that globally
analyze the construct of reputation: conceptually
defining it (Fombrun, 1996; Fombrun & Riel,
1997), observing how it is created (Cramer &
Ruefi, 1994; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Rao,
1994), and proposing the way to measure it,
(Helm, 2005; Ponzi, Fombrun & Gardberg,
2011). Others focus on a single dimension of the
construct: environmental reputation (Cho et al.,
2012; Toms 2002), good quality reputation (Dana
& Fong, 2011); product reputation (Rao, 1994).

In turn, we have found works that analyze
the power of reputation to create value (Fombrun,
1996; Sven & Hildebrendt, 2014), relating it
to the corporate strategy (Weigelt & Camerer,
1988), or to the management of business risks
(Bebbington et al., 2008; Eccles et al., 2007;
Fombrun et al., 2000; Fombrun, Nielsen & Trad
2007; Unerman 2008), and uniting it to the
social disclosure practices of companies (Brown-
Liburd, Cohen & Zamora, 2012; Nikolaeva &
Bicho, 2011).

In our case, we have studied the company

reputation from a single dimension; the social
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responsibility, analyzing the effect of the social
responsibility practices on the reputation.

The works that study the relation between
CSR activities and the global reputation (Brammer
& Pavelin, 2006; Choi & Wang, 2009; Dowling,
2004; King & Mcdonnell, 2012) conclude that
a proper social performance positively influences
a good corporate reputation. However, the work
of Cho et al. (2012) focused on the analysis
of a concrete area of the global construct: the
environmental reputation, and that analyzes
92 American companies belonging to the most
“sensitive” industries from the environmental
viewpoint, provides evidences that the relation
between environmental performance and
environmental reputation is negative.

We have not found many works specifically
focusing on the concept of social responsibility
reputation or social performance reputation
(Ziglydopoulos, 2001, 2003). One of these
works (Zyglidopoulos, 2001) studies the effect
that a stand-alone fact or “accident” can have
on the social responsibility reputation. It defines
accidents as undesirable or unfortunate events that

independently and unexpectedly occur in the life

DISCLOSURE

REPUTATION

PERFORMANCE

of a company, and cause damages to any number
or type of their private stakeholders, damaging
the repurtation of the company. A clear example
of the effect an “accident”/incident of corruption
can have on the social responsibility reputation
is given by the Siemens case. This company
suffered a drop in the reputation indexes when
the public was informed that it has paid bribes
abroad violating the FCPA anti-corruption law of
the United States (Blanck, Castelo-Branco, Cho
& Sopt, 2013).

From the perspective of the strategic
management, those companies managing their
economic resources to have the profile of a
company committed to the interests of the society
will obtain a series of competitive advantages. For
instance, companies more transparent regarding
their environmental performance will have a
better communication with their stakeholders,
and can make their stakeholders see a way of
acting responsibly in the environmental area, and
thus improving their image by creating the so-
called “green goodwill” (Ortas et al., 2014), which
ultimately indicates a good reputation about its

environmental management.

FIGURE 1 — Theoretical model of the Disclosure — Reputation — Performance relation

1326]
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Therefore, we expect that a negative anti-
corruption performance supposes a low social
responsibility reputation, and in turn a better
anti-corruption performance provides a better
social responsibility reputation, which lead us to

propose the third of our hypothesis:

H3: There is a positive relation between
the anti-corruption performance of
companies and their social responsibility

reputation

Taking into consideration the analysis in
the previous lines, and observing that the existing
relation between the three studied variables
is complex, we propose the theoretical model

presented in Figure 1.

