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ABSTRACT
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Social responsibility reporting has received widespread attention during the last decade. Social
responsibility reporting aims to address growing social concerns, such as human rights, working
conditions, and the ethics of supply chains. The social responsibility of pharmaceutical companies
focuses especially on product safety and principles of ethical conduct, such as respecting human
rights. The societal pressure to adhere to ethical practices creates increasing incentives for
pharmaceutical companies to respect social responsibility in their operations. Reporting on social
responsibility plays a significant role as companies set social responsibility goals and methods to
improve them.

This study examines the evolution of social responsibility reporting in the pharmaceutical industry.
The empirical data consists of Orion Corporation’s social responsibility reporting sections from its
sustainability reports over the studied timeframe 2012-2022, which forms the longitudinal approach for
examining the evolution of reporting in this study. The purpose of this study is to examine the
evolution of social responsibility reporting in the pharmaceutical industry through stakeholder
engagement and indicator usage, as well as changes in report communication.

The theoretical framework connects social responsibility to the broader frame of non-financial
reporting, such as CSR reporting, and introduces the concept of stakeholder engagement. Lastly, the
description of the pharmaceutical industry is linked to the theoretical framework. This study is
qualitative, and it uses both theory-guided qualitative content analysis and data-driven qualitative
content analysis. The empirical data is composed of Orion’s sustainability reports from three years:
2012, 2017, and 2022.

First, the findings present an introduction to Orion’s social responsibility reporting and then they
follow the structure of the two research sub-questions. The findings on these questions provide a
comprehensive view of how social responsibility reporting has evolved around stakeholder
engagement mechanisms, social responsibility indicators, and communication approaches. Through
the studied timeframe, there is an evolution of stakeholder engagement, which can be seen from the
increased dialogue and collaboration practices. The indicators are also evolving toward Orion-specific
indicators that better describe Orion’s operations. The communication method of the report evolves
into an increasingly transparent manner, in which reporting is made more visible and accessible to the
reader.

The conclusion chapter presents three conclusions based on the theoretical framework and
findings. Firstly, Orion’s stakeholder engagement mechanisms show a consistent pattern but
engaging with stakeholders increases at the end of the studied timeframe. Secondly, Orion’s social
responsibility indicators are increasing in Orion-specific indicators, portraying increased clarity and
relevance for its operations. Thirdly, Orion’s reporting shows increased transparency, and its social
responsibilities focus on long-term success. The findings of the study supplement previous scientific
research about social responsibility reporting in the pharmaceutical industry.

Keywords: non-financial reporting, CSR reporting, social responsibility reporting, transparency,
stakeholder engagement, the pharmaceutical industry.
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Sosiaalisen vastuun raportointi on saanut laaja-alaista huomiota viimeisen vuosikymmenen aikana.
Sen tavoitteena on kasitelld yhteiskunnallisia huolenaiheita, kuten ihmisoikeuksia, tyooloja, seka
toimitusketjujen eettisyytta. Ladketeollisuusyritysten sosiaalinen vastuu kohdistuu erityisesti
tuoteturvallisuuteen ja eettisen toiminnan periaatteisiin, kuten ihnmisoikeuksien kunnioittamiseen.
Yhteiskunnalta tuleva paine eettisten kaytanteiden noudattamisesta luo laaketeollisuusyrityksille
entistd enemman kannustimia huomioida sosiaalista vastuullisuutta toiminnassaan. Sosiaalisen
vastuun raportointi on merkittavassa roolissa, kun yritykset asettavat sosiaalisen vastuun tavoitteita ja
keinoja niiden parantamiseksi.

Tama tutkimus tarkastelee sosiaalisen vastuun raportoinnin kehitysta ladketeollisuusalalla.
Raportoinnin kehitysta tarkastellaan Orion Oyj:n sosiaalisen vastuun nakdkulmasta ajanjaksolla 2012-
2022.Tutkimuksen tarkoituksena on tarkastella sosiaalisen vastuun raportoinnin kehitysta
laaketeollisuudessa sidosryhmavuorovaikutuksen ja indikaattorien nakdkulmista, seka raportoinnin
sanallisen viestinndn muutosten kautta.

Teoreettinen viitekehys yhdistaa sosiaalisen vastuun laajempaan ei-taloudellisen raportoinnin
kehykseen, kuten yritysvastuuraportointiin, ja esittelee sidosryhmavuorovaikutuksen kasitteen. Lisaksi
laaketeollisuusalan kuvaus yhdistetaan teoreettiseen viitekehykseen. Tutkimus on laadullinen, ja se
kayttaa seka teoriaohjaavaa laadullista sisallénanalyysia etta aineistolahtdista laadullista
sisallébnanalyysia. Empiirinen aineisto koostuu Orion Oyj:n kestavyysraporttien sosiaalisen vastuun
osuuksista kolmelta vuodelta: 2012, 2017 ja 2022.

Tulokset esittelevat yleiskatsauksen Orionin sosiaalisen vastuun raportointiin, minka jalkeen ne
seuraavat kahden alatutkimuskysymyksen rakennetta. Naiden kysymysten tulokset tarjoavat kattavan
kokonaiskuvan siitd, miten sosiaalisen vastuun raportointi on kehittynyt sidosryhmavuorovaikutuksen
mekanismien, sosiaalisen vastuun indikaattorien, seka sanallisen viestinnan nakokulmista.
Tutkimusjakson aikana Orionin sidosryhmavuorovaikutus kehittyi, mika nakyy lisdantyneena
vuoropuheluna ja yhteisty6kaytantdina yrityksen johdon ja sen sidosryhmien valilla. Indikaattorit
kehittyivat myds kohti Orionin omaa toimintaa mukautettuja indikaattoreita. Raporttien sanallinen
viestinta ja viestintatapa kehittyi myos yha lapindkyvadmmaksi, mikd nakyy siten, ettd raportointi on
lukijalle selkedmpaa ja helpommin saatavilla olevaa.

Johtopaatdsluku esittdd kolme johtopaatdsta teoreettisen viitekehyksen ja tutkimustulosten
pohjalta. Ensinnakin Orionin sidosryhmavuorovaikutusmekanismit osoittavat johdonmukaisuutta,
mutta sidosryhmavuorovaikutus lisaantyy tutkimusjakson viimeisena vuonna. Toiseksi Orionin
kayttamat sosiaalisen vastuun indikaattorit lisdantyvat Orionin omien indikaattorien luokkaan, mika
kuvastaa entista selkeampaa ja merkityksellisempaa toimintaa Orionille. Kolmanneksi Orionin
raportointi osoittaa lisdantynytta lapinakyvyytta, ja sen sosiaalinen vastuu keskittyy pitkan aikavalin
menestykseen. Tutkimuksen tulokset tdydentavat aiempaa tieteellistd tutkimusta sosiaalisen vastuun
raportoinnista ladketeollisuudessa.

Avainsanat: ei-taloudellinen raportointi, yritysvastuuraportointi, sosiaalisen vastuun raportointi,
l&pindkyvyys, sidosryhmavuorovaikutus, |aaketeollisuus
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Corporate reporting has expanded significantly over the last two decades (Unerman et al.,
2018). Over time, especially sustainability-related activity and reporting has expanded in
scope and sector participation (Schneider et al., 2010). Companies have broadened their
reporting efforts by generating voluntary social responsibility reports. This shift is a response
to growing public demands (Lauwo and Otusanya, 2014; Kilian and Hennigs, 2014). Hence,
accountability for social, environmental, and economic impacts has become more prevalent
among many organizations in the past few years (Buhr, 2007), and issues on social

responsibility and its reporting have gained popularity (Sweeney and Doughlan, 2008).

A company's dedication to the well-being of society and the environment is now a key factor
in evaluating its overall success and its capacity to operate sustainably (Duckworth & Moore,
2010). The concept of sustainable development, as defined by the United Nations Brundtland
Commission in 1987, serves as one of the bases for corporate sustainability reporting. Briefly,
sustainable development is defined as the action of meeting the needs of the present without
compromising the needs of future generations. (United Nations World Commission on

Environment and Development, 1987.)

Social responsibility, according to the ISO 26000 standard is about the responsibility of an
organization for the consequences of its decisions and operations on society and the
environment, demonstrated through transparent and ethical behavior (ISO, 2010). Milanesi et
al. (2020) further confirm that the social dimension of sustainability is concerned with
community well-being, workplace health and safety, human rights, working conditions, and

labor rights.

Social responsibility reporting is extremely important in industries with a primary focus on
societal well-being, such as the pharmaceutical industry, whose biggest mission is to help
people live healthy lives and it has greatly contributed to generating well-being (Gereffi,

2017), and stands as one of the most relevant sectors for the economy at a global level



(EFPIA, 2019). Demir and Min (2019) state that ”Owing to the very nature of their business,
pharmaceutical companies are in constant contact with various different components of
society and thus are subject to multiple points of pressure regarding their sustainable business
conduct, ranging from affordable and fair pricing to employee health and safety to access to

medicines and counterfeit drugs” (Demir & Min, 2019, 358).

Although this study focuses on the social responsibility perspective, the past literature within
the pharmaceutical industry has been mostly studied through the corporate social
responsibility (CSR) perspective. Hence, CSR is presumed to have strategic significance for
the pharmaceutical industry. CSR reports present an opportunity for pharmaceutical
companies to communicate with their stakeholders about their activities and performance
(Demir and Min, 2019). There is no doubt that pharmaceutical companies have a big role in
the CSR field, however, the understanding of how well their disclosures reflect
comprehensive, trustworthy, and precise insights into their real-world performances remains
restricted due to insufficient literature on the CSR reporting practices within the

pharmaceutical sector. (Lee and Kohler, 2010; Sweeney and Doughlan, 2008).

As the inspection on companies intensifies regarding their social impacts, there is a growing
need for tools and methods that make a connection between corporate decisions and the three
pillars of sustainability — the social, environmental, and economic dimensions. (Hutchins et
al., 2019.) First introduced by Elkington (1997), the combination of social, environmental,
and economic performance is often understood as a “triple bottom line” (TBL) (Elkington,
1997). Making the connection between corporate action and the triple bottom line is crucial

for companies to link their decisions to sustainability impacts.

Since sustainability reports are not yet under as strict standards as financial reports and
display wide variation in content quality, there are concerns over the comparability and
credibility of the reports as well as the motivation of the publishers to engage in CSR (Demir
et al., 2022, 169). Although the reporting of social issues is undoubtedly growing (Rasche
and Esser, 2006), the research indicates that the reporting is controlled by management, thus

the legitimacy of the scope of the reporting may be questionable (Owen et al., 2000).

Demir and Min (2019) study the CSR reports of the world’s 15 largest pharmaceutical

companies and their findings indicate that CSR practices and transparency differ across



pharmaceutical companies. For instance, pharmaceutical companies demonstrate a degree of
uniformity in their CSR reporting regarding environmental management and labor relations
practices. However, when it comes to human rights and supply chain management, there is
significant variability in CSR transparency. These observations suggest that companies
selectively disclose information, emphasizing accomplishments in certain areas while leaving
out details that could have adverse consequences (Demir and Min, 2019.) Likewise, Esteban
(2008) claims social responsibility practices vary across the pharmaceutical sector, which
indicates that the practiced CSR activities could often be short-term and inconsistent
(Esteban, 2008). Moreover, Hutchins et al. (2019) conclude that previous literature
concerning social sustainability puts emphasis on legislative issues or human health and

safety in a specific context, instead of a wider spectrum of social impacts.

As mentioned earlier, in previous research, assessing the CSR reports of pharmaceutical
companies has been the most used way of gaining information about the sustainability of the
pharmaceutical industry. While assessing CSR reporting might be effective, it is still a broad
approach for sustainability evaluation. This indicates a research gap, since past literature does
not include research about the social responsibility reporting of pharmaceutical companies, at
least not through a longitudinal research approach. Hence, this study can scientifically as well
as practically contribute to improving the understanding of social responsibility reporting in

the pharmaceutical industry.

This study focuses on concepts that are presented in the research question(s) below. These
concepts are stakeholder engagement, social responsibility indicators, communication, and
transparency. These concepts provide the opportunity to examine the evolution of social
responsibility reporting in the pharmaceutical industry through different perspectives

ultimately providing an answer to the research question.
1.2 Purpose and research question
The purpose of this study is to discover how social responsibilities are reported in the

pharmaceutical industry. The study focuses on a specific pharmaceutical company in Finland,

Orion Corporation. The social responsibility reporting aspect will be explored through



Orion’s published sustainability reports from a particular period. Orion is selected as a case
company since it is a globally operating Finnish pharmaceutical company.
All things considered; the proposed research question is:

How has social responsibility reporting evolved in the pharmaceutical industry between

2012-2022?

Sub questions:
1. How has social responsibility reporting evolved regarding stakeholder
engagement and indicators during the timeframe 2012-2022?
2. How has written communication about social responsibility changed in

reporting?

The purpose of the research sub-questions is to break down the main research question as
well as aid in answering the main research question. Thus, the answer to the main research
question is generated through answering the sub-questions. The reason why this study
focuses on the evolution of reporting is that it provides an overview of what has happened in
the past in the realm of reporting and gives a clue on what is possibly going to happen in the
future of social responsibility reporting. This particular period under investigation is selected
due to it being long enough to be suitable for a longitudinal approach and the last year of the
studied timeframe 1s 2022, which is currently the last sustainability report that Orion has
published. Therefore, it is possible to see the most recent evolutions that have happened in

Orion’s social responsibility reporting.

