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Introduction1 

Due to the increasing amount of information required 
by various stakeholders and the decreasing 
confidence in the quality of corporate reporting, the 
financial reporting in accordance with statutory 
regulation is considered insufficient, particularly with 
respect to capital market-oriented companies 
(Behncke & Hoffmann, 2012, p. 411; Miolo & Veser, 
2012, p. 479; Müller & Stawinoga, 2013a, p. M I; 
Vaessen, 2013, p. I). For company disclosures to be 
relevant in the decision-making process, a 
differentiated presentation of the value added for the 
business owners and society as a whole should be 
achieved within a sustainability report (corporate 
social responsibility report) by equally taking into 
account economic, social and environmental aspects. 
Recent controversial discussions in this context focus 
on the extent to which the voluntary sustainability 
reporting currently practised should be integrated into 
the traditional financial reporting tools (primarily the 
(group) management report under commercial law), 
and consequently become mandatory, or whether it 
should be designed as a separate publicity disclosure 
instrument (stand-alone report) (Müller & Stawinoga, 
2014b, p. 63). 

This issue is relevant at present from both a normative 
and an empirical perspective. Due to the reduced 
confidence placed by capital market participants in the 
quality of corporate reporting, supranational regulatory 
bodies – such as the EU Commission – have 
introduced a variety of reform measures in relation to 
the rendering of accounts, the annual audit and 
corporate governance since the most recent financial 
crisis in 2008/09 (EU Commission, 2010, pp. 1-24; 
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EU Commission, 2011, pp. 1-27; EU Commission, 
2012, pp. 1-18; EU Commission, 2013, pp. 1-176; EU 
Commission, 2014a, pp. 77-112). In this context,  
the Directive 2014/95/EU amending Directive 
2013/34/EU as regards the disclosure of non-financial 
and diversity information by certain large undertakings 
and groups deserve special attention, as it seeks non-
financial disclosures in the (group) management report 
of certain companies of public interest (EU 
Commission, 2014b, p. 4; also Glaser, 2015, p. 55; 
Spießhofer, 2014, p. 1281; Villiers & Mähönen, 2015, 
p. 121). Moreover, various frameworks regarding the 
preparation, audit and disclosure of sustainability 
reports have been established (Stawinoga, 2013,  
pp. 26-31), which results in a continuous increase of 
voluntary reporting in both the private and the public 
sector. While the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) 
provides the key framework from an international 
perspective (Levy et al., 2010, p. 94), the Sustaina-
bility Code of the German Council for Sustainable 
Development initially adopted in October 2011 
(German Council for Sustainable Development, 2011, 
p. 1) and revised in August 2014 (German Council for 
Sustainable Development, 2014a, p. 1) epitomises the 
key national standard for the disclosure of sustaina-
bility Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) as part of a 
compliance statement (Bassen et al., 2011, p. 362; 
Dienes & Velte, 2014, p. 347; Kleinfeld & Martens, 
2014, p. 227; Stawinoga & Velte, 2014, p. 193; Zwick, 
2014, p. 244). In accounting practice, the standards 
predominantly applied in the preparation of 
sustainability reports are those put forward by the GRI 
(KPMG, 2013, p. 9). Consequently, research activities 
analyzing the manner of publication of sustainability 
information are regularly based on this conceptual 
framework. Notwithstanding the fact that the 
Sustainability Code of the German Council for 
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Sustainable Development is gradually becoming more 
important in national reporting practice for the 
disclosure of non-financial performance indicators, 
publication behavior in terms of this transparency 
standard is not a current focus of empirical studies. 

In light of the above, this analysis aims to establish 
a theoretical foundation for the economic necessity 
for sustainability reporting (section 1) and 
subsequently to illustrate the concept of the 
Sustainability Code of the German Council for 
Sustainable Development and the associated 
compliance statement to the sustainability report 
(section 2). In the course of this discussion, the key 
differences to the German Corporate Governance 
Code formulated by the German Corporate 
Governance Commission and the new aspects 
included in the amended version of the 
Sustainability Code adopted in August 2014 will be 
discussed, highlighting the degree to which criticism 
voiced over the initial version of the Sustainability 
Code has been resolved successfully. 

This contribution focuses on the empirical 
evaluation of all statements of compliance with the 
Sustainability Code on the homepage of the German 
Council for Sustainable Development as at 
September 10, 2014 in order to produce a snapshot 
of the sustainability reporting arrangements in terms 
of this transparency standard (section 3). Potential 
factors of influence and reporting gaps will be 
included in this discussion. The analysis will then 
critically examine the extent to which the concept of 
the Sustainability Code in its current version can 
contribute to company disclosures relevant to 
decision-making and the extent to which the 
supplementation of the EU Directive as regards the 
disclosure of non-financial information can be 
considered necessary (section 4). In these contexts, 
the progression of sustainability reporting towards 
integrated reporting in accordance with the current 
framework concept of the International Integrated 
Reporting Council (IIRC) will also be mentioned. 

1. Theoretical foundation of CSR reporting 

The economic necessity for sustainability manage-
ment in general and specifically for sustainability 
reporting, can be established with a variety of 
theoretical explanatory approaches, though the 
stakeholder theory has been dominating this 
discussion since the financial crisis (Cyert & March, 
1963). According to this theory, a company operates 
within a network of different exchange relationships 
with heterogeneous target groups, which have a 
major impact on business success (Freeman, 1984). 
The company is a subset of society and specific 
social expectations as to the intended value gene-

ration must be fulfilled. This gives rise to increased 
demands on the management needs to reconcile the 
sometimes conflicting demands of the various 
stakeholders and their partially contradicting corpo-
rate objectives. In order to ensure the going concern 
of the company, the consideration of stakeholder 
objectives must be expressed through sustainability 
reporting (Clarkson, 1995, pp. 92-117). Therefore, a 
positive correlation between the bargaining power of 
stakeholders, sustainability performance and 
sustainability reporting is often imputed in the 
literature (Roberts, 1992, pp. 595-612). 

With respect to sustainability reporting, the 
stakeholder theory is directly linked with the 
legitimacy theory, which proposes that an implicit 
contract between an enterprise and society exists 
(Prexl, 2010, p. 62). On account of this “social 
contract” (Shocker & Sethi, 1973, pp. 97-105), 
companies must act in accordance with a certain set 
of values (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975, p. 127) and must 
continuously subject their actions to a legitimacy 
review supported by CSR reporting (Fernando & 
Lawrence, 2014, p. 161). If stakeholders confirm the 
company’s legitimacy as positive, it can expect 
unrestricted access to resources, as well as a positive 
impact on corporate image, competitive strength, and 
customer, employee and investor satisfaction 
(Ungericht & Hirt, 2010, p. 179). Communication of 
information in the form of sustainability disclosure is 
the central element for exercising influence on the 
way the company is perceived by society (Adams & 
Zutschi, 2004, p. 32). 