3 METHOD OF INVESTIGATION
3.1 The sample

When we selected the sample, we first had
in mind our interest in analyzing companies with a
sociocultural context the most similar as possible,
since previous works have indicated that the
relation between performance and management
of social and environmental aspects (Ortas,
Alvarez & Garayar, 2015), and the corporate
transparency (Prado-Lorenzo, Garcia-Sdnchez
y Bldzquez-Zaballos, 2013) are influenced by
institutional, social and cultural differences of
the business environments. Therefore we have
decided to analyze companies of a single country,
in our case we have analyzed Spanish companies.
Secondly, and considering that the disclosure of
anti-corruption aspects was a key-variable of the
analysis, it was indispensable to have a group
of companies that had a certain tradition of
informing the social and environmental aspects.
The exposure to the public scrutiny of companies
listed in the stock exchange market make them feel
obliged to provide non-financial information, in
addition to the traditional financial information.

In turn, these are companies which information

Non-financial reports, anti-corruption performance and corporate reputation

is more accessible compared to those that are not
listed.

On the other hand, since we want to
identify information regarding anti-corruption
practices implemented in the companies, it
seems interesting to us to analyze the period
immediately after the period of economic
prosperity experienced in the country and the
beginning of the current crisis scenario. We believe
this was a time when bad practices were abundant,
and thus companies started to consider the anti-
corruption area an aspect to be managed.

Because of all that, we have decided to select
companies belonging to the Ibex 35 on December
31, 2008. Due to the lack of data on companies
composing the sample, and in benefit of a higher
comparability of data, we have decided to focus on

31 companies composing the IBEX 35.
3.2 Path analysis

This technique PLS-SEM
(PartialLeastSquared- StructuralEquationModel)
is used to analyze causal relations between
two or more variables, and is based on a linear
equations system, it is a sub-set of structural
equations models (SEM). We have decided for
this technique because:

a) we have a small sample. Barclay, Higgins,

& Thomson (1995) suggested the use of

a minimum sample size of ten times the

maximum number of paths intended to

any construct in the exterior model (that
is, the number of indicators oriented to

a construct), and in the internal model

(that is, the number of relations in a path

intended to a particular construct). In

our case, we have three constructs, in the
exterior model the maximum number of
indicators oriented to each of the three
constructs is equal to three, and in the
interior model the maximum number of
relations is two. Therefore, following this
rule, the minimum number of our sample

should be thirty. We have a sample of 31;
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b) in our model, the latent variable is
measured through formative and non-
reflective indicators. The PLS-SEM
provides a higher flexibility when formative
indicators are involved (Hair, Sarstedt,
Ringle & Mena, 2012);

c) of the three types of models that can
be proposed — focused, unfocused or
balanced, the PLS-SEM would be
appropriate for the case of focused or
balanced models (Hair et al., 2012). We
can say that ours is the last case, for having
a balanced number of endogenous and
exogenous latent variables;

d) on the other hand, the application of the
PLS-SEM is more consistent with our
study goal, since this is an exploratory
investigation that allows us to develop
the theory. And we are not in the way of
proving a complex and well established
theory, since in this case we should use the
traditional method of structural equations.
We do not intend to create a complete
theoretical model that lead us to observe
all the components of the anti-corruption
performance concept, but rather to study
to which extent this performance is
influenced by the disclosure of companies
in this field, or by the social responsibility

reputation of such companies.
3.3 Application to our study

Using the computer application called
Smartpls we propose our theoretical model.
Through a path analysis, we compared the
proposed hypotheses relating the three endogenous
variables considered in our study: the disclosure
of information about corruption (Disclosure),
the anti-corruption performance of companies
(Performance), and the social responsibility
reputation of the companies (Reputation).

We show through which indicators we will
measure the three latent variables of our model

as follows.

1328

3.3.1  Measurement of the disclosure

Through the analysis of the contents of
the Ibex 35 companies sustainability reports
on December 31, 2008, we observed what the
information they publish regarding the anti-
corruption practices they have in place is. This
analysis leads us to identify 25 items that are
related to the topic of corruption.

Subsequently, with the aim of identifying
general aspects comprised by the information
disclosed by the companies, we performed an
Analysis of Multiple Correspondences. By means
of this method, we managed to summarize all the
information in three general aspects.