The theoretical framework, which is composed of three main sections, will help in answering
the research questions. The first sub-question is answered by the identification of changes in
Orion’s stakeholder engagement, how they report about stakeholders, and how their
indicators for measuring social responsibility have evolved over the years. In this study’s
empirical section, stakeholder engagement analysis focuses on how stakeholders are
discussed in the reporting. The concept of stakeholder engagement is elaborated further in the
theoretical framework chapter. Regarding the analysis of indicators, the purpose of this report
is not to estimate whether Orion reports according to the GRI guidelines or to estimate what
certain indicators mean. Rather the purpose is to see how, and which indicators have changed
over the years. The second sub-question is answered through identified shifts in Orion’s

communication style and format of the reports. For this question, the concept of transparency



will be used from the theoretical framework to support the analysis. This study contributes to
the previous literature by providing a comprehensive review of the evolution of social
responsibility reporting through stakeholder engagement methods, indicators, and

communication approaches.

Additionally, in many sections of the reports on social responsibility, there is frequent
reference to other reports, such as Orion's Code of Conduct. The purpose of this research is to
focus on the sustainability reports and not include findings from other reports, since the scope
of sustainability reports is already vast and the sustainability reports provide sufficient

information about social responsibility for the purpose of this study.

1.3 Scope and key concepts

The research question(s) will be answered through an analysis of one Finnish pharmaceutical
company, Orion Corporation. Through this analysis, social responsibility reporting can be
further understood within the pharmaceutical industry from the perspective of one company.
Since the empirical data consists of one company, the results cannot be generalized to the
whole pharmaceutical sector. However, it is insightful to study one company, since the results
can be applied to other individual pharmaceutical companies who report about social

responsibilities in a similar manner as Orion.

The data 1s collected from Orion’s three sustainability reports between the timeframe 2012-
2022. Since the study investigates social responsibility reporting, the empirical data is
constructed by limiting the data to only social responsibility sections from the sustainability
reports. Therefore, the financial reporting and other non-financial (environmental) reporting
areas are left out of this study. The key concepts of this study are non-financial reporting,
CSR reporting, social responsibility reporting, transparency, stakeholder engagement, and the
pharmaceutical industry. The key concepts are some of the main components of the
theoretical framework. The theoretical framework increases the understanding of the
evolution of social responsibility reporting in the pharmaceutical industry, which is why it is

a useful tool for the empirical section of the study.



Erkens et al. (2015) define non-financial reporting (NFR) as social and environmental
accounting, CSR, and intellectual capital, which are all disclosed outside the financial
statements. NFR can be disclosed on different reports, which are, for instance, annual reports,
financial statements, stakeholder reports, corporate responsibility reports, sustainability
reports, and social and environmental reports. (Stolowy and Paugam, 2018.) After the
adoption of Directive 2014/95/EU, which mandates the compulsory disclosure of
nonfinancial information by public-interest entities, all European Union member countries
were obligated to revise their laws to facilitate the reporting of nonfinancial details. As a
result, starting from January 1, 2017, public-interest entities employing more than 500
individuals were mandated to reveal nonfinancial information pertaining to environmental,
social, and employee matters, respect for human rights, anti-corruption, and bribery matters.

(2014/95/EU.)

Corporate social responsibility reporting (CSR) (also called corporate conscience, social
performance, or sustainable responsible business) entails voluntary initiatives within a
business model aimed at self-regulation (Fontaine, 2013), and it includes reporting on
economic, environmental, and social matters (White, 2016). CSR highlights the potential to
create environmental and social value, for instance, through reduced use of natural resources
or by taking into consideration different social groups. It is said that by contributing to social
and environmental value creation, business models can create a competitive advantage while
simultaneously contributing to sustainable development. (Freudenreich et al., 2020.) CSR
reporting and sustainability reporting have similar meanings and in literature they are often
used interchangeably. The term CSR is usually defined slightly more broadly compared to the
term sustainability. (Huang & Watson, 2015; Fifka, 2012; Hahn and Kiihnen, 2013.) In this
study, CSR reporting and sustainability reporting are used interchangeably and they refer to
the same thing. In the theoretical framework, the groundwork for social responsibility
reporting is set through the introduction of CSR reporting, however, after the theoretical
framework, for the following chapters (i.e. the rest of the study), the term sustainability

reporting is used.

Social responsibility reporting benetits companies and the environment in which they
operate. Disclosure of social aspects is very important for a company’s transparency, which is
necessary to building trust with stakeholders and conducting a business that aligns with the

sustainable development goals. (Michalczuk & Konarzewska, 2018.) The meaning of social



responsibility, on an individual level, arises from concern for the ethical consequences of
one’s actions as they might affect the interest of others. On a societal level, social
responsibility moves a step further by highlighting institutional actions and their effect on the
whole social system. (Davis, 1967.) In research literature, the terms social responsibility and
social sustainability are often used as synonyms. Social responsibility, which is often also
referred to as CSR, is about the actions of companies to reach their social sustainability goals.
(Szabd, 2016). Social sustainability involves a range of topics, including workplace diversity,
fair labor practices, positive community engagement, human resource management, health
and safety at work, local communities, business partners, suppliers and consumers, and
human rights (Fontaine, 2013; Szabo, 2016). In this study, social responsibility is used as a

term to describe all of the mentioned social sustainability topics.

Stakeholder engagement, which is grounded in the stakeholder theory, has received great
attention in recent years (Garcés-Ayerbe et al., 2019; Herremans et al., 2016; Stocker et al.,
2020). Stakeholder engagement is seen as an organization's ability to establish collaborative
relationships with a wide range of stakeholders (Stocker et al., 2020). In the empirical section
of this study, stakeholders are seen as the target of social responsibility reporting, meaning

that the empirical section focuses on how stakeholders are discussed in reporting.

The pharmaceutical industry is the study’s industry focus. The industry is responsible for
researching, developing, producing, and marketing pharmaceutical medicines, vaccines, and
treatments for diseases (Scherer, 2000; Lee and Kohler, 2010). The pharmaceutical industry
stands as one of the most research-intensive sectors globally, consistently producing
innovative products that contribute to saving lives and raising the overall quality of life
(Scherer, 2000). It is also recognized as a leading sector in industrial sustainability (Schneider

et al., 2010).

1.4 Structure of the report

The aim of this study is to inspect the evolution of social responsibility reporting in the
pharmaceutical sector through one pharmaceutical company. The topic of choice for this
study comes from the author’s interest in the aspect of social responsibility, stakeholders, and

the pharmaceutical industry. When combined, the topic can generate interesting findings. The



research process begins with familiarization with the research literature on the subject area,
which is a broad collection of research articles and books on sustainability, social issues,
social responsibility reporting, CSR reporting, stakeholder engagement, and transparency.
Furthermore, through literature inspection, it was found that there is a need for more research
about social responsibility reporting in the pharmaceutical sector, which increases the

relevance of this topic.

This research report consists of five chapters: introduction, theoretical framework,
methodology, research findings, and conclusion. The introduction chapter presents the
background of the research topic, the purpose and research questions, the scope and key
concepts, as well as the structure of the report. The second chapter consists of the theoretical
framework, which is made up of CSR reporting, social responsibility reporting, social
responsibility indicators, sustainability reporting as a communication tool, transparency,
stakeholder engagement, description of the pharmaceutical industry, and social responsibility
reporting in the pharmaceutical industry. Finally, there is a summary of the theoretical
framework at the end of the section. The third chapter covers the methodology of this study.
It includes the introduction of Orion, the research data, the research method, and the analysis
process. The fourth chapter presents the findings and the analysis of the study through four
sub-chapters. The first sub-chapter looks at the general evolution of Orion’s social
responsibility reporting. The next two sub-chapters relate to the two research sub-questions,
and the fourth sub-chapter summarizes the research findings. Finally, the fifth chapter
presents the research conclusions as well as the scientific and practical contribution of the

research, and suggestions for future research.



2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1 The evolution of social responsibility reporting

2.1.1 CSR reporting

This study approaches social responsibility reporting from the CSR reporting perspective,
since a large amount of literature concerning the pharmaceutical industry is done through
inspection of their CSR reporting (Smith, 2008; Demir & Min, 2019; Leisinger, 2005).
Additionally, social responsibility is an area of CSR, and CSR reporting often has embedded
social responsibility information (Christensen et al., 2021). From a historical perspective, the
development of sustainability-related reporting has gone through several shifts (Fitka, 2012).
In the 1970s and 1980s, studies fixated mostly on social reporting. Employee reporting is one
aspect, which grew to be known as social reporting in the 1960s and 1970s (Buhr, 2007.) In
the 1990s, environmental reporting started receiving more attention. At the end of the decade,
researchers also began to discuss the social and environmental dimensions simultaneously in
a joint report. After the 2000s, the terminology shifted to the analysis of corporate social
responsibility reporting (CSR) also known as sustainability reporting. (Fifka, 2012; Hahn &
Kiihnen, 2013.)

CSR reporting can be defined as the systematic process through which organizations
communicate their social and environmental actions to various interest groups within society
and the broader public (Demir et al., 2022, 169; Paetzold, 2010). CSR reports have become a
tool of communication for CSR matters, such as social and environmental matters
(Moravcikova et al., 2015). CSR reporting provides users with information on economic,
environmental, and social impacts to help manage change toward sustainable development
(White, 2016). Corporations have the option to incorporate CSR details within their annual
report or issue a distinct CSR report, also known as a sustainability report, corporate

accountability report, or nonfinancial report (Christensen et al., 2021).

There are four stages in the sustainability reporting process of social and environmental

issues: why, to whom, what, and how. The reason why a company would want to report on
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social and environmental issues can be based on two philosophical motivations. If the
motivation for reporting stems from gaining economic benefit, it is classified as strategic, and
if it comes from ethical reasoning it is classified as holistic. Once the motives to engage in
sustainability reporting are established, they will drive decisions related to the second stage —
to whom the social and environmental matters will be directed. This relates to whom a
company considers itself responsible if it is to achieve its philosophical objectives. The next
stage is — what information should the social and environmental disclosures address. This
relates to the information demands of the identified stakeholders and what needs to be
disclosed to meet these demands. The last stage concerns decisions relating to #ow the

information should be compiled, that is, the format of the report. (Rinaldi et al., 2014.)

Reporting has consistently been influenced, to one degree of another, by the immediate and
long-term goals of the corporation. Respectively, corporations report with motivation, a
purpose, and a message in mind. (Buhr, 2007.) What is disclosed in the reports is partly a
response to various pressures, societal expectations, and social change, as well as how the
corporation interprets and prioritizes these factors. Through reporting, corporations engage in
public dialogue and help mold the public opinion that they are addressing. (Machado &
Davim, 2018.)

Motivators for sustainability reporting, according to Buhr (2007) are: moral and ethical
reasons and duty, competitive advantage, taking part in setting voluntary standards, taking
part in setting mandatory standards, peer and industry pressure, corporate performance, image
management, public relations, corporate reporting awards, social pressures, social license to
operate, financial benefits from investor reactions, and existing regulation (government,
accounting or securities based). All of these motivators can be perceived from the proactive
or reactive approach. Referring to the framework, the proactive and reactive approach can be
roughly divided. Companies that embody the proactive approach want to be involved in
building a more comprehensive field of sustainability reporting and respond to events in their
operating environment proactively. Companies embodying a reactive approach, on the other
hand, respond only after something has happened, meaning that a response is given if
necessary, for instance, when their legitimacy is under threat or a response if required of

them. (Buhr, 2007.)
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Being a multi-dimensional concept, CSR involves a wide range of business activities often
shaped by the competing interests and priorities of various stakeholder groups (Demir and
Min, 2019.) CSR reporting includes measurement, disclosure, and communication of
information about CSR and sustainability topics. It includes corporations’ CSR and
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) activities, risks, and policies. (Shocker and
Sethi, 1973.) The global CSR reporting regulations commonly aim to enhance transparency
and facilitate the monitoring of corporate performance for diverse stakeholder groups by
promoting disclosure, and the regulations also require publicly listed companies throughout
multiple industries to provide detailed disclosures that cover environmental, social, and
economic matters (Haji et al., 2023), which are the three dimensions that are the most

recurring areas of CSR (White, 2016). All three dimensions are introduced below.

In the economic dimension of sustainability reporting, an organization reports its financial
impacts on communities, government, employees, charities, and others directly affected by its
operations (White, 2016). The economic area of CSR has evolved from the obligation of

accountability to shareholders (Carroll, 1991; Friedman 1962).

The environmental dimension contains the reporting of an organization’s material impacts on
air, water, and land (White, 2016). There are different indicators that display corporate
environmental awareness that can be taken into consideration when conducting business. One
of them is understanding the planetary boundaries and protecting the functioning of the earth
system in the long term. Another one is the life cycle assessment (LCA), which measures all
relevant emissions and resource usage along with their associated environmental effects and
issues that are associated with any goods or services. Additionally, following the sustainable
development goals (SDGs) is a way to show environmental awareness. (Dong & Hauschild,

2017.)

The social dimension of sustainability reporting includes an organization’s reporting on its
impacts on its employees (human rights and labor practices), consumers (product
responsibility), and society (community contributions) (White, 2016). The social dimension
of sustainability has received less attention relative to the environmental or economic
dimension but that has started to change slowly over time, as social responsibility has
received more recognition (Klassen & Vereecke, 2012; Seuring & Miiller, 2008; Ashby et al.,
2012; Pashaei et al., 2018).
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Hence, CSR includes aspects from economic, environmental as well as social dimensions.
However, even if popular, CSR reporting has also received criticism. Past research shows that
a lot of the information reported through CSR reports is not necessarily material, not assured,
not measured, not aggregate information, not comparable with other organizations, and it
presents a favorable view rather than a realistic view of the company’s performance

(Hubbard, 2009).