Moreover, the concept suggested in resource theory 
establishes the corresponding economic significance 
of sustainability reporting (Barney, 1986, pp. 1231-
1241). According to this theory, the main factor for 
the achievement of exceptional profits is the 
successful employment of resources. Every company 
is considered as a resource bundle, comprising 
specific and unique tangible and intangible – as well 
as human and financial – resources (Zobolski, 2008, 
p. 3). As each entity has access to a unique 
combination of resources, its specific resource 
availability is the foundation for creating competitive 
advantages and strategies, which may result in 
exceptional profits (Bamberger & Wrona, 1996,  
p. 386). CSR reporting is presented as a central 
indicator for this objective insofar as the risks 
associated with sustainability can be reduced by 
appropriate management (Salama et al., 2011,  
p. 194). This entails making social and ecological 
resources available, whereby excess resources 
promote communication supported by sustainability 
reporting in the context of various beneficial spillover 
effects, such as the increase in enterprise value. 
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2. Concept of the German Sustainability Code  

The German Council for Sustainable Development 
appointed by the German Federal Government 
presented the initial version of the Sustainability 
Code on November 13, 2011 in response to the 
international discussion on enhancing the quality of 
company disclosures (German Council for Sus-
tainable Development, 2011, p. 6). The objective of 
standardizing the reporting on sustainable operations 
was adopted (Bassen et al., 2013, p. 187). In August 
2014 the German Council for Sustainable Develop-
ment released a revised version of the Sustainability 
Code (German Council for Sustainable Development, 
2014a, p. 1) as well as a guide for small and medium-
sized enterprises applying the Sustainability Code in 
December 2014 (German Council for Sustainable 
Development, 2014b, p. 6; see also Thieme, 2015,  
p. I). With the “(…) update of the Sustainability 
Code, the German Council for Sustainable 
Development reinforces its aim of advancing 
thoughts of sustainability and of making companies’ 
sustainability performance transparent and 
comparable” (German Council for Sustainable 
Development, 2015, p. 7). 

Based on the Sustainability Code the various 
stakeholder groups should be given the opportunity to 
evaluate corporate sustainability performance 
(Bassen et al., 2011, p. 363). In the ideal case 
scenario, standardized sustainability reporting 
facilitates the achievement of reputation and 
competitive advantages, which may have a positive 
impact on enterprise value. At the same time, 
recognized guidelines should prevent management 
from reducing the CSR report to an instrument of 
positive self-portrayal (greenwashing) without 
actually stepping up their efforts in the social and 
environmental domains (Hamborg & Jung, 2014,  
p. 152). The standards proposed by GRI and the 
European Federation of Financial Analysts Societies 
(EFFAS) heavily influenced this concept (Bassen et 
al., 2011, p. 363). 

During the draft phase, an enhanced binding 
character for the compliance with the Sustainability 
Code was intended by incorporating a mandatory 
compliance statement by analogy to the mandatory 
statement of compliance with the recommendations 
of the German Corporate Governance Code for 
publicly listed companies (Section 161, German 
Companies Act) (Hecker & Peters, 2012, p. 56). 
However, this intention was not realized for a number 
of reasons including the different objectives of the 
Sustainability Code and the German Corporate 
Governance Code, the deviation from statutory 
regulation which would constituted by an inclusion of 
a Sustainability Code compliance statement in 

Section 161 of the German Companies Act, and 
potential liability risks (Hamborg & Jung, 2014,  
p. 150). In contrast to the German Corporate 
Governance Code, the (failure of) application of the 
Sustainability Code cannot lead to risks of 
contestation for resolutions of the general meeting 
(Hecker & Peters, 2012, p. 57). This prevents an 
additional intervention in the set of norms that exists 
under company law, and an increased risk for the 
business management bodies. Therefore, the final 
version of the Sustainability Code only contains 
recommendations for CSR reporting, and no 
mandatory compliance statement (German Council 
for Sustainable Development, 2014a, p. 1). 
Nevertheless, reporting may give rise to legal 
consequences, e.g. compensation in the event of 
inaccurate presentation (Sections 8, 9, German Unfair 
Competition Act). 

The content of the Sustainability Code can be divided 
into the four reporting categories strategy, process 
management, environment and society, with a total of 
20 Sustainability Code criteria that can generally be 
addressed with free text (German Council for 
Sustainable Development, 2014a, pp. 3-5). They 
should further be explained or quantified by means of 
one or two key performance indicators. Reference is 
made to the performance indicators of the GRI and 
EFFAS guidelines (German Council for Sustainable 
Development, 2014a, pp. 8-10). In the “strategy” 
category, the company outlines its strategic 
positioning with respect to its own sustainability. 
Meanwhile, the “process management” chapter 
focuses on the application of rules and processes in 
the implementation of the strategy. In the 
“environment” chapter, the company should state its 
position on the use of renewable energies and 
resources. Finally, the “society” chapter discusses the 
company’s position on social issues and their impact 
on development. 

Even though the Sustainability Code is not 
embedded in Section 161 of the German Companies 
Act, the “comply or explain” model of the German 
Corporate Governance Code was adopted, which 
requires a company to either comply with criteria of 
the code or issue an explanatory statement for its 
non-compliance (German Council for Sustainable 
Development, 2014a, p. 6). If a company already 
practices comprehensive sustainability reporting – 
for instance, by disclosing a CSR report in 
accordance with the highest GRI (A+) or EFFAS 
(Level III) reporting standard – this is deemed as 
compliance with the Sustainability Code and the 
company may state this as part of a “short 
statement”. The compliance statement should be 
published on the internet, in the annual report, and 
in a stand-alone or integrated report (if available). In 
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contrast to the German Corporate Governance Code, 
there is no obligation for a substantive assessment of 
the compliance statement or the sustainability report 
by the auditor (Stawinoga, 2015, p. 8). 

Unlike the German Corporate Governance Code, the 
Sustainability Code is not expressly aimed at publicly 
listed companies, but also includes public organi-
zations and medium-sized companies with a broad 
range of stakeholders (German Council for 
Sustainable Development, 2014a, p. 1; Hamborg & 
Jung, 2014, p. 153). Nevertheless, operational 
practice shows a preference for capital market-
oriented companies primarily using their sustaina-
bility report to inform investors and analysts. 

Despite an increasing observation of the 
Sustainability Code in recent years, criticism is put 
forward in the literature – in particular, with respect 
to the lack of binding character and practicality 
(Hamborg & Jung, 2014, p. 155). Some authors 
question the rationale of a primarily national 
reporting standard and demand stronger interlinking 
of the Sustainability Code and the German Corporate 
Governance Code (Kleinfeld & Martens, 2014,  
p. 227). Even though the four reporting categories 
and the 20 Sustainability Code criteria are aligned 
with the GRI and the EFFAS, the resulting diversity 
and high degree of complexity mean that the 
implementation of the Sustainability Code is time-
consuming and expensive. Therefore, a focus on 
environmental protection and resource preservation 
as the dominant reporting component is proposed. 
Moreover, the intended purpose of the specification 
of the individual sustainability criteria is not properly 
explained, wherefore the reasonableness of the 
Sustainability Code may be doubted (Hamborg & 
Jung, 2014, p. 156). In addition to the complexity, 
gaps in the clarification of the Sustainability Code 
which compromise its practicality as a preparation 
and analysis instrument are pointed out. The lack of 
binding character compared to the German Corporate 
Governance Code means that the Sustainability Code 
suffers acceptance issues and causes stakeholders to 
distrust the quality of sustainability reporting. 