We intend to classify the selected
companies as for their disclosure level, and thus
we take as reference the contributions each of
the companies provides to the construction of
cach of the general aspects. The information on
such contributions is the indicator that indicates
whether the company informs more or less than
the average in each of the three axles.

Therefore, in the case of the disclosure we
have three indicators or three measurements that
contribute to the creation of the latent variable,
one indicator per each of the axles: (i) Policy or
program against corruption; (i) Audit and control
of corruption; and (iii) Implementation of the

anti-corruption policy.
3.3.2 Performance measurement

Using the information provided by the
Thomson Reuters Datastream (ASSET 4) database,
we have built our own indicator. It is a database
that provides several classifications regarding the
environmental, social, and corporate governance
sphere among companies. The anti-corruption
practices are situated within the social sphere of
the business activity, and thus we use information
of the social pillar of the database, which we
understood is related to the way companies
manage anti-corruption.

We measure the anti-corruption

performance through two different dimensions.
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On one side, the “result” dimension measures
the actual accomplishments of companies in
the corruption field, that is, the effectiveness of
the anti-corruption practices in place. On the
other side, the “orientation” dimension provides
a prospective measurement of the future success
of the company. It is noteworthy that in order

to measure the current accomplishments of the

Non-financial reports, anti-corruption performance and corporate reputation

companies in terms of anti-corruption a single
indicator that has a negative effect in the anti-
corruption performance is used (conflicts related
to bribery-corruption cases), while the other
indicators have a clear positive effect.

Figure 2 shows the indicators that are
comprised by the two dimensions through which

we built the anti-corruption performance.

Anti-corruption performance
/\

/

—

Results
*  Conflicts related with cases of
bribery - corruption
*  Corporate responsibility awards
*  Management of community crisis

Orientation
e Put the corruption fight into
practice
* Improvements in the corruption

fight
*  Anti-corruption policy
e Control of the corruption fight

FIGURE 2 — Composition of the Anti-Corruption Performance variable

Actually, the first of the indicators that
compose the result dimension, the conflicts
related to bribery-corruption cases, is measured
by the total number of controversies published
in the communication media in relation to the
corporate ethics, specifically in relation to political
contributions or contributions to bribery and
corruption.

We also take into consideration as the
second indicator if the company has received
any corporate responsibility award, for its
activities, and for its social, ethical, community,
or environmental performance.

At last, we analyze if the company has in
place a system of community crisis management,
or plans of recuperation or minimization of the
effects of reputational disasters.

Regarding the indicators that compose the
orientation dimension, the put into practice of
the corruption fight, it is measured observing

whether:

a) there has been a public commitment of the
administrators or members of the board
regarding aspects related to bribery and
corruption;

b) the company describes in its code of
conduct that it makes efforts to comply
with the elements regarding bribes and
corruption;

¢) the company has educated its employees
in corruption and bribery prevention;

d) it has proper internal communication
tools (whistle blowing system, suggestions
box, telephone line, bulletin, webpage,
etc.) to improve the elements regarding
bribes and corruption;

e) it has and comply with regulations
regarding the protection of whistle
blowers;

f) it describes the processes used to comply
with the aspects related to bribery and

corruption.
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To evaluate the capacity of the corruption
fight improvement, we observe if the company
sets goals it intends to attain in regard to bribery
and corruption aspects.

As for the valuation of the anti-corruption
policy, we analyze if the company has in place a
reputation policy in face of the community that
considers the diverse elements that influence
its global reputation and its license to operate,
among which the anti-corruption management
is included.

At last, the control of the corruption
fight is evaluated by studying if the company
controls or watches over its reputation or its
relations with the community.

We will obtain the value of the “Anti-
corruption performance” of each company
through the weighted sum of the scores of the
“result” and “orientation” dimensions.