The European Commission (2011) states that to fully meet their CSR objectives, companies
should have a process to integrate social, environmental, ethical, human rights, and consumer
concerns into their business operations and strategy in close collaboration with their
stakeholders (European Commission 2011). The CSR reporting standards govern how to
report and disclose such information (Christensen et al., 2021). There are many domestic
CSR reporting guidelines and other global initiatives, such as the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) Guidelines and International Labor Organization
(ILO) Conventions. Four globally recognized CSR reporting standards are the GRI standards,
Accountability’s AA1000 Principles standard, the United Nations (UN) Global Compact’s
COP, and the ISO26000 standard. (Tschopp & Nastanski, 2014; Koerber, 2009.) These
sustainability reporting standards have emerged to guide corporations to implement, manage,
and report their CSR activities (Waddock, 2008, as cited by Vigneau et al., 2015). But
without question, the most influential reporting guidelines have been those from the GRI

(Buhr, 2007).

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is an independent, international organization that
guides organizations to take responsibility for their impacts (GRI, 2024). The goal of
undertaking GRI is to harmonize various reporting systems. (Brown et al., 2009; Chen et al.,
2014). The GRI standards include the notion of a “triple bottom line” (Elkington, 1997),
implying that economic, environmental, and social performance levels are equally relevant
for reporting purposes (GRI, 2016). Many studies use the GRI guidelines to test corporate
accountability. The GRI principles for achieving high-quality sustainability reporting are
accuracy, balance, clarity, comparability, completeness, sustainability context, timeliness,
and verifiability (GRI, 2021, 20). As Brown et al. (2009) remark, GRI is the best-known
framework for voluntary reporting of social and environmental performance by organizations
worldwide. GRI was created to extend the financial accounting framework to include non-

financial reporting to a broader range of stakeholders. (Brown et al., 2009.) To link GRI to
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social responsibility, in GRI G4 there are three categories of specific standard disclosures —
economic, environmental, and social. The social category is further divided into four sub-
categories, which are Labor Practices and Decent Work (LA), Human Rights (HR), Society
(SO), and Product Responsibility (PR) (ISO, 2014, 11).

Regardless of the slow but steady expansion in organizational social and environmental
disclosure regulation, the development of sustainability reporting has, without question, been
voluntary. It can be seen from the earliest reports (especially from 1990), that the inclusion of
sustainability information has been a function of the motivations of the organizations
themselves. (Buhr, 2007.) Regarding mandatory reporting requirements, in 2023, the
Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) entered into force. The directive
modernizes the rules concerning the environmental and social information that companies
must report. A wider range of large companies and listed SMEs are now required to report on
sustainability. These rules will ensure that investors and other stakeholders have access to the
information to evaluate how companies affect both people and the environment. The first
companies will have to apply the new rules for the first time in the 2024 financial year, for

reports published in 2025. (2022/2464/EU.)

2.1.2 Social responsibility reporting

As indicated by Kreps (1962), individuals have been concerned about evaluating
organizations’ social performance as early as the late 1930s. The modern description of social
responsibility may be marked by Bowen’s (1953) work, Social Responsibilities of the
Businessman. After that, there have been many notable contributions to CSR (see Davis,
1960; Ackerman and Bauer, 1976; Bowman and Haire, 1975; Carroll, 1979; Wartick and
Cochran, 1985; Wood, 1991). The term “social audit” was first introduced in the 1940s by
Theodore Kreps (Bennett et al., 2017). Social auditing is used as a mechanism that checks
through stakeholder engagement if a company’s social performance goes hand in hand with
its social commitments (Rahim et al., 2023). This approach emphasizes the qualitative and
procedural aspects of accountability, viewing it as a continuous dialogue between an
organization and its stakeholders There was an increased amount of interest in social
responsibility in the 1970s and again in the 1990s. In both cases, this interest was focused on

performance evaluation primarily to disclose information to external stakeholders. In recent
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years the field of social auditing has become more prominent within the realm of

accountability for social responsibility. (Bennett et al., 2017.)

Social responsibility actions are needed, since humanity is facing social sustainability
challenges, for instance, Edelman (2021) confirms that there are indications of decreasing
levels of trust in many societies. Additionally, Covid-19 has been a factor in decreased levels
of trust toward companies and their leaders. (Edelman, 2021.) Low levels of trust, apart from
being a social problem, also denote a low potential to cohesively address environmental
challenges. Moreover, the unsustainability of social and environmental systems increasingly
impacts the economic dimension, and for a sustainable society, it is essential to succeed in all

three dimensions. (Broman and Robeért, 2017.)

Interest in social responsibility has intensified and it keeps being a topic of high interest due
to the social system undergoing changes that require new modes of conduct. Apart from it
being a recognized topic, there still seems to be confusion about why it exists, how it arises,
and how important it is for organizations in our society. (Davis, 1967.) Social responsibility
is an abstract aspect, which usually cannot be directly identified in the products or services
provided by the company. Social responsibility can be efficient in terms of providing
information, however, it requires the company to first establish strategies that focus on
stakeholders. Companies should especially publish information that might be of interest to

their key stakeholders. (Spirig, 2017; Mitchell et al., 1997.)

An intriguing point in the evaluation of social performance involves compliance with
regulations. Globally there are many international conventions that have been signed by most
countries. These include the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the
OECD’s Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, and several examples from the
International Labor Organization. Yet, these can often be too broad to serve as the foundation
for a comprehensive measurement system on their own. Moreover, their practical
interpretation may clash due to cultural differences; for instance, whereas numerous
individuals in Western cultures may view child labor as a violation of human rights, it is

considered both legal and socially acceptable in some countries. (Bennett et al., 2017.)

Duckworth and Moore (2010) state seven key social responsibility subjects. “These seven

core social responsibility subjects are organizational governance, human rights, labor
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practices, the environment, fair operating practices, consumer issues, and community
involvement and development” (Duckworth & Moore, 2010, 7.) There are also seven key
principles of social responsibility which are accountability, transparency, ethical behavior,
respect for stakeholder interests, respect for laws, respect for international norms of behavior,
and respect for human rights. To define socially responsible behavior, one must first
acknowledge the extensive network of stakeholders and then proceed to take actions and
make decisions in consideration of these seven guiding principles. (Duckworth & Moore,

2010.)

2.1.2.1 Indicators of social responsibility

In general, there has been much less discussion of social performance measurement than that
of environmental. This might be mainly due to the fact that the social side is more complex
since it is about dealing with perception, i.e. soft, indicators rather than hard indicators.
(Business and the Environment, 1999.) Information that can be expressed in numbers is
classified as hard information. This information is often based on facts and exact numbers.
Information that is difficult to completely summarize in a numeric score and requires

knowledge about context is called soft information. (Liberti & Petersen, 2019.)

Companies provide social responsibility information voluntarily to manage their
performance. This publication of information advises stakeholders about the impacts the
company has on the social system where it operates. However, it is common to use guidelines
such as the GRI standards to report on social responsibilities. Measuring the social
responsibility of companies is a challenge that some researchers have faced over the last fifty
years. (Seibert et al., 2021.) To know how an organization is performing in terms of
sustainability, social issues should be grounded in social objectives and indicators that can be
empirically measured and analyzed (Pashaei et al., 2018). Social responsibility performance
can be measured by the consequences that the activities of a company have on its
stakeholders (Pavldkova Docekalova et al., 2018; Spirig, 2017; Wood & Jones, 1995).
Indicators of social performance are generally by nature more specific to location and culture
compared to environmental indicators. This site and culture-specific nature of indicators

places limits to their standardization. (Bennett et al., 1999.)
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According to Bennett et al. (2017) there has been only a few discussions of all the topics of
social performance evaluation, hence some areas of social responsibility are not reported or
discussed in literature as much as others. However, a considerable amount of literature
discusses employee conditions, hence, it is not surprising that employment-related indicators

are one of the most well-developed areas of social responsibility. (Bennett et al., 2017.)

Sustainability indicators are a way to ensure industries are behaving responsibly (Hale et al.,
2019). There are varying approaches to which social responsibility indicators are used. For
instance, indicators can be organized under broad topics, such as well-being, values,
inequality, power, and justice. (Hicks et al., 2016.) Furthermore, these topics can be
organized into three general social sustainability orientations: 1) bridge sustainability -
concerning changes in corporate behavior to achieve bio-physical environmental goals, 2)
maintenance sustainability — preservation of socio-cultural practices, and 3) development
sustainability - addressing basic needs, creating social capital, and addressing issues of
injustice and inequality. (Vallance et al., 2011.) Out of these three orientations, the

maintenance and development sustainability are the most fitting for this study.

Past research about social responsibility indicators shows varying results. Vuontisjirvi (2006)
analyzed the human resource disclosures of Finnish companies and concluded that there are
not many disclosures regarding equal opportunities, work-life balance, and efforts to solve
challenges faced by disadvantaged stakeholder groups. (Vuontisjirvi, 2006.) Faisal et al.
(2012) did a study concerning reporting about labor, in which they studied 460 public
companies based in 57 countries. The findings point out that “employment information” (i.e.
number of full- or part-time employees) received the most attention, while others such as
employee development and diversity received much less attention. (Faisal et al., 2010.)
Furthermore, Koskela (2014) pointed out that occupational health and safety was reported
using varying indicators, but fewer indicators were used to report about well-being (Koskela,
2014). Hence, it is possible to conclude that social responsibility indicators are used very

differently across companies and across countries as well.

2.1.3 Sustainability reporting as a communication tool

Sustainability reports are one of the main drivers of change towards corporate sustainability

(Lozano, 2015). Communication with stakeholders about an organization’s non-financial
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reporting, such as environmental and social dimensions is the principal function of CSR
reporting (Kristofik et al., 2016). Corporations and society are interdependent and companies
that practice CSR create shared value for all their stakeholders, such as customers, suppliers,
employees, investors, and the local community (Freeman, 2008). Governments, NGOs,
individuals, and the media also play a role in the public dialogue by their presence in the
communication. This adaptable public dialogue leads to expectations that lead to shaping
laws that require greater levels of corporate public accountability. (Buhr, 2007.) As
Moravcikova et al. (2015) claim, regular CSR communication brings the company certain
advantages such as transparency and involvement of stakeholders. Transparency increases
awareness of CSR activities and ensures corporate transparency. The involvement of
stakeholders strengthens their position and involves them in corporate decision-making.
(Moravcikova et al., 2015.) The study of Kristofik et al. (2016) confirms that there is a need
for standardized CSR reporting to ensure its transparency and clarity (Kristofik et al., 2016).

CSR reporting can be used as a way to communicate to different stakeholder groups about
achievements. Companies can additionally use CSR as a tool to improve their reputation by
appealing to ethically conscious stakeholders. It is also important to note that a company’s
reputation causes stakeholders to draw conclusions about how socially responsible the
company is, as well as the quality of its products. (Salton & Jones, 2015.) If a company
combines its business strategy with CSR goals as a long-term commitment, CSR actions and
reporting will give many benefits to the company and its external environment, such as
opportunities, innovation, and competitive advantage. This means that CSR and CSR
reporting have become an expectation that companies should follow, although it is important

to note that reporting is not equivalent to actual performance. (Sang & Han, 2023.)

Globally organizations report about their sustainability activities through CSR or
sustainability reports to: 1) assess the state of their progress toward sustainability and ii)
communicate to their stakeholders about the efforts made in different sustainability
dimensions. Literature suggests other reasons for sustainability reporting as well, they are: 1)
assessment of sustainability performance, ii) benchmarking against competitors, iii)
achieving transparency, iv) marketing sustainability efforts, and finally v) fostering

organizational change. (Domingues et al., 2017.)
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As stated by Burrit and Schaltegger (2010), sustainability reporting serves as a tool to aid
managers in making decisions related to sustainability, which can be viewed from two
perspectives: 1) the "inside-out" perspective, which is influenced by the company's own
business strategy, and ii) the "outside-in" perspective, which is shaped by stakeholder

demands concerning reporting and communication. (Burrit & Schaltegger, 2010.)

Transparency can be defined as providing relevant, timely, and reliable information to
stakeholders, both orally and in written form (Williams, 2005). Moreover, Carter and Rogers
(2008) define transparency as informing the stakeholders through sustainability reporting, as
well as using feedback from stakeholders to improve the company’s operations. Transparency
can be a way of achieving accountability. Modern governance methods generally require
accountability, although accountability might not be necessarily dependent on transparency.
To be transparent, one must identify the material to be made transparent, the identities who
are required to disclose it, who has the right to access the information, the conditions under
which the information is disclosed, and the mechanisms through which it is accessed.

(Fierlbeck et al., 2021.)

Companies have started to make many aspects of their business, such as decision-making,
operations, employee relations, and communication with key stakeholders more openly
observable, with a goal to use transparency for benefit and achieve competitive advantage

(Merlo et al., 2018).

Transparency can take various forms and it has been studied from many perspectives. From
the customer’s viewpoint, transparency is defined as the subjective experience of obtaining
relevant information from the other party. (Liu et al., 2015.) From an organizational
perspective, transparency has been discussed in terms of the degree of visibility and

accessibility of information provided by a company (Wilkin, 2009).

Information accessibility requires that data is not only available but also comprehensible to
its intended audience. Overwhelming or overly complex information can undermine
transparency, as stakeholders may experience greater uncertainty, potentially leading to
adverse reactions toward the company. Effective transparency depends on delivering detailed
and comprehensible information about a company's offerings that stakeholders can easily

understand. (Merlo et al., 2018.) Another important thing is that the shared information needs
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to be objective, as in, it cannot selectively exaggerate positive attributes and leave out

negative ones (Bennis et al., 2008).

One way of achieving transparency is through sustainability reporting, and transparency is
especially important in these reports since open and transparent reporting reflects a greater
commitment to targets relating to CSR objectives (Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2014). Reporting
standards, such as GRI, can help organizations to be more transparent (GRI, 2016). The GRI
guidelines encourage companies to report their positive as well as negative impacts, however,
despite that, companies still continue to report their successes and positive outcomes. This
could be due to fear of not reaching targets and losing credibility because of it. (Einwiller &
Carroll, 2020.) One of the criteria for transparent sustainability reporting is that the reports

are assured by third parties since this increases their reliability (Dando & Swift, 2003).