On account of the diversity of guidelines for 
sustainability reporting on an international level, the 
German Council for Sustainable Development 
examined potential compatibility versions closely 
when updating the Sustainability Code. For instance, 
the corporate governance report in accordance with 
recital 3.10 of the German Corporate Governance 
Code is now listed as an example. Since the 
compliance statement in accordance with Section 161 
of the German Companies Act is mandatory and 
corporate governance reporting pursuant to German 
Corporate Governance Code is not identical to 

sustainability reporting pursuant to Sustainability 
Code, such harmonization of the two is questionable. 
While it is beyond doubt that numerous inter-
dependencies exist between corporate gover-nance 
and sustainability reporting (e.g. with respect to 
remuneration reporting) (Freidank & Hinze, 2015, 
pp. 66-69), parallel disclosure can frequently be 
observed in business practice. 

In light of the increasing importance of integrated 
reporting, the German Council for Sustainable 
Development further lists the International Integrated 
Reporting Framework published in December 2013 
as a compatible reporting concept (German Council 
for Sustainable Development, 2014a, p. 6). This 
allows companies to issue a statement of 
compatibility with the Sustainability Code on the 
basis of an integrated report in terms of the 
specifications of the IIRC. Whether or not companies 
will use this interlinking option for sustainability 
reporting and integrated reporting and the extent to 
which a reference to an integrated report can fulfil the 
Sustainability Code criteria remains to be seen. 

3. Empirical analysis 

3.1. Methodology and design. Our empirical study 
primarily examines the question of whether and to 
what degree the disclosure of sustainability 
information in terms of the Sustainability Code 
specifications differs for different types of reporting 
entities – listed or unlisted public limited 
companies, public organizations and medium-sized 
or family-managed companies – and how this might 
be explained. This examination will be based on all 
available compliance statements on file on the 
German Council for Sustainable Development 
homepage as at September 10, 20141. Up to this 
date, a total of 75 companies have issued a short or 
full-length statement in line with the Sustainability 
Code on one or several occasions. 

In light of the leading research question, the current 
state of usage of the Sustainability Code for 
sustainability reporting behavior is analyzed. In 
particular, the country in which the companies 
issuing compliance statements have their registered 
offices and the sector in which they operate will be 
determined. 

The second issue for investigation is the existence 
and extent of any differences in the disclosure 
behavior in terms of the German Council for 
Sustainable Development transparency standard for 
different types of reporting entities. For this purpose 
the total number of 75 compliance statements are 
categorized according to their issuance by a stock 
                                                      
1 The compliance statements can be viewed under: http://www.nach-
haltigkeitsrat.de/deutscher-nachhaltigkeitskodex. 
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company, public enterprise or medium-sized or 
family-owned business and the variance of the short 
and full declaration between these three company 
types is examined. 

3.2. Research findings. 3.2.1. General research 
findings. The headquarters of 73 of the 75 companies 
examined are in Germany (97.33%). Only one 
company was registered in Finland and another one 
in Sweden (total of 2.67%). This result indicates that 
the Sustainability Code is predominantly observed in 
a national context and therefore primarily used for the 
reporting on sustainability-related aspects of 
corporate actions, by domestic companies. 

The German Council for Sustainable Development 
recognized this issue and plans a linguistic adaptation 
of the code to achieve international connectivity of 
the transparency standard. When the Sustainability 
Code was updated in August 2014, the German 
Council for Sustainable Development expressed this 
by leaving out the adjective “German” in the signet 
and text of the standard (German Council for 
Sustainable Development, 2014c). Thus, the code is 
now referred to as “The Sustainability Code” in the 
international context. Moreover, the German Council 
 

for Sustainable Development has submitted a 
modified version of the code in English, French and 
Greek. The linguistic adaptation and translation 
should be welcomed in general, as it creates an 
impetus for the use of the code, especially within the 
European Single Market. 

The relative majority of companies which have 
issued a compliance statement are stock companies 
(33 companies; 44%) and 23 of these are listed. In 
addition, 24 public enterprises (32%) have 
submitted a short or full-length statement to the 
homepage of the German Council for Sustainable 
Development. Three of these are listed. Then, 17 
medium-sized or family-owned companies (22.67%) 
have issued a compliance statement on the German 
Council for Sustainable Development homepage, 
one of which is listed. Finally, one research institute 
has submitted a statement (1.33%). These findings 
show that the broad range of users of the 
Sustainability Code envisaged by the German 
Council for Sustainable Development has been 
realized in reporting practice (see Figure 1). This 
indicates that the DNK is practicable for different 
types of companies. 

 

Fig. 1. Company type 

The companies issuing compliance statements can 
be categorized by sector (see Figure 2). While no 
clear dominance of one sector can be established, 
banks and companies producing or providing 
(non-) cyclical consumer goods and services 
account for a sizeable proportion of the 
companies issuing compliance statements in terms 

of the Sustainability Code. The remaining 
companies voluntarily informing their internal 
and external stakeholders about the characteristics 
of their corporate responsibility tend to operate in 
environmentally sensitive sectors, such as basic 
resources, chemical, healthcare, waste and water 
management. 

 



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 13, Issue 2, 2015  

41 

 
Fig. 2. Sector distribution 

3.2.2. Specific research findings. The stock companies 
show no clear preference with respect to the 
preparation of a short or full declaration. Almost half 
of the companies disclosed either a short or full 
declaration (see Figure 3). According to these 
statements, a large number of companies already 
prepare a sustainability report according to the highest 
level of GRI (GRI A+) or EFFAS (Level III) 
specification and expresses their compliance with the 
Sustainability Code guidelines in the form of a short 
declaration with reference to such a report. 

Meanwhile, a simple majority of the public 
enterprises and medium-sized or family-owned 
businesses has disclosed a full-length declaration on 
the German Council for Sustainable Development 
homepage. These findings may be based on the fact 
that – in contrast to stock companies – most of these 
companies cannot produce comprehensive sustaina-
bility reporting in terms of the highest GRI or EFFAS 
specifications and are therefore limited to achieving 
compliance with the Sustainability Code in the form 
of a full declaration. 

 

Fig. 3. Declaration type 

While public enterprises and medium-sized or family-
owned businesses predominantly disclose their short 
declaration in the German language, stock companies 
tend to publish their declarations in both German and 
English (see Figure 4). This means that public enterpri-

ses and medium-sized or family-owned businesses 
primarily aim to address a national audience with their 
short declaration. In contrast, stock companies want to 
include both a national and an international audience 
with the disclosure of their short declaration. 
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Fig. 4. Language of the short declaration 

In their short declaration, all three types of company 
largely refer to a sustainability report prepared on 
the basis of application level A of the GRI 
guidelines (see Figure 5) audited by an independent 
third party (see also Stawinoga, 2015, pp. 14-18). A 
reference to a sustainability report according to GRI 

A+ or EFFAS Level III is of lesser significance. 
This indirectly confirms the dominance of the 
Global Reporting Initiative guidelines in the 
preparation of a stand-alone sustainability report, 
which has already been noted in other studies 
(Blaesing, 2013, p. 175; KPMG, 2013, p. 9). 