As the information about corruption
disclosure is based on the analysis of the 2008
sustainability reports, we consider as being the
most proper to take the same year as reference to
measure the anti-corruption performance.

Thus, in the case of the latent variable
“performance”, we observe that it only has
one indicator. L.e., this is a construct measured
through a single indicator. Some investigators
argue that if the sphere of a construct is one-
dimensional, the better approach is through a
single measurement element, and this argument
has been empirically supported in the works of
Bergkvist and Rossiter (2007).

In our case, we can say that we are before
a one-dimensional construct, since we have
previously accomplished the task of building
an indicator to measure the anti-corruption
performance of companies. When a construct
is one-dimensional, as in our case, it is no
longer a latent variable, becoming a variable of

measurement.
3.3.3 Reputation measurement

We have used two indicators. On one side,

the investments that the Norway Government
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Pension Fund (in Norwegian, Statenspensjonsfond
— Udand, SPU) makes in the companies of the
study (we have used this indicator to measure the
reputation of companies before investors, who take
into consideration aspects such as corruption fight,
instead of only considering the financial data).

On the other hand, we have used a
dichotomic indicator (binary variable) that takes
the value 1 if a non-investor stakeholder (IT
president — Spain) includes the company in the
group that positively stands out in aspects of
transparency, CSR in general, and corruption-
fight in particular, and 0 on the other way round.
In this case, the latent variable reputation has two
measurement or indicators.

Ultimately, in our theoretical model we
have included three endogenous variables or
constructs (two latent and one of measurement)
that, because of their nature, cannot be
empirically observed, and other observable
variables (indicators or measurements) that can
be defined through a measurement, and are used
to capture the contents of the constructs.

In every theoretical model we should
consider the existing link between the constructs
and their indicators. Two types of links are usually
distinguished; on one side, the one pointing
out that the indicators are the reflex of the non-
observed theoretical construct to which they
are linked, in such a way that the construct is
replaced by what is observed. On the other side,
the link that determines that indicators cause or
replace the construct. In the first case, we would
be talking about reflexive indictors (effects), and
in the second, about formative indicators (causes).

The classic approaches in the construction
of theoretical models assume the direction of
the causality from the constructs towards their
measurements or indicators; in such cases, we
are talking about reflexive indicators. However,
according to Bollen and Lenox (1991) this type
of model not always is the most appropriate.
According to Mackenzie, Podsakoff, and Jarvis
(2005), four criteria should be considered to
decide if the indicators of a theoretical model are

reflexive or formative:
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a) The direction of the causality between the
construct and its indicators. If changes
in the indicators suppose changes in
the constructs, the indicators would be
formative, and if otherwise the changes
in the construct are those determining
changes in the indicators, we would be
talking about reflexive indicators. In our
case, the changes in the indicators are
those to cause the construct value to vary;

b) If the indicators are conceptually
interchangeable. If they are not, they
are formative indicators, and reflexive
indicators in the contrary case. In the
analysis we propose the indicators used
are non-interchangeable;

c) The covariance of the indicators. The
formative indicators do not require a great

variance among each other, however the

POLICY ~.

AUDIT DISCLOSURE
IMPLEMENTA
TION
H2 i
INVESTORS
IT > REPUTATION

Non-financial reports, anti-corruption performance and corporate reputation

reflexive indicators do. Our indicators do
not have a great covariance among each
other, since analyzing the correlation
coeflicient of the indicators belonging to
each of our constructs we observe that
none of them exceeds the value of 0.6;

d) The similarity of the nomological networks
of the indicators. The reflexive indicators
should have the same background and
consequences, in the case of the formative
indicartors, this is not an indispensable
requirement. The indicators we use also
do not comply with the requirement
of having the same background and
consequences;

e) Considering these four criteria, we
have decided to build our model using
formative indicators. The final model is

the one shown in Figure 3.

AFC
H1

PERFORMANCE

H3

FIGURE 3 — Theoretical model of the Disclosure — Reputation — Performance relation.