2.2 Stakeholder theory

2.2.1 Stakeholder engagement

CSR is seen as a good starting point for stakeholder thinking. According to Sisodia et al.
(2007), in 1984, Freeman made a strong point for a stakeholder-oriented business model. He
was the first management writer to clearly identify the strategic importance of groups beyond
not only the company’s stockholders but also its suppliers, employees, and customers.
(Sisodia et al., 2007.) Most sources propose that while the stakeholder theory is not equal to
CSR, it provides a strong conceptual basis for CSR. Similarly with ethics, while it is not part
of CSR, it is said that ethics provides a basis for it, especially in cases with no legal rules to
encourage socially responsible actions. Thus, the stakeholder theory and ethics appear to be

connected to CSR. (Szabo, 2016.)

Freeman describes a stakeholder as “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by
the achievements of the organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984, 46). The stakeholder
theory is suitable when discussing CSR (i.e. sustainability) reporting and its areas, including
social responsibility, since when looking at CSR integrated into business strategy, often an
explanatory theory is the stakeholder theory (Rodriguez-Gomez, 2020). Moreover, according
to Buhr (2007), the stakeholder theory is one of the most popular explanatory theories for



20

sustainability reporting. As stated by Carroll (1998), stakeholder theory or stakeholder
thinking provides a concept for expressing, analyzing, and understanding managers in their
relationship with the outer environment, referring to individuals and groups, known as
stakeholders. From a broader perspective, stakeholder thinking helps us understand the
relationship between business and society and it is proven to be particularly valuable in
organizational ethics. (Carroll, 1998.) This study adopts stakeholder engagement as a

component of the theoretical framework, which is elaborated upon in the following sections.

Stakeholder engagement is grounded in the stakeholder theory and the stakeholder approach
(Freeman et al., 1984). It has become a prevalent concept in business and societal research, as
well as in related fields of literature, and it leans on those methods through which stakeholder
thinking is implemented in practice (Freeman et al., 2017). According to Greenwood (2007),
stakeholder engagement includes a set of initiatives or practices that organizations develop in
the interest of positively engaging their stakeholders in their organizational activities. It can
also inspire and reward essential changes to the core operations of the organization which are
beneficial to society and the environment (Sulkowski et al., 2018). Scholars have used
stakeholder engagement to refer to different processes and strategies that companies
implement in their stakeholder relations, such as relationships with competitors, suppliers,
local communities, employees, and consumers (Freeman et al. 2017; Greenwood, 2007;
Mitchell et al., 2022; Kujala et al., 2022.) The relationship between stakeholders and the
organization is assumed to consist of interactive, mutually engaged, and responsive
relationships, which creates the base for transparency and accountability. Hence,
participation, dialogue, and involvement are at the center of stakeholder theory. (Andriof et
al., 2002.) Additionally, engaged stakeholders within a business are more likely to collaborate
and endorse the organization's activities and strategy, thereby fostering its sustainability and

growth (Freeman, 2017).

Stakeholder engagement can be examined through various perspectives, such as
organizational legitimacy, risk management, and stakeholder management. On the other
hand, modern approaches highlight the importance of collaboration, building networks, and
finding solutions for sustainability-related issues. (Freeman et al., 2017; Kujala & Sachs,
2019.) Over time, alongside the organization-centric perspective, research has introduced an
alternative where stakeholders and organizations form networks. These networks are

typically described as multi-stakeholder networks. (Rowley, 1997; Roloff, 2008; Sloan, 2009;
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Riihli et al., 2017.) According to Roloff’s (2008) definition, a multi-stakeholder network
involves different societal actors, institutions, and companies collaborating to find solutions
to common challenges. Typical examples of such challenges include sustainability issues

caused by globalization, which cannot be solved locally. (Roloff, 2008.)

Freeman et al. (2017) introduce the stakeholder engagement framework, which includes four
dimensions: examining stakeholder relations, communicating with stakeholders, learning
with and from stakeholders, and integrative stakeholder engagement. The integrative
stakeholder engagement dimension results from following the other three dimensions. The
four dimensions provide a structure for stakeholder engagement analysis. This framework
offers a practical approach to stakeholder engagement, and it shows the different levels of

stakeholder engagement evolution. The framework is presented in figure 1 below.

Examining
stakeholder
relations

—

Integrative
stakeholder
engagement

~

Communicating Learning with and
with stakeholders from stakeholders

J

~

Figure 1 Freeman et al. (2017) stakeholder engagement framework

Examining stakeholder relations: Traditionally, stakeholder research has concentrated on
identifying essential stakeholders and evaluating their influence on the organization (Sloan,
2009; Freeman et al., 2017). It is crucial to determine specific stakeholder groups to ensure
that the stakeholder analysis remains precise and avoids being overly broad (Freeman, 1984).
Stakeholders within the same category typically share similar interests or claims (Clarkson,
1995). Previous studies have addressed these aspects by classifying, prioritizing, and

analyzing the significance of stakeholders (Savage et al., 1991; Clarkson, 1995; Mitchell et
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al., 1997). An alternative method involves dividing stakeholders into primary and secondary
categories. Primary stakeholders are essential for an organization's survival, commonly
including employees, suppliers, and public entities like governments and communities.
Losing a primary stakeholder can pose a significant risk to an organization's future. On the
other hand, secondary stakeholders are not essential for the organization’s survival, although

they have the power to affect the organization and in turn be affected by it. (Clarkson, 1995.)

Communication with stakeholders: Both oral and written communication can be tools for
practicing dialogue (Lehtimidki & Kujala, 2017), which means that reporting can also be a
way to carry out dialogue. Kaptein and Van Tulder (2003) note that successful dialogue
stems from understanding and seeking common benefits. On a larger scale, stakeholder

dialogue is seen to promote societal well-being.

Learning with and from stakeholders: When discussing learning from one another and having
a dialogue, the concept of trust emerges prominently. Dialogue enhances mutual trust among
parties. Kaptein and Van Tulder (2003) noted that companies can gain stakeholders' trust by
involving them in addressing and solving challenges and problems. Trust is seen as a
prerequisite for effective dialogue; if parties are not open to recognizing and respecting each
other's perspectives, the dialogue cannot be successful. (Kaptein & Van Tulder, 2003.) Kujala
et al. (2019) also state that trust, information sharing, and interaction are fundamental

requirements for building successful stakeholder relationships.

Integrative stakeholder engagement: Integrated stakeholder interaction is formed by the three
approaches previously described in figure 1 (p.21). Therefore, this engagement style
combines all previously described stakeholder engagement methods. According to Freeman
et al. (2017), the concept of integrated stakeholder interaction helps to illustrate how
stakeholder interaction enriches value creation, develops the business, and promotes social
justice simultaneously. Kujala and Sachs (2019) describe integrated stakeholder interaction as
being both strategic and moral in nature. At the integrated level, value-creating practices are

formed in collaboration with various stakeholder networks. (Kujala & Sachs, 2019.)
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2.2.2 The role of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reporting

Regarding sustainability reporting, stakeholder engagement is useful in determining which
information should be included in the report (Gray et al., 2014), and stakeholders can also
criticize how well the company has performed and how well this performance is
communicated through the reports (Thomson & Bebbington, 2005). When a company knows
which information and topics are important for stakeholders, it is possible to produce a
sustainability report and delineate the report content that addresses these topics (Rinaldi et al.,
2014). From a critical perspective, it should be noted that sustainability reports may not
necessarily provide clear and concrete information about the company’s operations since, for

instance, not all information is verified by third parties (Kaptein & Van Tulder, 2003).

Quality stakeholder engagement in the sustainability reporting process generates inventive
solutions to address stakeholders’ concerns, additionally increasing responsiveness from
stakeholders, as well as transparency and accountability (Kaur & Lodhia, 2018). Since the
early 2000s, there has been a significant shift in stakeholder perceptions, evolving from a
demand to "inform me" to "engage me," integrating stakeholders’ dynamic needs and
expectations into the decision-making processes of companies (Cummings, 2001; Andriof et
al., 2002). This transition requires that organizations understand and meet stakeholder
concerns by adopting proactive engagement strategies, such as forming partnerships and

collaborations (Andriof et al., 2002).

There are different strategies for achieving dialogue and engaging with stakeholders. The
main way organizations communicate performance is through sustainability reporting
(Morsing and Schultz 2006). According to Kaptein and Van Tulder (2003), sustainability
reporting is a way to make stakeholder dialogue visible. Through reporting, stakeholders can
see how the company collaborates with other stakeholders and how they fulfill their
responsibilities and obligations towards society. Ideally, reporting supports stakeholder

dialogue and stakeholder dialogue supports reporting. (Kaptein & Van Tulder, 2003.)

The model from Morsing and Schulz (2006) can be qualified as a stakeholder engagement
strategy, which focuses essentially on communication. The model distinguishes three modes
of communication with stakeholders in sustainability reporting: strategy of informing

stakeholders — one way, from an organization to its stakeholders, strategy of responding to
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stakeholders — asymmetric, two-way communication, and strategy of stakeholder
engagement — a systematic and proactive dialogue with stakeholders. (Morsing & Schulz,

2006.) The three communication modes are presented in figure 2.

Informing Involving

Responding

One-way (from the

organization to its
stakeholders

Symmetric, two-
way, proactive
dialogue

Asymmetric, two-
way.

Figure 2 Morsing & Schulz (2006) Three modes of communication

In the stakeholder informing strategy, communication is essentially about “telling, not
listening” (Grunig & Hunt, 1984, 23). The purpose of this strategy is to objectively inform
the public and stakeholders about the organization. In this strategy, feedback from
stakeholders is not sought or utilized in decision-making. The stakeholders are assumed to be
influenced through communication, and they can either support the organization or they can
show opposition towards it. This is why a company should inform stakeholders about its

good intentions and actions, so stakeholders support the company. (Morsing & Schulz, 2006.)

The stakeholder response strategy treats communication as a feedback mechanism to find out
what the stakeholders will accept and tolerate. Communication flows to and from the
stakeholders. In this strategy, the organization listens to stakeholders’ feedback and may
adjust its actions accordingly. There exists an imbalance in the effects of public relations in
favor of the company, as the company itself usually remains unchanged. Instead, the
company attempts to shift public attitudes and behaviors by responding to feedback. The
critique for this strategy stems from the fact that it is sender-oriented and a one-sided
approach since the company has the intention of convincing its stakeholders of its

attractiveness. (Morsing & Schulz, 2006.)

The stakeholder involvement strategy proposes a dialogue between the company and its
stakeholders. This strategy suggests that the company and its stakeholders will change as a
result of engaging in symmetric communication. Companies should seek to influence while
also seeking to be influenced by stakeholders. By engaging in dialogue with stakeholders, the

company ensures that it stays in alignment not only with its stakeholders’ expectations but
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also with its potential influence on those expectations, as well as letting those expectations

influence and change the company itself. (Morsing and Schulz, 2006.)

The three communication modes prove that stakeholder engagement can have different roles
in sustainability reporting. Reporting might be used as a tool to inform stakeholders, meaning
that stakeholders use the report to gain information about the company. Reporting may also
be used to respond to different stakeholder requirements. Finally, different stakeholder
groups can be involved in the actual reporting process by having a dialogue and collaborating

with them. (Morsing & Schulz, 2006.)

Next some practical examples of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reporting are
presented. Belal (2002) studied the sustainability reports of 17 companies from the United
Kingdom using AccountAbility as a benchmark to analyze their stakeholder engagement
practices. The results imply that even though most of the companies identified their
stakeholders, they did not promote stakeholder accountability in their reports. Instead,
stakeholder engagement was used as a tool for legitimizing and managing stakeholders
effectively. The study indicated a poor quality of stakeholder engagement and an
unwillingness to incorporate stakeholder feedback. (Belal, 2002.) Lingenfelder and Thomas
(2011) made similar findings in a study about stakeholder inclusiveness in sustainability
reporting. In the study, from 11 South African mining companies, most demonstrated that
they complied with the minimum GRI stakeholder engagement requirements, instead of
engaging the stakeholders in the development process of sustainability reports. To conclude,
the companies lacked comprehensive dialogue and interaction, especially in developing the

sustainability reports. (Lingenfelder & Thomas, 2011.)

2.3 The pharmaceutical industry

2.3.1 Description of the pharmaceutical industry

Pharmaceutical companies are continuously researching and producing medications,
vaccines, and therapies to meet the growing demands of the world (Milanesi et al., 2020). In
2018, the global pharmaceutical industry invested USD 179 billion in research and
development (R&D) (Mikulic, 2020). Today, one of the key challenges facing the industry is
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to invest in R&D and capitalize on recent advances in biotechnology and information
technology. These steps are crucial for developing new medications and boosting revenue.

(Mistry, 2018.)

The pharmaceutical industry used to be among the most admired during the last century.
Today, the perception of the pharmaceutical industry is certainly less rosy. While the
pharmaceutical industry has made significant contributions in advancing human well-being,
notably through the creation of "miracle" drugs for conditions such as cancer, AIDS, and
heart disease, a growing tension has emerged between the industry and the public.
Government officials, physicians, and social critics are questioning whether this multibillion-

dollar industry is effectively fulfilling its social responsibilities. (Santoro & Gorrie, 2005.)