 

Fig. 5. Reference of the short declaration 

The full-length declarations submitted to the 
German Council for Sustainable Development are 
on average 11.5 pages long, whereby the range 
extends from 7 to 24 pages. These findings indicate 
that the succinct reporting on sustainability-related 
aspects on the basis of the Sustainability Code 
envisaged by the German Council for Sustainable 
Development has already been incorporated into 

disclosure practice. The full declarations of all three 
types of companies are predominantly prepared in 
the German language (see Figure 6). Compliance 
statements published in the English language, or in 
both German and English, play a subordinate role. 
This may indicate that all three types of company 
examined primarily seek to address a national 
audience. 
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Fig. 6. Language of the full declaration 

All companies address the 20 Sustainability Code 
criteria in free text form and clarify these largely 
on the basis of the performance indicators 
proposed in the GRI guidelines or recommended 
by the German Council for Sustainable Develop-
ment. In contrast, the performance indicators 
proposed by the European Federation of Financial 
Analysts Societies (EFFAS) are rarely published, 
and then usually as a supplement to the GRI 
performance indicators (see Figure 7). Only one 

public enterprise exclusively addresses the 20 
Sustainability Code criteria in free text form and 
discloses no additional performance indicators. In 
particular, the performance indicator GRI FS11, 
which describes financial assets evaluated from an 
environmental and social perspective, is not 
compiled and is therefore not referred to in the full 
declarations. The reporting organizations largely 
explain this with a future presentation of this 
performance indicator. 

 

Fig. 7. Performance indicators of the full declaration 

The majority of organizations submitting a full 
declaration to the German Council for Sustainable 
Development do not voluntarily provide external 
assurance by an independent third party or as part of 
an “application level check” performed by the GRI 
(see Figure 8). Even though the German Council for 

Sustainable Development generally does not impose 
an external audit on the compliance statement, the 
quality or credibility-enhancing effect of such an 
audit or review of the full declaration by an auditor, 
other independent expert or similar is currently not 
fully realized in the reporting practice. 
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Fig. 8. Assurance of the full declaration 

4. Regulation of CSR reporting and integrated 
reporting 

While at present stand-alone sustainability reports are 
frequently prepared by German companies it should 
be noted that the management report or group 
management report of larger limited companies must 
already address certain sustainability aspects de 
legelata (Schmidt, 2012, pp. 92-252; Dienes & Velte, 
2013, pp. 231-233; Hoffmann, 2013, pp. 458-462; 
Stawinoga, 2013, p. 111-146). Article 29 of the EU 
Accounting Directive 2013/34/EU already required 
the inclusion of key non-financial performance 
indicators relevant to business operations – e.g. 
information on environmental or employee issues – 
in the analysis presented in the (group) management 
report, insofar as this affected understanding of the 
business trends, the operating results or the overall 
position of the company. Insofar as appropriate, this 
should also include references to figures disclosed in 
the annual financial statements and additional notes. 

From a national perspective, Section 289 Subsection 
3 of the German Commercial Code (“Handelsgesetz-
buch”) only addresses large corporations as defined 
in Section 267 Subsection 3 of the German 
Commercial Codeor group’s entities pursuant to 
Section 315 Subsection 1 clause 4 of the German 
Commercial Code. The term “non-financial 
performance indicators” comprises “environmental 
and employee issues”, whereby the German 
legislature lists the additional examples of: 

♦ the development of the customer base; 
♦ human capital; 
♦ research and development; and 
♦ the social reputation of the limited company 

(Explanatory Memorandum of the German 
Accounting Reform, 2004, p. 31; see also 
Hartmann, 2006, pp. 85-90). 

Moreover, the company needs to evaluate the 
materiality threshold with respect to its reporting 
(Fink et al., 2013, p. 72). However, a limitation of 
the reporting of those non-financial performance 
indicators, which have already affected the balance 
sheet, profit and loss account or notes to the 
accounts of the relevant financial year, is not 
suggested. 

In terms of the group management report, the 
professional German Accounting Standards (GAS) of 
the Accounting Standards Committee of Germany 
should also be noted. According to German 
Accounting Standards, the most important non-
financial performance indicators must be included in 
the group management report in analogue to Section 
315 Subsection 1 clause 4 of the German 
Commercial Code, if they are material for the 
understanding of the business trends or the position 
of the group (German Accounting Standard 20, 2012, 
par. 105). The same performance indicators which 
are consulted for the internal steering of the group 
should be named here (management approach) 
(Zülch & Höltken, 2013, p. 2463). 

According to German Accounting Standards, 
quantitative statements – insofar as they are material 
for the informed audience and consulted for internal 
steering purposes – must be provided for non-
financial performance indicators (German 
Accounting Standard 20, 2012, par. 108). However, 
many non-financial performance indicators are linked 
to limited objectivity, as is the case with organi-
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zational culture (Müller & Stawinoga, 2013b, p. 308). 
The Accounting Standards Committee of Germany 
does not require a stand-alone sustainability report, 
even though financial and non-financial performance 
indicators can also be declared the object of 
sustainability reporting pursuant to German 
Accounting Standard 20 (Lackmann & Stich, 2013, 
p. 236). Nevertheless, it necessitates at least a partial 
embedding of sustainability-related issues in the 
group management report, because material 
information about environmental and social issues 
must be “included” in the analysis of business 
operation and the position of the company (Schmidt, 
2012, p. 58; Barth et al., 2014, p. 54). Individual 
aspects of sustainability can also regularly be found 
in other mandatory components of the group 
management report, such as the reports on risks, the 
outlook, research and development, remuneration, or 
additional reports such as the voluntary strategy report, 
as well as the corporate governance statement pursuant 
to Section 289a of the German Commercial Code 
(Dienes & Velte, 2013, p. 233; Haller et al., 2014,  
p. 2543). Moreover, German Accounting Standards 
point out that the correlation between sustainability 
and the performance indicators, any recognized 
framework concept applied, and the significant 
changes of the performance indicators as compared to 
the previous year must be stated (German Accounting 
Standard 20, 2012, par. 111-113). 

A significant national requirement for implementa-
tion results from the amendment of the EU 
Accounting Directive of November 2014 (EU-
Commission, 2014b, pp. 1-9) which introduces a 
“non-financial statement” or “consolidated non-
financial statement” (Velte, 2014, p. 1046; Wulf & 
Niemöller, 2015, pp. 109-111). This new requirement 
affects large companies, which are of public interest 
(single-entity financial statements), and parent 
companies of a large group of companies, which are 
of public interest and employ more than 500 
employees on average over the course of the financial 
year (EU-Commission, 2014b, p. 4; see also Voland, 
2015, p. 67). The (group) management report for 
these companies must contain a non-financial 
statement, which must include disclosures necessary 
for the understanding of the business trends, the 
results of operations and the position of the company, 
as well as the impact of its operations, and which 
must address environmental, social and employee 
issues, respect for human rights and anti-corruption 
and anti-bribery measures as a minimum (EU-
Commission, 2014b, pp. 4-5; see also Lanfermann, 
2015, pp. 323-324). 