4 RESULTS

Of the five indicators used, only two have
significant relations with the construct they form:
the reputation measurement using the perspective
of the inverters, and the disclosure measurement
through the implementation factor.

The remaining indicators seem not to
have significance in the formation of our latent
variables. They seem to indicate that, in regard to

the improvement of the exterior model quality, it

would be probably interesting to supplement our
model with other indicators.

Since our objective is to analyze the
existing relation among the three latent variables
selected through the data we have, we regard the
model as good since it has at least one significant
indicator in each latent variable.

Table 1 reflects the significance of each
of the indicators regarding the constructs it

measures.
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TABLE 1 - Significance of the indicators regarding the constructs

Indicator/construct relation t-Student Levels of probability*
0.541 Not significant

Implementation -> disclosure 1.605 P<.1

Anti-corruption policy -> disclosure 0.901 Not significant

Investors -> reputation 1.659 P<.05

IT -> reputation 0.756 Not significant

Note. * Levels of probability for a unilateral (or one-tail) test

We now value the path coefficients, the
coeflicients of the structural model trajectory. The
figure shows the value of coeflicients, as well as
the percentage of the variance of the endogenous
variables explained through our model.

The path coefficients determine both the

sign of the relation between variables, as well as to

POLICY
AUDIT
IMPLEMEN ~  DISCLOSURE
TATION
0.781 \l/
INVESTORS
T > REPUTATION

FIGURE 4 — Path coefhicients.

Analyzing the values of the path coeflicients
in our study, we observe that there is a positive
relation between disclosure and reputation, and
that such relation seems to be very solid.

A score exceeding one point in the
corruption disclosure by a company implies a
better score in 0.781 points regarding the social
responsibility reputation of such company.

We observe that our result is consistent
with those obtained in previous studies that
have analyzed the relation between social and
environmental disclosure and the reputation of
companies (Brown et al. 2010; Cho et al. 2012;
Toms, 2002). Therefore, we can say that the

existing relation between the two mentioned

1332

which extent the changes in the variable of origin
suppose changes in the variable of destination.
It also indicates to which extent the predictive
variables contribute to the variance explained in
the dependent variables, thus evaluating the level

of significance of the relations between constructs.

AFC
-0.101

PERFORMANCE

0.896

variables is positive. This would support the two
theories we use in our study, when companies
disclose social and environmental information
they have a positive effect in their reputation,
regardless if they do that to counteract a bad
performance or to publicize an appropriate
performance.

Concerning the relation between
disclosure and performance, there doesn’t seem to
exist a very solid relation. However, although not
showing a strong link — our study points out that
the higher the corruption disclosure is, the lower
the anti-corruption performance of companies
is, thus supporting the conclusions attained in
the works of Cho et al. (2012) Cho and Patten
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(2007), Hughes et al. (2001), and Patten (2002),
which analyze the similar relations between
environmental information disclosure and the
environmental performance of companies. This
lead as to state that the legitimacy theory better
explains the relation between both variables,
than the stakeholders theory. Thus, although we
cannot rule out that there are companies that
use the corruption disclosure to inform to their
stakeholders a good performance in the area,
there are more companies using sustainability
reports to counteract the consequences of a bad
performance.

At last, as for the relation between
reputation and performance, it seems to exist an
average positive relation. The t-student analysis

showed in Figure 5 ratifies that the relation is

POLICY—_  DISCLOSURE
AUDIT
IMPLEMENTATION /
=2,950
INVESTORS
I P R’=61%
REPUTATION

Non-financial reports, anti-corruption performance and corporate reputation

significant, with probability levels of p< .01.
The path coeflicient is positive, and as reflected
in Figure 4 there seems to exist a solid relation,
besides being also positive. This path coeflicient
indicates that the companies which reputation
is higher in one point, will also have a better
performance in 0.417 points. This result is
not coincident with the findings of Cho et al.
(2012), which indicate a significant and negative
relation between reputation and environmental
performance. In our case the relation seems to
be positive.