The values that pharmaceutical companies hold can be contradicting, since the companies
operating in the sector are seen as “merchants of life”, however, it is a “for-profit” entity that
is responsible to its shareholders. Over the decades the values that pharma companies hold
have shifted. The biggest international drug company Pfizer, along with the whole pharma
industry has received blows from the public that have damaged their reputation. In 2009, the
former Pfizer CEO Jeffrey Kindler noted that the perception of the company’s values had
broken down. He said: “We were seen as greedy, arrogant, not transparent.” (Li, 2013, 4.)
Being for-profit entities, pharmaceutical companies have an obligation to enhance
shareholder wealth by boosting profits (Lee and Kohler, 2010). Conversely, consumers and
other stakeholders increasingly call for greater sustainability and responsibility from these
companies, aiming to collectively improve public health (Esteban, 2008). Operating in
accordance with both of these demands requires a balance in the triple bottom line, that is,
integrating economic, environmental, and social considerations in the strategy of

pharmaceutical companies (Demir & Min, 2019).

Although the responsibilities and boundaries of specific actors seem to be less clear in our
modern societies, the non-negotiable responsibilities of the pharmaceutical industry (which
remain consistent over time) include providing goods and services that efficiently meet
customer demands. Simultaneously, the goods and services should be competitively priced

and in the best interest of the corporation. (Leisinger, 2005.)
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The pharmaceutical industry has faced challenging issues economically and politically in the
global market. External stakeholders such as customers, governments, and the general public
create demand that affects the industry. Because the external environment can have a big
impact on the perceived value and success of an organization, managers should consider
social responsibilities, since it gives the company a right to operate based on their
responsiveness to the external environment. On the other hand, the inside stakeholders are
responsible for balancing the demands of external stakeholders to protect the company's
mission. The internal stakeholders are, for instance, executives, board members, shareholders,
and employees. To fulfill social responsibility, the external as well as the internal

stakeholders should embrace being socially responsible. (Smith, 2008.)

The pharmaceutical supply chain should provide medicines in the right quantity, acceptable
quality, to the right place, time and customers, and with optimum cost. Any risks that
influence the pharmaceutical supply chain can waste the resources as well as threaten the
patient’s life by delaying access to medicines. (Jaberidoost et al., 2013.) Access to safe and
good quality medicines requires strong governance of the pharmaceutical system.
Transparency and accountability have been identified as key elements of governance, as these
can reduce vulnerability to unethical practices and corruption, as well as improve public trust.

(Paschke et al., 2018).

Recently, the pharmaceutical industry has seen the introduction of new transparency
standards. A significant development was the push for releasing clinical trial results to the
public. Additionally, there was a call for clear disclosure of the costs involved in medicine
production, aimed at establishing a foundation for fair pricing. (Hill, 2015.) Universal health
coverage (UHC) aims for access for all to safe, effective, good quality, and affordable
essential medicines and vaccines. Strong mechanisms for public accountability and
engagement are universally recognized as essential for achieving UHC. At least half of the
global population does not have access to high-quality essential services, such as medication.
In numerous regions of the world, individuals frequently pay for healthcare out of pocket.
Given that medications typically constitute a significant share of healthcare expenditures,

improving access to medicines is crucial for achieving (UHC). (Paschke et al., 2018.)

There is a critique that there is still limited research on practical methods for enhancing

transparency and accountability within the pharmaceutical system. Specifically, it remains
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unclear which information should be made transparent and how it should be utilized.

(Paschke et al., 2018.)

2.3.2 Sustainability reporting in the pharmaceutical industry

The pharmaceutical industry is increasingly showing interest in CSR and sustainability has
been the target for the major pharmaceutical companies for the last two decades (Esteban,
2008). According to KPMG’s international survey in 2011 on corporate sustainability
reporting, CSR reporting for the 100 largest pharmaceutical companies in each of the 34
surveyed countries had more than doubled since KPMG's last survey in 2008 (KPMG, 2011).
Additionally, pharmaceutical companies are pressured to ensure that their operations provide
social benefits and that they clearly disclose the social impact of their activities (Azim et al.,
2009).

Salton and Jones’ (2015) study assesses CSR reporting in pharmaceutical companies. They
evaluate five large pharmaceutical companies using the GRI guidelines as a benchmark. The
results indicate a large variety in the CSR performance of the companies. Some areas of CSR
are emphasized, while others are largely ignored. The studied companies seem to be selective
about the issues they want to bring forward. The study found that despite these companies
operating within the same industry, there is no pattern between the companies regarding
performance indicators to which they choose to comply. This might be due to the absence of
certain GRI performance metrics in the pharmaceutical industry. Hence, the pharmaceutical
industry’s CSR initiatives need improvement to be regarded as comprehensive. Current major
CSR guidelines, along with GRI are not industry-specific, which is why relevant CSR
guidelines that target issues specific to the pharmaceutical industry should be constructed.
(Salton & Jones, 2015.) While GRI’s performance indicators are significant in their own
right, they do not address the primary issues of the pharmaceutical industry as established by
the UN (United Nations, 2009). These issues include access to medicines on a global scale
and creating medicines for diseases of the poor. Therefore, Salton and Jones (2015) argue that
each industry should have its own unique guidelines since those can establish meaningful
goals and objectives in order to achieve sustainable solutions for the issues that concern that

industry.
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The pharmaceutical industry offers a distinct opportunity to explore sustainability reporting
due to the potential economic, environmental, and social implications of its products,
alongside the moral and ethical challenges inherent in the sector (Demir & Min, 2019).
Pharmaceutical companies have been recognized as leaders in sustainability. Sustainability-
related activity has increased in scope as well as depth, but activity is now being shifted
toward CSR, which reflects the corporate need to satisfy public sentiment. That is, many of
these organizations place sustainability within supporting principles or methods of the CSR
report, meaning that sustainability has seemingly shifted into CSR efforts. Schneider et al.,
(2010) researched some big globally known pharmaceutical companies, such as Pfizer and
AstraZeneca, and discovered that the categories with the highest reported activity include
social issues, product stewardship, and climate change. Among these, social issues have
emerged as a significant and impactful initiative. The reporting focus on social activities is
structured around five primary categories: access to medicines, education support,

community engagement, patient assistance, and conservation efforts. (Schneider et al., 2010.)

Pharmaceutical companies especially use CSR reports for disclosing information, but the
question is what issues are material that need to be reported. Materiality concerns all
stakeholders. The GRI framework provides insights to materiality, stating that a sustainability
report should cover aspects that reflect the organization’s important economic,
environmental, and social impacts and provide valuable data that stakeholders need to make
informed decisions about the organization. Material topics for the reporting company should
encompass issues that directly or indirectly influence the organization's capacity to generate
economic, environmental, and social value for itself, its stakeholders, and society at large.

(Demin and Min, 2019.)

Sustainability-related efforts are held up by the pharmaceutical companies themselves as
indicators of their ethics. Due to their position as health suppliers to the public, sustainability
is seen as a foundation of the industry’s mission, image, and long-term success. Managing,
measuring, and reporting about sustainability is useful since it helps pharmaceutical
companies add corporate value in two main ways: tracking performance (where it is, where it
needs to be, and where the competition is (benchmarking)), and demonstrating trust and
generating value through transparency and dialogue with both internal and external

stakeholders. (Epps and Solomon, 2000.)
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Pharmacovigilance encompasses the science and actions associated with identifying,
evaluating, comprehending, and preventing adverse effects or any potential drug-related
concerns. Essentially, consuming a drug is equivalent to consuming a risk. The justification
for consuming a drug arises when its benefits outweigh the associated risks. Therefore, it is
the balance between the benefits and risks of a drug that determines whether the consumption
is justified. (Kothari, 2019.) The primary goal of pharmacovigilance is to effectively
minimize the risks associated with all active medicines. Legally, both regulatory authorities
and manufacturers bear responsibility for ensuring the safety of medicinal products. In the
European Union, both entities are required to maintain pharmacovigilance systems, share
data, and, if needed, implement measures to protect patients. (Waller & Harrison-Woolrych,

2017.)

From a broader societal perspective, ensuring the safety of medicines begins with identifying
the primary stakeholders and considering their viewpoints. Regarding pharmacovigilance,
patients who use the medication hold significant importance. Patients can include not only
individuals but also groups such as patient organizations, which play a crucial role in
educating and supporting individuals affected by various diseases. An ethical dilemma within
pharmacovigilance lies in the fact that while medicines are intended to provide benefits, harm
may still occur despite efforts to prevent them. In the past, much of the information regarding
medicine safety remained confidential within companies and was only disclosed to regulators
when required. However, over time, there has been an enhancement in transparency
regarding processes and access to relevant data, both during the pre-and post-licensing phases

of drug development. (Waller & Harrison-Woolrych, 2017.)

2.4 Summary of the theoretical framework

The theoretical framework of this research includes an investigation of organizations’ social
responsibility reporting and other related elements, such as CSR reporting and stakeholder
engagement, all of which are connected to the pharmaceutical industry. The theoretical
framework connects social responsibility reporting to a wider context of sustainability
reporting, (such as CSR) and creates a theoretical background that is used for the analysis of

the empirical section. The theoretical framework can be divided into three components: The



31

evolution of social responsibility, Stakeholder theory, and The pharmaceutical industry.

Table 1 (p.31) below presents these key components.

Table 1 Summary of the theoretical framework

Component Key points

Evolution of e CSR reporting and social responsibility reporting have many
social similarities. CSR reporting is used to report about broader
responsibility topics (economic, environmental, social), while social

responsibility focuses on the social dimension of sustainability.

e Indicators help to understand and measure the performance of
an organization.

e Reporting can be used as a communication tool between the
company and its stakeholders. The reporting is a way for
improving transparency and making information more
accessible for the stakeholders.

Stakeholder Freeman et al.’s (2017) Examining stakeholder relations
theory stakeholder engagement - Identifying stakeholders
framework e.g. primary vs. secondary
stakeholders

Communication with stakeholders
- Dialogue, for instance,
through reporting
Learning with and from
stakeholders
- Building mutual trust,
sharing information for

learning
Integrative stakeholder
engagement
- All the above combined
Morsing and Schulz (2006) three ¢ Informing strategy
modes of communication of e Responding strategy
stakeholder engagement e Involvement strategy
The e Sustainability reporting helps pharmaceutical companies to
pharmaceutical track their performance and generate value through stakeholder
industry engagement.
e Pharmacovigilance is a method to increase the safety of the
stakeholders

The first component forms the evolutionary base of social responsibility reporting as a part of
CSR reporting and introduces aspects such as the role of indicators in sustainability reporting,
the importance of reporting as a tool of communication, and transparency. This component

also introduces the development of sustainability reporting and social responsibility
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reporting, providing an overview of historical perspectives and modern reporting. Apart from
the developmental perspective, the evaluation of sustainability performance should be based
on the objectives of indicators (Pashaei et al., 2018). Another important factor in evaluating
the information on reports is how extensively the company reports hard information versus
soft information. Social responsibility reporting is often more complex (compared to
environmental responsibility reporting) since it deals with soft indicators like perceptions as

opposed to hard indicators (Business and the Environment, 1999).

In addition to sustainability evaluation methods, it is possible to also evaluate what motivates
companies to engage in sustainability reporting. According to Rinaldi et al. (2014),
motivators can be roughly divided into strategic and holistic. Buhr (2007) on the other hand
states motivators such as competitive advantage, partaking in setting voluntary or mandatory
standards, industry pressure, image management, ethical reasons of duty, and social
pressures. Additionally, these motivations can be evaluated from the proactive or reactive

approach. (Buhr, 2007.)

The second component focuses on stakeholder theory, stakeholder engagement, and the role
of stakeholder engagement in sustainability reporting. To outline stakeholder engagement, the
study introduces the stakeholder engagement framework which includes four dimensions:
examining stakeholder relations, communicating with stakeholders, learning with
stakeholders, and integrative stakeholder engagement (Freeman et al., 2017). This framework
is useful for evaluating and identifying the evolutionary levels of stakeholder engagement.
Additionally, regarding different communication strategies, Morsing and Schulz's (2006)
method of informing, responding, and involving is a proper method of analyzing stakeholder
engagement. In the empirical section, this component is mainly used to help the analysis of
the first research sub-question, which is about the evolution of stakeholder engagement at

Orion throughout the studied timeframe.

The third component of the theoretical framework binds the pharmaceutical industry to the
sustainability reporting context. The pharmaceutical industry is described and sustainability
practices within the pharmaceutical industry are identified. This component includes
information about the industry as well as shows an example from previous studies about

sustainability reporting in the industry (Salton and Jones, 2015).
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With the help of the theoretical framework, this research supplements previous academic
research about social responsibility reporting by identifying changes and evolutionary steps

in the reporting of social responsibility topics in a Finnish pharmaceutical company.
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3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Orion

Orion is a globally operating Finnish pharmaceutical company. The company develops,
manufactures, and markets human and veterinary pharmaceuticals and ingredients. (Orion,
2024a.) The Orion Group organization is divided into five business divisions namely
innovative medicines, branded products, generics & consumer health, animal health, and
fermion (Orion, 2024b.) Orion was founded in September of 1917 in Helsinki, Finland by
pharmacists Onni Turpeinen, Wikki Walkama, and Eemil Tuurala. Ever since then, the
company has evolved and made big accomplishments nationally and globally. (Orion,

2024c.)

Orion has ambitious goals for the future. The company has an “Orion strategy 2024-2028".
Orion executes this strategy by aspiring to become a genuinely global innovative patient-
centered pharmaceutical company dedicated to serving communities and positively impacting
patients' lives worldwide. Their emphasis is particularly on fostering innovation. Orion’s
R&D capabilities to discover and develop significant new molecules have been validated, and
they have a robust, data-driven research channel. All their business divisions have
demonstrated resilience by establishing growth platforms even during challenging times.
These strengths help Orion to address challenges, such as shifts in the economy and
demographics that manifest in the form of cost pressure in healthcare and pharmaceuticals,

the aging population, and advancements in science and technologies. (Orion, 2024d.)