If the company does not intend to adopt any 
particular strategy with respect to one or several 
subject areas, it must provide a “clear and detailed 
explanatory statement” (EU-Commission, 2014b,  

p. 5; see also Maniora, 2015, p. 153). The Member 
State options for the preservation of the protection 
against competition should be noted in this context. 
This means that information on the future 
development of such issues, which are subject to 
negotiation may be omitted, if the members of the 
management deem a disclosure to materially 
compromise the company’s business position. 
However, such non-disclosure must not be in 
conflict with the true and fair view principle. 

Additional exemptions from the preparation of a non-
financial statement in the (group) management report 
are provided primarily in the “group clause” pursuant 
to Art. 19a III of the EU Directive. If these 
disclosures are included in the group management 
report or a stand-alone report, the disclosure 
requirement in the single-entity financial statements 
is waived (EU-Commission, 2014b, p. 5; see also 
Voland, 2014, p. 2815). In addition, Member State 
options (Art. 19a IV) exist for the omission of 
sustainability information in the management report, 
if the company publishes a stand-alone sustainability 
report together with the management report, or 
publishes a stand-alone report on the company 
website (incl. a reference to the management report) 
within a reasonable period (no later than six months 
after the balance sheet date). 

Companies may consult national, EU-based, or 
international frameworks for sustainability reporting 
in their preparation of the non-financial statement or 
the stand-alone report (EU-Commission, 2014b,  
p. 5; see also Kreipl, 2015, pp. 105-106). For 
instance, the Sustainability Code published by the 
German Council for Sustainable Development, the 
GRI recommendations, or the integrated reporting 
framework of the IIRC may be used, whereby the 
relevant guidelines must be stated. 

The integrated reporting concept embodies the most 
recent stage of evolution in the progression of regular 
corporate disclosure behavior and is promoted in 
particular by the IIRC. While a first principle-based 
framework has been in existence since December 2013 
(IIRC, 2013, pp. 4-5), and accounting practice has 
access to a guideline for the preparation of integrated 
reports for the first time, a range of unanswered 
questions with respect to the preparation, audit and 
disclosure of integrated reports remains (Adams, 2015, 
p. 27; Cheng et al., 2014, pp. 97-99; De Villiers et al., 
2014, pp. 1059-1062; Flower, 2015, pp. 13-15; Zicari, 
2014, pp. 211-213). 

On account of its international applicability, the IIRC 
framework concept is marked by a deliberate 
principle-oriented approach which leaves the 
management with significant flexibility of arrange-
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ment and margins of discretion in its practical 
implementation (IIRC, 2013, p. 7; see also Haller & 
Zellner, 2013, p. 1131). The IIRC framework concept 
comprises seven guiding principles, which must be 
observed in the preparation and disclosure of 
integrated reports: strategic focus and future 
orientation, connectivity of information, stakeholder 
relationships, conciseness, materiality, reliability and 
completeness, and consistency and comparability 
(IIRC, 2013, p. 15; see also Müller & Stawinoga, 
2014a, p. 42). In addition, the IIRC framework 
concept typically envisages eight content elements in 
an integrated report: organizational overview and 
external environment, governance, business model, 
risks and opportunities, strategy and resource 
allocation, performance, outlook, and basis of 
preparation and presentation. A separate discussion 
of the individual components is not indicated. Rather, 
they should be reported in an integrated manner in 
accordance with the company-specific description of 
the added value for the business owners and society 
(IIRC, 2013 p. 24; see also Haller & Zellner, 2014, 
pp. 256-257). The objective is to achieve a 
connective presentation of the business performance 
by means of the six types of capital highlighted in the 
framework: financial, manufactured, intellectual, 
human, social and relationship, and natural capital 
(Flower, 2015, pp. 3-4; Lorson et al., 2015, p. 627). 
Traditional financial reporting limits the presentation 
to the financial capital and manufactured capital, with 
a partial inclusion of intellectual capital, and is 
primarily aimed at the investors in the reporting 
entity. The IIRC framework concept aims to integrate 
all types of capital, both in terms of governance and 
of integrated reporting (IIRC, 2013; see also Haller, 
2014). The objective is to modify financial reporting 
towards an integrated disclosure of the key 
influencing factors on the added value created for the 
business owners and for society in a single report 
primarily aimed at long-term investors (IIRC, 2013, 
pp. 11-14; see also Thomson, 2015, pp. 19-21). In 
contrast, sustainability reporting addresses all of the 
internal and external stakeholder groups of a 
company and in addition to the financial capital 
reported, it focuses primarily on human, social and 
natural capital (Kajüter, 2015, pp. 303-306). Thus, 
the concepts of integrated reporting and sustainability 
reporting differ, which means that there is no tension 
or immediate competition between them (Freidank & 
Hinze, 2015, p. 83; Kajüter, 2014, pp. 604-607; 
Müller & Stawinoga, 2013c, pp. 464-466). 

Summary and outlook 

Since the most recent financial crisis in 2008/09, 
CSR management and reporting have become 
increasingly popular, especially among capital 
market-oriented companies, also in Germany. Apart 

from the internationally recognized GRI guidelines, 
the Sustainability Code of the German Council for 
Sustainable Development is gaining central 
significance. Thus far, national legislature has 
consciously avoided the anchoring of the 
preparation, audit and disclosure of sustainability 
reports in commercial law – with the exception of 
the reporting on non-financial performance 
indicators in the (group) management report. While 
the Sustainability Code shows some analogies to the 
German Corporate Governance Commission 
because of the adoption of the “comply or explain” 
principle, it lacks the binding character of the 
compliance statement pursuant to Section 161 of the 
German Companies Act. In light of the above, the 
question arises as to how companies realize their 
reporting and explanation in accordance with this 
transparency standard, which is at the centre of this 
empirical study. 