To perform the significance analysis,
we should set the t-student values of the path
coeflicients, as well as the percentage of variance
of the endogenous variables explained through

our model. Figure 5 shows these data.

AFC

R>=11.8%

FIGURE 5 — T-student values and percentages of the explained variance.

Starting with the variance analysis, we
observe that our model has the capacity to explain
61% of the reputation variance, and 11.8% of the
performance variance.

Therefore we observe that, for the two
endogenous variables, our model achieves the
minimum acceptable value of the explained
variance; however, while the performance
variable stays in values close to the minimum,
the reputation variable reaches a value between
moderate to substantial.

When applying the “bootstrap” —
procedure used in the Path Analysis to provide
an estimation of the shape, extension, and bias of
the sample distribution of a given statistics — the

initial sample is taken, and a great predetermined

number of new samples is randomly created,
making a replacement in the original sample for
that. It is said that this predetermined number of
repetitions or new random samples should be the
highest as possible to ensure the stability (Hair,
Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011).

In our case, we have done a repetition
using 1,000 new random samples (Hesterberg,
Monaghan, Moore, Clipson & Epstein, 2005).
We have not reached a higher figure because the
computer application does not allow us, since it
points out the need of using a higher number of
indicators to solve the problem.

Our study does not allow us to introduce
more indicators for various reasons: 1) because

of the lack of access to information that could
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improve our model, 2) because when introducing
more variables we would need a higher number
of observations, and actually we don’t have the
possibility to access more observations.

It is noteworthy that, to ensure that our
results were correct, we have repeated many
times the bootstraping re-sampling with different
number of repetitions, attaining a maximum
of 1,000 repetitions, and in all of them the
significance or non-significance of the path
coefficient are coincident.

Figure 5 shows the values of the
path coefficients t-students after doing the
“bootstrapping re-sampling” with 1,000
repetitions. It is clear that the only significant
relation among the three variables is that
appearing between disclosure and reputation,
which the student-t attains a value of 2.95 (it is
significant with a probability level of p<.01 for
a bilateral or two-tail test), however the other
relations proposed, using our study data, are far

from being significant.

5 CONCLUSIONS

The results obtained and analyzed in the
previous section do not allow us to firmly state
that we know the sign of the relation existing
between disclosure and performance. However,
this work provides evidence about the capacity
companies have to affect the corporate reputation
by using non-financial reports, with no need that
the contents of such reports are in accordance with
the actual practices of the companies.

The results reflect that in the topic of
corruption there is a negative relation between
disclosure and performance, that is, that the
companies with worse performance disclose
more information. On the other hand, they
reflect the existence of a positive relation
between divulgation and reputation, i.e. offering
information to the stakeholders improves their
perception about the company, aspect that could
be justified by the theories previously mentioned.

However, they do not allow us to conclude that

1334]

those companies with a good performance disclose
information to their main stakeholders with the
aim of strengthening relations, as stated by the

stakeholders theory.

6 LIMITATIONS AND LINES OF
INVESTIGATION OPENED

The main limitation of our work is the
size of the sample used in the study, which might
have affected the levels of significance obtained,
and this is one of the main reasons leading us to
suggest in future works the application of the
theoretical model to a broader sample. We also
consider opportune to deeply study particular
cases that allow us to know in depth the dynamics
created around such relations between disclosure,
reputation, and performance, as well as to
introduce to the study the quality variable of the
information published by companies, not being
only limited to the quantity of the disclosed
information (Brown et al. 2010; Clarkson,
Richardson & Vasvari, 2008). Therefore, we
observe the need to deepen the analysis to get to
know whether reputation is a reflex of the actual
performance, or if not, if the companies use such
disclosure to mitigate the negative effect of the bad

performance on thC corporate reputation.
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