Orion’s growth strategies include building a customer-driven portfolio, expanding to new
geographies, and strengthening global partnerships, as well as developing growth enablers,
such as safety and sustainability. However, this is not merely a plan since Orion is already in
full motion. The organization is restructured, and all businesses have clear growth plans.
Orion’s R&D efforts have demonstrated significant potential, and they are establishing a

foothold beyond Europe. (Orion, 2024d.)
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3.2 Research data

The subject of the study is the evolution of social responsibility reporting in the
pharmaceutical sector. To study this phenomenon, research data is gathered from Orion
Corporation’s sustainability reports between the timeframe 2012 - 2022. Within this
timeframe, three sustainability reports from 2012, 2017, and 2022 will be analyzed in this
study. These reporting years are selected because the 2022 report is Orion’s most recent
sustainability report currently, thus, displaying the most recent advances in their social
responsibility practices. The other two reports (2012 and 2017) are chosen to acquire even
time intervals during the studied timeframe. Those three years are selected to increase the
longevity of the timeframe, while simultaneously discovering the changes that have happened
in the reporting of social issues. The changes in reporting are therefore discovered through
comparing the three reports to one another. The chosen reports have regular intervals between
each other, which provides a good starting point for analyzing the development of reporting

over the years.

The data was acquired by downloading the pdf files of the sustainability reports from Orion’s
website. Orion’s sustainability reports are available in English as well as in Finnish. This
study uses the English reports as the empirical data. Table 2 illustrates the scale of the

empirical data.

Table 2 Scope of the data
Year Report name Length of the report Scope of social
responsibility reporting

2012 Orion Sustainability 98 55-96
Report 2012 Pages: 42

2017 Orion Sustainability 69 12-22, 41-54, 59-62
Report 2017 Pages: 29

2022 Orion Sustainability 79 21-28, 44-62
Report 2022 Pages: 27

Pages in total: 98 pages
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The first familiarization with Orion’s sustainability reports was done by skimming through
the reports to get an idea of what kind of sustainability topics Orion reports on. A general
idea of sustainability at Orion was formed this way. Before the data selection process, it was
decided that if the sustainability reports contained other relevant information related to social
responsibility, this information would be collected and considered in the study. Such material
included, for example, the materiality analysis at the beginning of the sustainability report,
where the company identifies its most significant corporate responsibility themes (GRI,
2016). Examples of other possibly relevant information are: an overview of operational

activities, reporting parameters, or principles of reporting on sustainability.

Then, the research was initiated by distributing the reports so that they only covered sections
of the company's social reporting. For the most part, the empirical data is collected from the
social responsibility sections of the sustainability reports. These sections are read thoroughly
since they are the focal point of this study. The analysis process begins by reading through
Orion’s three sustainability reports and using thematization to identify sub-themes from the

data.

3.3 Research method

This empirical study uses a qualitative research approach. This method aims to describe an
event or phenomenon, thereby creating an understanding of it. In this case, the aim is to get a
better understanding of the development of social responsibility in the pharmaceutical
industry. A qualitative method fits (better than quantitative) this research since the purpose of
the research is to understand and interpret the empirical data, and not to generalize it. (Tuomi
and Sarajérvi, 2018.) In the empirical section, the goal is to find answers to the research
question(s) by interpreting the data from different perspectives, such as stakeholder
engagement, the evolution of indicators, and changes in the communication.

For the analysis of the data, the used method is qualitative content analysis. In this method,
the research data is interpreted through a systematic classification process, in which the data
is first disassembled into parts and then reassembled to form a comprehensive understanding
of the studied phenomena. (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Tuomi & Sarajirvi, 2018.) Qualitative
content analysis is a method of analyzing written, verbal, or visual communication.

Qualitative content analysis aims to provide a concise and general description of the studied
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phenomenon. It is a common method of analyzing documents. As a method, it is used to
describe and quantify phenomena systematically and objectively. Content analysis allows
testing of theoretical frameworks to enhance understanding of the data. (Elo and Kyngés,
2008.) Research that uses qualitative content analysis emphasizes the characteristics of
language in communication with attention to the content or contextual meaning of the text
(Hsieh and Shannon, 2005). Weber (1990) states that qualitative content analysis also
includes examining language intensely to classify large amounts of text into a useful number
of categories that represent similar meanings (Weber, 1990). Qualitative content analysis is
suitable for this study since the empirical data is first examined by combining similar sub-
themes into bigger themes, representing the evolution of social responsibility reporting in the

pharmaceutical industry from Orion’s perspective.

This study includes a theory-guided qualitative content analysis method. In a theory-guided
analysis, there are theoretical connections in a way that the theory can serve as a tool, but the
analysis does not directly rely on the theory. Overall, the analysis shows the influence of
prior knowledge, but the significance of prior knowledge is not to test the theory, rather it
serves to open up new lines of thought. (Tuomi & Sarajirvi, 2018.) In this study, the initial
stage of the data inspection is primarily data-driven. This process includes thematization
which is elaborated on in the next section. Hsieh and Shannon (2005) state that the logic of
reasoning in theory-guided analysis often involves abductive reasoning, which is a theory-
guided content analysis that contains qualities from both inductive (data-driven) as well as a
deductive theory-based content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Hence, in a theory-guided
analysis, the researcher's thought process involves a combination of data-driven approaches
and established models. In this study, a theory-guided analysis is established through
observation of the data and interpretation of the used theories from the theoretical framework
in a way that they complement each other. (Tuomi & Sarajérvi, 2018.) The two research sub-
questions require different analysis approaches, therefore, this study alternately uses data-

driven and theory-guided qualitative content analysis.

3.4 Analysis process

The analysis process starts with going through the three sustainability reports to get a general

understanding of Orion’s sustainability reporting. Then the social responsibility sections are
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read thoroughly and thematization is used to identify sub-themes. Thematization can be
similar to categorization, but the emphasis is on what is said about each theme. Overall, it is
about fragmenting and grouping qualitative data according to different themes. Sub-themes
can be initially identified from the data and from those sub-themes, wider themes are
identified. The idea is to look for insights from the data that reflect a particular theme.
(Tuomi & Sarajarvi, 2018.)

Hence, in this study, the identified sub-themes provide the possibility to identify broader
themes related to social responsibility in the pharmaceutical industry. This initial process of
finding themes follows qualitative content analysis and is data-driven, meaning that the data
is utilized without the influence of the theoretical framework. (Hsieh and Shannon, 2005;
Tuomi and Sarajirvi, 2018.) This way, the empirical data of this study is categorized into
three main themes of social responsibility. The main themes give structure for the order and

subject area in which social issues are analyzed.

Each theme is analyzed through a theory-guided qualitative content approach, meaning that
theories and past research play a part in the overall understanding of social responsibility
reporting at Orion. The changes in Orion’s reporting in 2012, 2017, and 2022 provide
valuable insight into how Orion’s approaches to social responsibility have evolved, reflecting
broader trends in corporate sustainability reporting in the pharmaceutical industry. The three
main themes presented in table 3 (p.39) are utilized for the analysis of the first research sub-
question about stakeholder engagement and indicator evolution. Table 3 (p.39) below

presents the thematization, it includes three main themes and sub-themes for each of them.
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Table 3 Main and sub-themes derived from the empirical data

governance bodies
(board of directors,
executive
management
board.

Main Workforce Empowerment | Healthcare Excellence and Ethical business
Theme and Development Patient Advocacy practices
Sub- o Workplace culture o Product safety and o Corporate
themes o Communication quality assurance citizenship
o Atmosphere o Pharmacovigilance o Legal
o Good community o Customer accountability
o Collaboration engagement and o Sustainable
o Employees well- feedback practices
being and mechanisms o Regulatory
professional o Reliable supply of compliance
growth medicines and risk
o Mental well-being management
at work o Transparency
o Recruitment o Human rights
o Training o Supply chain
o Onboarding accountability
o Rewarding
o DEI (Diversity,
equity and
inclusion)
o Diversity of

The first research sub-question about the evolution of social responsibility reporting

regarding stakeholder engagement and indicators is initially analyzed by a data-driven

approach using qualitative content analysis. This allows for making objective findings first

and then adding information from the theoretical framework to support the findings. Hence,

the theoretical framework is used to support the analysis but it does not act as a base for

making the analysis (Tuomi & Sarajérvi, 2018). This study uses the stakeholder engagement

strategy of three communication modes from Morsing and Schulz (2006) to evaluate how

different stakeholders are discussed in Orion’s reports in different years. Similarly, Freeman

et al. (2017) stakeholder engagement framework will be used to identify different stages of
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stakeholder engagement in reporting, which gives a developmental perspective for analyzing

the reporting.

Reflecting on Rinaldi et al. (2014) introduction to the sustainability reporting process (why,
to whom, what, and how), This study focuses on “to whom” the social responsibility
reporting is directed. This means that the purpose is to analyze how Orion’s reporting is
directed toward stakeholders, including how stakeholders are addressed in the reports. For the
analysis of indicators, changes in different years, especially regarding the use of GRI
indicators, will be addressed in each of the three data-driven themes (table 3 p.39). The
analysis of indicators is data-driven. However, a categorization method is used to group the
indicators (the categories can be seen from the indicator tables; table 5 (p.53), table 7 (p.60),
and table 9 (p.67)). This categorization is data-driven but it is based on the GRI guidelines
(GRI 1: Foundation 2021). In summary, the analysis of indicators will focus on what
indicators Orion uses and how they change, hence the focus is not on analyzing the numerical

values associated with each indicator.

The second research sub-question about changes in the written communication of reports is
initially analyzed through data-driven findings, which are enhanced with theory-guided
qualitative content analysis. The theoretical framework aids the analysis but the analysis is
not based purely on theory (Tuomi and Sarajirvi, 2018). The theory-guided aspect comes
from analyzing transparency, which is explained in the theoretical framework. In this study,
transparency is analyzed by identifying how visible, accessible, and understandable the
information on the reports is. Information should be easily understood by the reader. A

representation of the analysis process is presented below in figure 3 (p.41).
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Reports are read throughout, a general idea of
Orion's sustainability reporting is formed.

Social responsibility sections are identified and
selected for further analysis.

.

—
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Social responsibility sections are read thoroughly

and sub-themes are identified using
thematization.

Main themes are generated from the sub-themes
and used for the analysis of stakeholder
\engagement and indicators.

s

Analysis of stakeholder engagement and
indicator evolution.

Categories for the social responsibility indicators
are identified.

\-

s

Analysis of the evolution of communication
through transparency assessment.
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Figure 3 The analysis process

The analysis process provides a suitable method for generating findings that answer the
research questions(s). The main research question will be answered through the analysis of

the first and second research sub-questions.
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4 RESEARCH FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings of the study. The findings are divided into four subchapters
(4.1,4.2,4.3, and 4.4). The subchapters 4.2 and 4.3 individually address the research sub-
questions. The first subchapter examines Orion’s social responsibility reporting generally.
The second subchapter examines changes in Orion’s stakeholder engagement and indicators
during the studied timeframe. The third subchapter discusses the development of social
responsibility from the perspective of changes in the communication and formats of the
reports, while the aspect of transparency also deepens the analysis. The fourth and final

subchapter ties everything together and acts as a summary of the findings.

4.1 Social responsibility as part of Orion’s sustainability reporting

Orion has reported on its sustainability performance since 2009. Over the years, the three
reports (2012, 2017, 2022) display consistent social responsibility topics, as well as increased
development in the way the company sees its impact on sustainable development and how it
wants to engage in sustainability through responsible social actions. The reports from 2012
and 2017 both use the GRI’s predetermined categories of social responsibility: Labor
practices and decent work (LA), Human rights (HR), Society (SO), and Product
responsibility (PR). The reporting style between these two reports is very similar since the
main social responsibility topics are the same, as well as most of the sub-headings and issues
discussed. The 2022 report does not follow the predetermined social responsibility categories.
Instead, most of the discussion about social responsibility is built around Orion’s three
themes: Patient safety as a top priority, Care for well-being professionals, and Ethics at the
core of our business. This shift from the GRI categorizations (LA, HR, SO, PR) can be seen
as an improved integrated and holistic reporting style, demonstrating a shift in Orion’s
strategy and their focus areas now and in the future. Additionally, this change may indicate a
strategic realignment with the evolution of the GRI standard (GRI 1: Foundation 2021),

which Orion uses in the 2022 report.

An emphasis on sustainability can be identified from the 2022 report. In that report, Orion

states four sustainability commitments; Patient safety as a top priority, Active work for a
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better environment, Care for well being professionals, and Ethics at the core of our business.
All these sustainability commitments, excluding the “active work for a better environment”,
relate to social responsibility. This kind of representation of sustainability commitments is
not highlighted in the other two reports. The shift to Orion’s own sustainability themes may
indicate a change in corporate sustainability strategy, which focuses more on core issues that
are critical to their operations and stakeholders. This indicates that over the studied
timeframe, Orion’s sustainability targets have increased in clarity, which helps make the
reporting more targeted towards specific stakeholder groups. As Rinaldi et al. (2014) state,
when stakeholders’ interests are known, it is easier for a company to delineate the

sustainability report to include topics that address these interests.

Orion’s social responsibility sections make up a remarkable portion of the entire
sustainability report. For instance, in terms of length, the parts addressing social
responsibilities cover a substantially larger portion of the report compared to those addressing
environmental responsibilities. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that Orion puts great
emphasis on social responsibilities since it is evidently an important part of their
sustainability strategy. The scale of social responsibility reporting varies between the studied
reports. (see table 2 (p.35). As presented in table 2, the section covering social responsibility
1s much wider in 2012 compared to that of 2017 and 2022. The scale of social responsibility
sections as well as the whole length of the sustainability reports of Orion varies year by year.
The scope was 42 pages in 2012, 29 pages in 2017, and 27 pages in 2022. Correspondingly,
the length of the sustainability reports was 98, 69, and 79. The latter two reports present
information in a more condensed manner. The format of the reports will be further analyzed

in section 4.3.