The evaluation of all available compliance 
statements issued by 75 companies on the German 
Council for Sustainable Development homepage as 
September 10, 2014 shows that a diverse range of 
company types use the Sustainability Code for the 
reporting of sustainability-related affairs. For around 
half of the reporting stock companies, a short 
declaration suffices on account of the existing 
comprehensive sustainability reporting. In contrast, 
public enterprises and medium-sized or family-
owned businesses tend towards disclosing a 
German-language full declaration. While this 
empirical study indicates a cross-sectoral acceptance 
of the Sustainability Code in national disclosure 
practice, international connectivity of the code must 
be established over time, and the reporting 
organizations should be encouraged to enhance the 
credibility of their full declaration by means of an 
external audit or review. On account of the reporting 
deficiencies established, the approach of the 
European Union focusing on the stricter regulation 
of sustainability reporting within the (group) 
management report can be justified from an 
economic perspective. Notwithstanding the 
tendency towards increasing EU-wide regulation 
and extension towards integrated reporting, the 
Sustainability Code of the German Council for 
Sustainable Development will provide valuable 
guidance for the reporting on non-financial 
performance indicators for both capital market-
oriented companies and organizations removed from 
the capital market. The focus of future research on 
compliance to the German Sustainability Code 
should aim on analyzing larger sample and periods in 
order to integrate long-term effects. Consequently, on 
the basis of this study it is necessary to develop the 
statistical analysis further. But up to now regression 
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analysis would be of rather low validity because the 
declaration on compliance to the CSR code is 
optional for all companies and the amount and 
structure of firms that publish a declaration is not 

very appropriate. Further research should also 
analyze the quality of CSR reporting and the 
demand for CSR assurance to increase the decision 
usefulness of CSR reporting in Germany. 

References 

1. Adams, C.A. (2015). The International Integrated Reporting Council: A call to action, Critical Perspectives on 
Accounting, 27 (1), pp. 23-28. 

2. Adams, C., Zutshi, A. (2004). Corporate Social Responsibility: Why Business Should Act Responsibly and Be 
Accountable, Australian Accounting Review, 14 (3), pp. 31-39. 

3. Bamberger, I., Wrona, T. (1996). Der Ressourcenansatz und seine Bedeutung für die strategische 
Unternehmensführung, Zeitschrift für betriebswirtschaftliche Forschung, 48 (2), pp. 130-153. 

4. Barney, J.B. (1986). Strategic Factor Markets: Expectation, Luck and Business Strategy, Management Science, 32 
(10), pp. 1231-1241. 

5. Barth, D., Rahe, I., Rabenhorst, D. (2014). Ausgewählte Anwendungsfragen zur Konzernlageberichterstattung 
nach DRS 20, Zeitschrift für internationale und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung, 14 (1), pp. 47-56. 

6. Bassen, A., Gödker, K., Senkl, D. (2013). Anforderungen an die Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung, Zeitschrift für 
Corporate Governance, 8 (4), pp. 186-188. 

7. Bassen, A., Rentrop, A., Zwick, Y. (2011). Deutscher Nachhaltigkeitskodex (DNK), Zeitschrift für Umweltpolitik 
& Umweltrecht, 34 (3), pp. 359-375. 

8. Behncke, N., Hoffmann, T. (2012). Integrated Reporting nach dem IIRC Discussion Paper, Zeitschrift für 
internationale und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung, 12 (9), pp. 411-417. 

9. Blaesing, D. (2013). Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung in Deutschland und den USA, Berichtspraxis, 
Determinanten und Eigenkapitalkostenwirkungen, Frankfurt am Main. 

10. Cheng, M., Green, W., Conradie, P., Konishi, N., Romi, A. (2014). The International Integrated Reporting 
Framework: Key Issues and Future Research Opportunities, Journal of International Financial Management & 
Accounting, 25 (1), pp. 90-119. 

11. Clarkson, M.B.E. (1995). A Stakeholder Framework for Analyzing and Evaluating Corporate Social Performance, 
The Academy of Management review, 20 (1), pp. 92-117. 

12. Cyert, R.M., March, J.G. (1963). A behavioral theory of the firm, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs. 
13. De Villiers, C., Rinaldi, L., Unerman, J. (2014). Integrated Reporting: Insights, gaps and an agenda for future 

research, Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 27 (7), pp. 1042-1067. 
14. Dienes, D., Velte, P. (2013). Integrated Reporting und Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung im Fokus aktueller 

Corporate-Governance-Entwicklungen, Zeitschrift für Corporate Governance, 8 (5), pp. 229-234. 
15. Dienes, D., Velte, P. (2014). Einfluss der Corporate Governance auf die Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung, 

Zeitschrift für Umweltpolitik & Umweltrecht, 37 (4), pp. 347-389. 
16. Dowling, J., Pfeffer, J. (1975). Organizational Legitimacy: Social Values and Organizational Behavior, The 

Pacific Sociological Review, 18 (1), pp. 122-136. 
17. EU Commission (2010). Grünbuch: Weiteres Vorgehen im Bereich der Abschlussprüfung: Lehren aus der Krise, 

(KOM) (2010) 561 endgültig, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/consultations/docs/2010/audit/ 
green_paper_audit_de.pdf (accessed 28 April 2015). 

18. EU Commission (2011). Grünbuch, Europäischer Corporate Governance-Rahmen, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/ 
internal_market/company/docs/modern/com2011-164_de.pdf (accessed 28 April 2015). 

19. EU Commission (2012). Aktionsplan: Europäisches Gesellschaftsrecht und Corporate Governance, available at: 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/DE/ALL/?uri=CELEX:52012DC0740 (accessed 28 April 2015). 

20. EU Commission (2013). Richtlinie des Europäischen Parlaments und des Rates zur Gewährleistung einer 
ausgewogeneren Vertretung von Frauen und Männern unter den nicht geschäftsführenden 
Direktoren/Aufsichtsratsmitgliedern börsennotierter Gesellschaften und über damit zusammenhängende 
Maßnahmen, available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A7-
2013-0340+0+DOC+XML+V0//DE (accessed 28 April 2015). 

21. EU Commission (2014a). Verordnung (EU) Nr. 537/2014 des Europäischen Parlaments und des Rates vom 
16.04.2014 über spezifische Anforderungen an die Abschlussprüfung bei Unternehmen von öffentlichem Interesse 
und zur Aufhebung des Beschlusses 2005/909/EG der Kommission, AblEU L 158, pp. 77-112. 

22. EU Commission (2014b). Directive 2014/95/EU of the European Parliament and the Council of 22 October 2014 
amending Directive 2013/34/EU as regards disclosure of non-financial and diversity information by certain large 
undertakings and groups, ABlEU L 330, pp. 1-9. 

23. Explantory Memorandum of the German Accounting Reform Act (2004). Entwurf eines Gesetzes zur Einführung 
internationaler Rechnungslegungsstandards und zur Sicherung der Qualität der Abschlussprüfung, available at: 
http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/15/034/1503419.pdf (accessed 28 April 2015). 

24. Fernando, S., Lawrence, S. (2014). A Theoretical Framework for CSR Practices: Integrating Legitimacy Theory, 
Stakeholder Theory and Institutional Theory, Journal of Theoretical Accounting Research, 10 (1), pp. 149-178. 



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 13, Issue 2, 2015  

48 

25. Fink, C., Kajüter, P., Winkeljohann, N. (2013). Lageberichterstattung, Schäffer-Poeschel Verlag, Stuttgart. 
26. Flower, J. (2015). The International Integrated Reporting Council: A story of failure, Critical Perspectives on 

Accounting, 27 (1), pp. 1-17. 
27. Freeman, R.E. (1984). Strategic management – A stakeholder approach, Pitman, Boston. 
28. Freidank, C.-C., Hinze, A.-K. (2015). Einordnung des Integrated Reportings in das System der unternehmerischen 

Berichterstattung, in Freidank, C.-C., Müller, S., Velte, P. (Ed.), Handbuch Integrated Reporting – 
Herausforderung für Steuerung, Überwachung und Berichterstattung, Erich-Schmidt-Verlag, Berlin, pp. 55-90. 

29. German Accounting Standard 20 (2012). Konzernlagebericht. 
30. German Council for Sustainable Development (2011). Der Deutsche Nachhaltigkeitskodex (DNK), Empfehlungen 

des Rats für Nachhaltige Entwicklung und Dokumentation des Multistakeholderforums, available at: 
http://www.nachhaltigkeitsrat.de/uploads/media/RNE_Der_Deutsche_Nachhaltigkeitskodex_DNK_texte_Nr_41_J
anuar_2012.pdf (accessed 28 April 2015). 

31. German Council for Sustainable Development (2014a). Deutscher Nachhaltigkeitskodex, Rat für Nachhaltige 
Entwicklung, available at: http://www.nachhaltigkeitsrat.de/uploads/media/RNE_Der_Deutsche_Nachhaltigkeits-
kodex_DNK_Aktualisierung_August_2014.pdf (accessed 28 April 2015). 

32. German Council for Sustainable Development (2014b). Guideline for the German Sustainability Code – Guidance 
for SMEs, available at: http://www.deutscher-nachhaltigkeitskodex.de/en/application/downloads.html (accessed 28 
April 2015). 

33. German Council for Sustainable Development (2014c). Skip the German – Deutscher Nachhaltigkeitskodexwird 
“The Sustainability Code”, available at: http://www.deutscher-nachhaltigkeitskodex.de/de/hintergruende/aktuelles-
und-presseinfos/nachricht/artikel/skip-the-german-deutscher-nachhaltigkeitskodex-wird-the-sustainability-code.html 
(accessed 28 April 2015). 

34. German Council for Sustainable Development (2015). The Sustainability Code – Benchmarking sustainable 
economy, available at: http://www.nachhaltigkeitsrat.de/uploads/media/RNE_The_Sustainability_Code_Text_ 
no_47_January_2015.pdf (accessed 28 April 2015). 

35. Glaser, A. (2015). Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): Erweiterung der (Lage-)Berichterstattung um nicht-
finanzielle Informationen zur Erhöhung der Unternehmenstransparenz in Umwelt- und Sozialbelangen, Zeitschrift 
für Internationale Rechnungslegung, 10 (2), pp. 55-57. 

36. Haller, A. (2014). Wie “nachhaltig” ist Integrated Reporting? Betriebs-Berater, 69 (7), p. I. 
37. Haller, A., Schnabel, J., Koch, M. (2014). Behandlung nichtfinanzieller Leistungsindikatoren in der 

Unternehmensberichterstattung nichtkapitalmarktorientierter Konzerne, Der Betrieb, 67 (45), pp. 2541-2546. 
38. Haller, A., Zellner, P. (2013). Das Integrated Reporting Framework – kurz vor der Zielgeraden, Der Betrieb, 66 

(21), pp. 1125-1132. 
39. Haller, A., Zellner, P. (2014). Integrated Reporting Framework – eine neue Basis für die Weiterentwicklung der 

Unternehmensberichterstattung, Der Betrieb, 67 (6), pp. 253-258. 
40. Hamborg, K., Jung, S. (2014). Der Deutsche Nachhaltigkeitskodex, in Bungenberg, M., Dutzi, A., Krebs, P., Zimmer-

mann, N. (Ed.), Corporate Compliance und Corporate Social Responsibility, Nomos, Baden-Baden, pp. 146-163. 
41. Hartmann, C. (2006). Internationalisierung der Lageberichterstattung, Tectum-Verlag, Marburg. 
42. Hecker, A., Peters, M. (2012). Der Deutsche Nachhaltigkeitskodex, Neue Zeitschrift für Gesellschaftsrecht, 15 (2), 

pp. 55-58.  
43. Hoffmann, J. (2013). Umweltbelange im Lagebericht nach § 289 HGB, Gesellschafts- und Wirtschaftsrecht, 5 

(22), pp. 458-463. 
44. IIRC (2013). The International <IR> Framework, International Integrated Reporting Council, available at: 

http://www.theiirc.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/13-12-08-THE-INTERNATIONAL-IR-FRAMEWORK-2-1.pdf 
(accessed 28 April 2015). 

45. Kajüter, P. (2014). Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung nach den G4-Leitlinien der GRI, Die Wirtschaftsprüfung, 67 
(12), pp. 599-607. 

46. Kajüter, P. (2015). Das Rahmenkonzept des IIRC zum Integrated Reporting – Vergleich mit anderen Standards 
und Leitlinien zur Unternehmensberichterstattung, in Freidank, C.-C., Müller, S., Velte, P. (Ed.), Handbuch 
Integrated Reporting – Herausforderung für Steuerung, Überwachung und Berichterstattung, Erich-Schmidt-
Verlag, Berlin, pp. 297-324. 

47. Kleinfeld, A., Martens, A. (2014). Transparenz: Berichterstattung über Nachhaltigkeitsleistungen, in Schulz, T., 
Bergius, S. (Ed.), CSR und Finance, Beitrag und Rolle des CFO für eine Nachhaltige Unternehmensführung, 
Springer, Berlin/Heidelberg, pp. 219-235. 

48. KPMG (2013). KPMG-Handbuch zur Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung, available at: http://www.kpmg.com/ 
DE/de/Documents/handbuch-nachhaltigkeitsbericherstattung.pdf (accessed 28 April 2015). 

49. Kreipl, M.P. (2015). Konsequenzen der neuen EU-Richtlinie zur Berichterstattung über Sozial-, Umwelt- und 
Arbeitnehmerbelange sowie der Ausdehnung des Country-by-country Reporting für deutsche Unternehmen, 
Zeitschrift für Umweltpolitik & Umweltrecht, 38 (1), pp. 98-117. 

50. Lackmann, J., Stich, M. (2013). Nicht-finanzielle Leistungsindikatoren und Aspekte der Nachhaltigkeit bei der 
Anwendung von DRS 20, Zeitschrift für internationale und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung, 13 (5),  
pp. 236-242. 



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 13, Issue 2, 2015  

49 

51. Lanfermann, G. (2015). EU-Richtlinie zur Angabe von nichtfinanziellen Informationen, Die Wirtschaftsprüfung, 
68 (7), pp. 322-326. 

52. Levy, D.L., Brown, H.S., de Jong, M. (2010). The Contested Politics of Corporate Governance – The Case of the 
Global Reporting Initiative, Business & Society, 49 (1), pp. 88-115. 

53. Lorson, P., Müller, S., Schmidt, W. (2015).“Kapitalarten” des International Integrated Reporting Council, Der 
Betrieb, 68 (12), pp. 625-631. 

54. Maniora, J. (2015). Die neue EU-Richtlinie zur Offenlegung nichtfinanzieller Informationen: Verum oder 
Placebo? Zeitschrift für internationale und kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung, 15 (3), pp. 153-166. 