The stakeholder groups that Orion mentions and discusses in their reports have stayed
consistent between the three reports. Orion’s stakeholder groups related to social
responsibility are consumers (patients), existing and potential employees, customers (doctors,
nursing staff, pharmacies, clinics, laboratories, research institutes), marketing and research
partners, supply-chain partners, stockholders, healthcare authorities, and patient
organizations. Orion mentions that there are no separate stakeholder engagement methods
that focus specifically on, for instance, environmental or social responsibility, hence, the
engagement mechanisms for stakeholder engagement are generally the same, regardless of

the sustainability dimensions, which are economic, environmental, and social (White, 2016).
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As the literature proves, mechanisms of stakeholder engagement can include identifying
stakeholders, informing them, responding to their concerns, involving them in decision-
making, and collaborating with them (Freeman et al., 2017; Andriof et al., 2002; Morsing &
Schulz, 2006).

As presented in Table 3 (p. 39), the data-driven themes covering the studied timeframe of
Orion’s social responsibility are Workforce Empowerment and Development, Healthcare
Excellence and Patient Advocacy, and Ethical Business Practices. These themes not only
depict Orion’s social responsibility focus areas but also their main stakeholder groups:
employees, consumers, supply chain partners, and the community, which are highlighted
throughout the three reports. Next, these themes will be analyzed in terms of the evolution of

issues, stakeholder engagement, and indicators.

4.2 The evolution of social responsibility reporting regarding stakeholder

engagement and indicators

4.2.1 Workforce Empowerment and Development

4.2.1.1 Evolution of issues

The Workforce Empowerment and Development theme is connected to sub-themes such as
employees’ well-being, good workplace atmosphere, collaboration, training, rewarding, and
DEI (diversity, equity, and inclusion). The stakeholder group for this theme is the employees.
The way in which Orion reports and discusses employee well-being has stayed relatively
similar over the years, which indicates that their targets are long-term oriented and

continuous. Below is a comparison from different reporting years.

A well-being employee feels complacency, is active, has endurance / is energetic
both at work and at home, and is able to face changes and misfortune. (Orion,
2012, 59)

Well-being at Orion means that employees are able to do work matching their

competences, with a feeling of doing valuable, rewarding, inspiring and
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meaningful work in a well- managed, safe and coequal working community and
environment.

Well-being at work is carried out and enhanced with co-operation from the
management, superiors and every Orionee.

Under the principles of well-being, an employee feels comfortable, is active, has
stamina and is energetic both at work and at home, and can deal with both

change and misfortune. (Orion, 2017, 48)

We want to take care of Orionees — professionals who put their heart and

expertise in everything they do. Our workplace is inspiring. We want our people

to feel well. (Orion, 2022, 11)

In all three reports, Orion confirms that they try to build well-being at work, as well as
maintain high health and safety standards. Hence, the targets for a well-being employee have

stayed consistent over the years.

Orion has had practically the same targets regarding this theme during the studied timeframe.
The same topics come forward in all three reports. Topics such as building well-being and
product safety are mentioned frequently. Since the targets have stayed consistently the same,
this indicates that Orion is oriented toward long-term success. Orion’s short-term goals, such
as improving performance for certain indicators, have moved toward more ambitious targets
that cover broader elements of social responsibility, such as improving the overall well-being
of society and communities by providing a reliable supply of medicines. Below is a passage

that sums this up clearly.

Our mission is to build well-being by providing high quality pharmaceuticals
and self-care products that help people take good care of themselves every day.
(Orion, 2022, 4)

4.2.1.2 Evolution of stakeholder engagement
As stated in Freeman’s (2017) stakeholder engagement model, stakeholder engagement starts

by identifying the stakeholders, who fall into either the primary or secondary stakeholder

category (Clarkson, 1995). Orion’s employees are primary stakeholders, which means that
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they are a vital factor in the continuation of the business. The way in which employees, or
how Orion likes to call them “Orionees”, are discussed in the reports during the studied
timeframe shows that engagement with employees is seen as a path towards a better society
where employees and potential employees are appreciated and encouraged for professional

development by providing them with different opportunities at work.

In Table 4 (p.47), the stakeholder engagement methods for each reporting year are put into
“Engagement method” categories of Informing, Responding, and Involving. This
categorization is adapted from Morsing and Schulz’s (2006) communication model. The
stakeholder group represents the stakeholders that are most discussed in the reports.

In all three reports informing is mostly done by providing information to employees about
safety precautions. In the 2022 report, external situations are taken better into account
compared to the other two. In 2022 Orion brings forward in their reports the struggles that the
COVID-19 Pandemic has brought to their company, and how it has affected their employees.
They have a section about ensuring employee health and safety during the pandemic. Also
Orion’s president and CEO Liisa Hurme states how an external factor, such as Russia’s war

against Ukraine has affected Orion’s stakeholder, especially employees.

How we treat our co-workers, customers and people in general says a lot about
who we are. As this report is being published in April 2023, Russia’s war
against Ukraine continues. My thoughts are with all the people affected by the

war, but especially with Orion’s employees and their loved-ones. (Orion, 2022,

6)

The fact that external events are not reported in the other two reports can also be due tot the
fact that other external events of such big impact have not occurred in 2012 nor 2017,
Therefore, it cannot be certainly concluded if Orion would have discussed similar topics or

not.
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Table 4 Stakeholder engagement method

Stakeholder engagement method

Succeeding
Together-
discussion for
target setting

Proactively
monitoring
absences due to
Musculo-skeletal
problems.

Succeeding
Together-
discussion for
target setting

Proactively
monitoring
absences due to
Musculo-skeletal
problems.

Stake- Engagement 2012 2017 2022
holder method
group
Employees | Informing Educating Educating Educating
(One-way, employees about | employees about employees about
from Orion to | safety precautions | safety precautions | safety
employees) precautions
External
situations
(COVID-19 and
Russia’s war
with Ukraine
Responding 360-180-degree 360-180-degree Providing
(Listening, evaluations and evaluations and occupational
Feedback) Happy@Work Happy@Work healthcare
survey to get survey to get services and
feedback and feedback and health surveys to
improve improve identify health-
operations operations related threats.
Responding to Responding to Responding to
feedback to learn | feedback to learn | feedback to learn
with and from with and from with and from
stakeholders stakeholders stakeholders
Involving Employees affect | Finding solutions | Monitoring
(Dialogue, decision-making with employees mental well-
Collaboration) being, offering

training to
improve mental
well-being

Diversity, equity
and inclusion
(DEI) (=
equally engaging
every employee)

The responding method has stayed somewhat similar over the years. In 2012 and 2017 to

evaluate its progress, the company uses 360 and 180-degree evaluations globally. These

evaluations give the opportunity for supervisors to receive personal feedback from their

subordinates, colleagues, and their own supervisor. Another progress evaluation method for

work satisfaction is the Happy@Work survey, in which the company’s strengths and
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development needs are evaluated. It is an important tool for the development of working
communities and in the collaboration between the employees and the management. These are
excellent ways to get more insights on how the employees feel at work, and the information
will circulate to the higher management, which, due to their power, have the possibilities to
accelerate potential changes. The Happy@Work survey generated good results, which are

presented below.

In the Happy@Work surveys, Orion employees have evaluated Orion to
overperform the Finnish average for almost all components of the study. The
results have also shown Orion to represent the top of Finland in good

supervisory performance (Orion, 2012, 63)

This proves that if Orionees are satisfied at work, they will support and evaluate the company
as highly attractive, which can be seen from the survey’s results in 2012. In its 2022 report,
Orion does not use the 360-180 degree evaluation methods, nor the Happy@Work survey.
Instead, Orion does surveys concerning health and provides occupational healthcare services.
Maintaining a good work capacity is achieved through providing occupational healthcare

services.

The goal of occupational healthcare is to promote the well-being of employees
and to support their ability to cope at work. The key is to identify threats to
well-being and work ability at the workplace as early as possible, and to
strengthen work ability in cooperation with managers, employees, and other

internal stakeholders. (Orion, 2022, 46.)

The above example is also a great representation of engaging stakeholders by collaborating
with them. By consistent dialogue with employees, Orion is able to identify health-related
threats early on, which means that Orion acts proactively. Orion fosters a two-way
communication method, which includes dialogue and collaboration to achieve targets. By
investing in employee health, Orion creates value for itself, since Orion’s workforce is a

primary stakeholder group that is vital for the survival of the business.
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The involving method has similar aspects in all reports, except in 2022 Orion includes DEI in
its operations for improved equality between the employees, as well as emphasizes mental
well-being by promoting training for managing one’s mental well-being.

Orion considers its employees and shows recognition for them regarding decision-making in
versatile ways. Orion describes stakeholder engagement of employees for instance in the

following way:

Orion considers employee opinions in the decision-making concerning human
resources affairs and implementing human resources related decisions.
Employee representatives principally take part in the work for preparing new
practices or changes to existing ones. In addition to mandatory employer-
employee forums, Orion’s supervisors organise regular informal meetings with

employees and employee representatives. (Orion, 2012, 57)

The approach described above indicates that Orion uses the stakeholder involvement method.
This is evident since they want to have a dialogue that can ensure that stakeholder
expectations are met. Orion responds to feedback from employees to learn with and from
them, generating a well-balanced dialogue, which can improve the relationships between the
management and the employees. Engaging in dialogue with employees is evidently important
for Orion since employees have a voice in the company by being able to influence decision-
making. By having employee representatives, the general concerns of employees can be
monitored better. Additionally, it might be easier for employees to be open about their

concerns to employee representatives than to higher management.

All three reports discuss employee health and safety. Below is a passage from 2012 and 2022

that shows how employee safety is being prioritized.

Orion wants to ensure that each employee can maintain their capability to work
until retirement age without exposure to health risks or hazards. Orion aims to
provide its employees with a healthy and safe working environment and a
smoothly functioning working community, characterised by a constructive
working atmosphere, good management and motivating colleagues. Orion’s
occupational safety and well-being activities focus on the prevention of

hazardous situations and occupational diseases and injuries. (Orion, 2012, 58)
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We want to ensure that every Orionee can go home after the workday both
safely and healthy. We want to provide our employees with a safe and healthy
work environment and a fully functioning work community, supported by an
inspiring working atmosphere and good management. By managing the health
risks, we ensure that each employee is fit for work and not exposed to

occupational diseases. (Orion, 2022, 51)

From these two paragraphs, it can be concluded that Orion’s reporting about employee health
and safety has stayed very similar between 2012 and 2022. A healthy employee is someone

who also has good work capacity, so focusing on health and safety is very important.

In its sustainability reports, Orion recognizes the importance of the physical as well as mental
well-being of employees as an asset for the company’s well-being and is willing to invest in
operations to improve the well-being of its professionals. Orion’s way of taking care of its
employees is to guarantee that their work capacity remains good. For instance, the 2012 and
2017 reports emphasize the monitoring of absences due to Musculo-skeletal problems. Orion
does not provide an explanation on why exactly absences due to Musculo-skeletal issues are
monitored, but potentially it might be because issues in this area can negatively affect
mobility as well as ergonomic working. Through employee surveys and monitoring absences,
it seems that Orion wants to find the root cause of issues that affect working ability. This
means that the company opts for finding solutions that potentially prevent injuries and
increase work ability, instead of just reacting once issues start to appear. This shows that the
company is proactive (Buhr, 2007) and wants to find solutions together with employees.
Overall, all three reports indicate that Orion finds it extremely important that its employees'

physical health is good.

An evident change in reporting is that in 2022 Orion strongly emphasizes the importance of
mental well-being as a means for the employees’ well-being across the whole Orion group. A
similar emphasis on mental well-being cannot be identified from the previous studied reports.
Perhaps this change is a form of adaptation to the modern world, where discussion about
mental health is more open and encouraged. Mental well-being is seen as a topic that affects
the engagement of the employee in many aspects, one of them being their capacity to work.
In 2022 Orion was granted the right to use the MIELI Mental Health Finland’s Supporting

Mental Health at Work-label. The label’s purpose is to encourage workplaces to promote
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mental health. Orion also offers training and online material to support mental well-being,

and the goal is that all Orionees take part in learning how to take care of their own mental

health.

Throughout the three reports, Orion provides specific examples of how they wish to
contribute to building well-being at work for their employees. For instance, the company
emphasizes working together and succeeding together, in fact, Succeeding Together-
discussions are a way for Orion to engage employees to talk about their personal goals at
work. Succeeding for Orion means providing value for the consumer, being a responsible
employer as well as an attractive employer, being an excellent place to work at, and being

responsible for the continuous development of occupational well-being and competence.

Regarding equal employment opportunities, in 2012, Orion does not mention factors such as
age, sex, sexual orientation, religion or ethnic background. Compared to the 2012 report,
Orion’s equality statements have increased in clarity in 2017. It seems like a good thing to
clarify these things, because mentioning them can increase transparency and make the
company more reliable in the eyes of the stakeholders. Below is an example of Orion being

very clear about endorsing equality between employees.

Our Code of Conduct emphasises respectful and courteous behaviour at the
workplace. As it is outlined in our Code of Conduct, every Orion employee is
entitled to good, courteous and respectful treatment by his or her supervisors,
subordinates and fellow employees. Each employee in the Orion Group shall
have equal possibilities to succeed and develop in his/her own work. Age, sex,
sexual orientation, religion or ethnic background may never, at any stage of the
employment relationship, be considered a discriminating factor. (Orion, 2017,

42).

In the 2022 report, the discussion about equality took a new turn. Orion started using a new
term “diversity, equity and inclusion” (DEI). The inclusion of DEI shows that equality does

not only concern Orion’s employees but also other stakeholders, such as customers.