55. Miolo, A., Veser, M. (2012). Integrated Reporting, Zeitschrift für Internationale Rechnungslegung, 7 (12),  
pp. 479-482. 

56. Müller, S., Stawinoga, M. (2013a). Steht die Unternehmensberichterstattung angesichts der jüngsten 
Verlautbarungen des GRI und des IIRC vor einem grundlegenden Wandel? Der Betrieb, 66 (32), p. M 1. 

57. Müller, S., Stawinoga, M. (2013b). Integrierte Berichterstattung: Aufstellung und Prüfung eines integrierten 
Berichts vor dem Hintergrund aktueller Verlautbarungen des IIRC, Zeitschrift für internationale und 
kapitalmarktorientierte Rechnungslegung, 13 (6), pp. 303-309. 

58. Müller, S., Stawinoga, M. (2013c). Unternehmensberichterstattung: Finanz-, Nachhaltigkeits- und integrierte 
Berichterstattung im Vergleich – Gemeinsamkeiten, Unterschiede und Entwicklungsperspektiven, Die 
Steuerberatung, 56 (11), pp. 461-466. 

59. Müller, S., Stawinoga, M. (2014a). Das erste offizielle Rahmenwerk für das Berichterstattungskonzept des 
Integrated Reporting – Veränderungen gegenüber dem Konsultationsentwurf und Einbettung in das System der 
Unternehmensberichterstattung, Zeitschrift für Corporate Governance, 9 (1), pp. 39-44. 

60. Müller, S., Stawinoga, M. (2014b). Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung bzw. integrierte Berichterstattung: Pflicht 
oder Kür? – Praxisfolgen einer Regulierung für die Ersteller, Prüfer und Adressaten nachhaltigkeitsrelevanter 
Berichte, Zeitschrift für Umweltpolitik & Umweltrecht, 37 (1), pp. 58-77. 

61. Prexl, A. (2010). Nachhaltigkeit kommunizieren – nachhaltig kommunizieren, VS Verlag, Wiesbaden. 
62. Roberts, R.W. (1992). Determinants of corporate social responsibility disclosure: An application of stakeholder 

theory, Accounting, Organizations and Society, 17 (6), pp. 595-612. 
63. Salama, A., Anderson, K., Toms, J.S. (2011). Does community and environmental responsibility affect firm risk? 

Evidence from UK panel data 1994-2006, Business ethics: a European review, 20 (2), pp. 192-204. 
64. Schmidt, M. (2012). Möglichkeiten und Grenzen einer integrierten Finanz- und Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung, 

IDW-Verlag, Düsseldorf. 
65. Shocker, A.D., Sethi, S.P. (1973). An approach to incorporating societal preferences in developing corporate 

action strategies, California Management Review, 15 (4), pp. 97-105. 
66. Spießhofer, B. (2014). Die neue europäische Richtlinie über die Offenlegung nichtfinanzieller Informationen – 

Paradigmenwechsel oder Papiertiger? Neue Zeitschrift für Gesellschaftsrecht, 17 (33), pp. 1281-1287. 
67. Stawinoga, M. (2013). Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung im Lagebericht, Erich-Schmidt-Verlag, Berlin. 
68. Stawinoga, M. (2015). Konzeptionelle und anwendungsorientierte Überlegungen zur Gewährleistung der 

Prüfbarkeit von Nachhaltigkeits- und integrierten Berichten und zur Bestimmung des Haftungsmaßstabs des 
Abschlussprüfers, Zeitschrift für Umweltpolitik & Umweltrecht, 38 (1), pp. 3-28. 

69. Stawinoga, M., Velte, P. (2014). “Facelift” für den DNK – Mutiert die Nachhaltigkeitsberichterstattung zum 
Integrated Reporting? Zeitschrift für Corporate Governance, 9 (5), p. 193. 

70. Thieme, M. (2015). Warum der Deutsche Nachhaltigkeitskodex wichtig ist für den Mittelstand, Die 
Wirtschaftsprüfung, 68 (3), p. I. 

71. Thomson, I. (2015). ‘But does sustainability need capitalism or an integrated report’ a commentary on ‘The 
International Integrated Reporting Council: A story of failure’ by Flower, J., Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 
27 (1), pp. 18-22. 

72. Ungericht, B., Hirt, C. (2010). Politik-sensible CSR-Forschung am Beispiel der Auseinandersetzung um ein 
europäisches Rahmenwerk, Zeitschrift für Wirtschafts- und Unternehmensethik, 11 (2), pp. 174-192. 

73. Vaessen, M. (2013). Die Zukunft der Unternehmensberichterstattung, Die Wirtschaftsprüfung, 66 (10), p. I. 
74. Velte, P. (2014). (Un)geprüfte Nachhaltigkeitsinformationen im (Konzern-)Lagebericht nach der modifizierten 

EU-Rechnungslegungsrichtlinie? Neue Zeitschrift für Gesellschaftsrecht, 17 (27), pp. 1046-1049. 
75. Villiers, C., Mähönen, J. (2015). Article 11: integrated reporting or non-financial reporting?, in: Sjåfjell, B., 

Wiesbrock, A. (Ed.), The Greening of European Business under EU Law – Taking Article 11 TFEU Seriously, 
Routledge, London/New York, pp. 118-143. 

76. Voland, T. (2014). Erweiterung der Berichtspflichten für Unternehmen nach der neuen CSR-Richtlinie, Der 
Betrieb, 67 (49), pp. 2815-2818. 

77. Voland, T. (2015). Unternehmen und Menschenrechte – vom Soft Law zur Rechtspflicht, Betriebs-Berater, 70 (3), 
pp. 67-75. 

78. Wulf, I., Niemöller, J. (2015). Offenlegung nichtfinanzieller und die Diversität betreffender Informationen im 
Lagebericht, Praxis der internationalen Rechnungslegung, 11 (4), pp. 104-112. 



Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 13, Issue 2, 2015  

50 

79. Zicari, A. (2014). Can one Report be Reached? The Challenge of Integrating Different Perspectives on Corporate 
Governance, in Tench, R., Sun, W., Jones, B. (ed.), Communicating Corporate Social Responsibility: Perspectives 
and Practice, Emerald, Bingley, pp. 201-216. 

80. Zobolski, A. (2008). Kooperationskompetenz im dynamischen Wettbewerb, Gabler Verlag, Wiesbaden. 
81. Zülch, H., Höltken, M. (2013). Die “neue” (Konzern-)Lageberichterstattung nach DRS, Der Betrieb, 66 (44),  

pp. 2457-2465. 
82. Zwick, Y. (2014). Rat für Nachhaltige Entwicklung. Der Deutsche Nachhaltigkeitskodex, in D’heur, M. (Ed.), 

CSR und Value Chain Management, Profitables Wachstum durch nachhaltig gemeinsame Wertschöpfung, 
Springer-Verlag, Berlin/Heidelberg, pp. 241-256. 

 

 
 

 