We recognise the importance of DEI for not only our own personnel, but for the

wider stakeholder base as well. Therefore, we conducted a case study on social
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inclusion of diverse customers in the marketplace. The study has widened our
understanding on the areas where DEI topics are present and provided

practical recommendations on where Orion could improve in this field. (Orion,

2022, 54).

The fact that Orion recognizes the importance of DEI and knows which areas need
application of DEI shows that Orion wishes to positively influence different stakeholders, so
that they feel more included in Orion’s decision-making and operations. Finally, for the
Workforce empowerment and development theme, it can be said that Orion uses the three

communication methods equally every year.

4.2.1.3 Evolution of indicators

The evolution of social responsibility can be examined, for instance, through the used
reporting standards. In all three reports, it is stated that Orion Corporation has reported in
accordance with the GRI Standards. One of the most evident changes in Orion’s reporting
can be seen from the way the company updates and adapts the GRI reporting standards to fit
its own strategy and reporting style. Below is a compilation of Orion’s used GRI standards

from each year:

2012: GRI G3 guideline
2017: GRI framework used as a guideline
2022: GRI 1: Foundation 2021

In 2012, Orion reported in accordance with the GRI G3 guideline, to the extent applicable for
their operations. In fact, Orion follows the G3 guidelines in their reports from 2009-2014.
Then till 2017, Orion’s focus was directed to the most relevant matters to its operations, and
the overall use of indicators decreased, yet, the company still used the GRI framework as a
guideline. Table 5 (p.53) presents the indicators of Workforce empowerment and
development in all three reporting years. The indicator categories are Employment and labor
relations, Occupational health and safety, Training, education and development, and
Diversity and equal opportunity. The Orion-specific indicators are marked in italics. Orion-

specific indicators mean indicators that Orion has tailored to fit its operations.
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Table 5 Workforce empowerment and development indicators

Orion’s social responsibility indicators
Theme: Indicator 2012 2017 2022
Workforce categories
empowerment | Employment Labor/management | Personnel Employment
and and labor relations structure of the
development practices Orion Group
Employment
Occupational Occupational Injury rate Occupational
health and health and safety health and
safety Absenteeism safety: GRI
403
Occupational
Health and
Safety 2018
Absence rate
due to illness
Training, Training and Skills training | Training and
education and | education education: GRI
development 404-2
Diversity and | Diversity and N/A Diversity and
equal equal opportunity equal
opportunity opportunity:
405-1

The indicator category “Employment and labor practices” has remained similar over the

years. The 2017 report’s “personnel structure of the Orion Group” indicator includes the

same aspects as the “employment” indicator in 2012 and 2022. For the “Occupational health

and safety” category, indicators in 2017 still have similar objectives as in 2012, for instance,

what was previously known as the Occupational health and safety-indicator, is addressed as

injury rate and absenteeism in 2017. In 2022 Orion used the same indicator as in 2012 but

added their own Orion-specific indicator called “Absence rate due to illness”.

Concerning occupational health, safety, and well-being of professionals, a new key

performance indicator (Injury rate in Table 5) (KPI) was set in 2017. It makes the monitoring
of progress and fulfillment of Group-level strategic objectives easier. The KPIis LTI 1, and it
measures the workplace injury rate as the proportion of working hours lost due to injuries

leading to an absence of 1 or more days of the total actual working hours. The target for 2017

was set at” LTI 1 <4,0”. Additionally, Orion states that one day, they wish to obtain a year
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with no incidents at all. Orion did not achieve this goal, since the result of LTI 1 came to 6,3.
(Orion, 2017, 46). In 2012, Orion used LTI 3 as an indicator, which is calculated based on
injuries that lead to an absence of 3 or more days (Orion, 2012, 69). There was not a set target
for LTI 3 in 2012. However, the long-term goal of zero accidents can be identified also in the

2012 report:

Orion aims to achieve a zero accident rate. To this end, we actively report and
investigate accidents and hazardous situations, assess risks regularly and
systematically, inspect the safety of the working conditions and working
environment, improve the safety of processes and methods and organise safety

training to enhance the employees’ attitudes, awareness and alertness. (Orion,

2012, 58)

In 2022, the long-term goal, similar to that of 2012 and 2017, was to have zero accidents at
work. The indicator goes by a new name LTIF 1 (lost time incident frequency), which
measures the number of workplace injuries per million working hours. The short-term goal
was LTIF 1 < 3,0, which was not achieved. The actual performance came to 3,7. (Orion,
2022, 52, 56). Hence, it is evident that during the studied timeframe Orion’s indicators have
advanced and the calculation methods have changed but nonetheless, the long-term goals
have stayed consistent, with slight variations in the short-term goals, that can be seen from

the KPI targets.

For the category “Training, education and development” the indicators have stayed consistent
over the years. The category “Diversity and equal opportunity” received the same indicators
in 2012 and 2022 but there was no indicator for it in 2017. Overall, the comparison of the
three reports shows that the indicators for this theme have stayed relatively consistent during

the three years. Hence, it can be summarized that the evolution is moderate for this theme.

4.2.2 Healthcare Excellence and Patient Advocacy

4.2.2.1 Evolution of issues

The healthcare excellence and patient advocacy theme includes sub-themes such as product

safety and quality assurance, pharmacovigilance, customer engagement and feedback
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mechanisms as well as reliable supply of medicines. The main stakeholder group for this
theme is consumers, also known as patients, as Orion tends to call them. Other stakeholder
groups that fit this theme are customers (which include pharmacies, clinics, laboratories, and
research institutes), healthcare professionals including doctors and nursing staff, and finally,

patient organizations.

Patient safety is mentioned in all of Orion’s reports, however, its emphasis has increased in
the last sustainability report. The 2022 report discusses consumer safety much more
frequently than the two other reports. As a pharmaceutical company, Orion’s duty is to
monitor product safety throughout the product’s entire life cycle. This is accomplished
through pharmacovigilance activities, which relate to monitoring the effects of medicinal
products to identify, evaluate, and prevent previously unidentified adverse reactions and
safety concerns (Kothari, 2019). The purpose is to ensure safe use of the products by
mitigating potential risks. For ensuring safety, Orion finds it essential to comply with
applicable regulations, health, safety and environmental standards, and ethical principles.
This is ensured through the responsible sourcing and procuring of goods and services, as well
as regular monitoring, auditing, measuring, and analyzing Orion’s operations and those of its

suppliers.

In 2022, Orion discusses pharmaceutical product availability, a topic that is not brought up in
the other two reports at all. The company emphasizes their reliable supply and states it

several times in their 2022 report.

In the year 2022, the pharmaceutical product availability in Finland was 97%.
(Orion, 2022, 27)

The percentage being that high indicates that reliable supply of products is paramount for
Orion. However, for increased transparency, perhaps information on product availability in

other countries where Orion operates would have also been beneficial to see.

The three reports all have the same target, which is to build well-being for the consumers
through supply of medication. Moreover, pharmaceutical companies must meet consumer

expectations regarding sustainability and responsibility, which are essential for improving the
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global population health (Esteban, 2008). Orion proves that it fulfills its “pharmaceutical”

responsibilities by responding to the demands of consumers and customers.

4.2.2.2 Evolution of stakeholder engagement

The most important stakeholder group for Orion, based on their reporting, is consumers or
patients. Patient safety is the value that guides all operations at Orion. All their operations are
made with the target to produce products of such good quality, that consumer needs are met,
and people get the help that they need. Orion undoubtedly identifies its stakeholders (in this
theme consumers and customers) and reports about issues that are important for these
stakeholders. This includes the supply of medicines and receiving medicine information.
Orion keeps consumers aware of information on medicines through marketing and corporate

communication channels.

Below in Table 6 (p.57) the stakeholder engagement methods for each reporting year are put
into categories such as Informing, Responding, and Involving. The most discussed
stakeholder groups in the reports regarding this theme are consumers, healthcare

professionals, and patient organizations.
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Table 6 Stakeholder engagement methods

Stakeholder engagement methods

Stakeholder | Engagement 2012 2017 2022
group method
Consumers Informing Informing Informing Informing
(One-way, healthcare healthcare healthcare
Healthcare from Orion to | professionals on | professionals on | professionals on
professionals | employees the appropriate the appropriate the appropriate
use of medicinal | use of medicinal | use of medicinal
Patient products products products
organizations
Information to
support
consumers:
informing
consumers about
medicine
information
Digital
communication
challenges
Responding Collect product | Collect product | Collect product
(Listening, feedback and feedback and feedback and
Feedback) recalls from all recalls from all recalls from all
markets where markets where markets where
products are products are products are
used—> makes used—> makes used—> makes
changes changes changes
accordingly accordingly accordingly
Involving Collaborations Collaborations Collaborations
(Dialogue, with patient with patient with patient
Collaboration) | organizations organizations organizations and
and healthcare and healthcare healthcare
professionals for | professionals for | professionals for
research and research and research and
development development development
(R&D) (R&D) (R&D)

In terms of Informing, Orion reports every year that healthcare professionals are informed

about the appropriate use of medicines. In 2022 new informing methods appeared, as Orion

put more emphasis on informing the consumers about medicines. Additionally, as the years

have passed, Orion has started to opt for a lot of digital ways of informing and learning

together with stakeholders, as well as getting feedback from them. Hence, the communication
method of informing has changed to various digital channels where various stakeholders, but

most importantly consumers, can be reached. Digital channels offer Orion ways of informing
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consumers about the products, and this can be done globally, regardless of the geographical
location. The passage below from 2022 indicates that digital channels are used for informing
the consumers, which based on Morsing and Schulz (2006) is the lowest form of
communication as it is a one-way method of communication, from the company to its

stakeholders.

We are continuously developing our digital channels to ensure that consumers
have easy access to up-to-date information about our products. (Orion, 2022,

25)

The Responding method has stayed exactly the same in all reports. Orion states that they
collect product feedback from all markets where their products are used. This is a good way
to engage with stakeholders globally. The company also says that it wants to show an
uncompromised level of quality in its operations, and it actively processes feedback from
customers and patients and bases its operation management on those. Orion demonstrates its
commitment to providing safety for their stakeholders (consumers, customers, and patient
organizations) by monitoring the feedback collected from customers, as well as carrying out a

benefit-risk assessment throughout the product life cycle.

The Involving method has stayed consistent throughout the three reports. By collaborating
with patient organizations and healthcare professionals, Orion involves them in decision-
making, which can lead to improving the quality of the products. For instance, dialogue can
help in generating innovative solutions for new products and R&D processes. Ultimately all
collaboration serves the purpose of making sure that Orion provides safe and effective
products on the market. Therefore, the consumers of these products are very important for
Orion. In the first two reports, most of the discussion about patient safety was under the
Product Responsibility (PR) topic. In 2022, Orion discusses the same topics but through the
“Patient safety as a top priority” theme. This shows a greater focus on how corporate actions
impact stakeholders, particularly consumers. The focus has therefore shifted towards
discussing the stakeholder, implying that the company shows in its report more clearly how
product responsibility and pharmacovigilance affect the end consumer. All this implies that
reporting has evolved to be more directed towards stakeholders. This shift in how a particular

stakeholder group, i.e. consumers, is emphasized, highlights the widespread impact on
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consumers who use Orion’s products, demonstrating the broader significance of corporate

responsibility in public health and safety.

4.2.2.3 Evolution of indicators

Orion describes in their 2017 report that they largely relied on the GRI framework, choosing
the most relevant indicators for them. The company also established some Orion-specific
indicators, which reflect their practices and processes to assure product quality and safety to
patients. In 2022, the company ended up using only Orion-specific indicators. Orion
comments on this by stating that their main metrics are product recalls due to quality defects
and critical observations reported by third parties in their audits of Orion’s operations. Since
those are important for Orion’s business strategy, it makes sense that they reduced indicators

to only Orion-specific topics that measure exactly those.

Table 7 (p. 60) below displays indicators related to the Healthcare excellence and patient
advocacy theme. The indicator categories are marketing and labeling, customer health and
safety, supplier environmental and social assessment, compliance, and finally, market

presence. The Orion-specific indicators are marked in italics.
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Table 7 Healthcare excellence and patient advocacy indicators

Orion’s social responsibility indicators

Theme:
Healthcare
excellence
and patient
advocacy

Indicator 2012 2017 2022
categories
Marketing and | Product and service | N/A N/A
labeling labeling
Marketing
communications
Customer
privacy
Customer Product recalls Medicinal and Product recalls
health and and product defects | non-medicinal
safety product recalls
Supplier Inspection of Audits of the Sustainability
environmental | operations and operations and audits to suppliers
and social sites sites of material
assessment and service
Inspections of suppliers and
material and contract
service suppliers’ | manufacturers
and contract conducted by
manufacturers’ Orion
operations and
sites conducted by
Orion
Compliance Compliance Audits of Orion’s | GxP
operations and audits/inspections
sites conducted of Orion's
by third parties operations
GxP audits
undertaken by
Orion
Market N/A N/A Pharmaceutical
presence product
availability in
Finland

In 2017 and 2022, Orion did not have indicators concerning the “Marketing and labeling”

category, whereas there were three in 2012 (Product and service labeling, Marketing

communications, and Customer privacy). The “Customer health and safety” category had the

same indicators every year, indicating that product recalls are an important indicator for
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Orion to monitor customer health. The “Supplier environmental and social assessment”

category includes similar indicators every year.

Based on the “Compliance” category, the 2012 report does not go into specifics, hence the
indicator is named “compliance”. In 2017 and 2022 there are similarities since both mention
audits undertaken by Orion and audits undertaken by a third party. For the last category
“Market presence”, only the 2022 report has an indicator for it, precisely an Orion-specific
indicator “Pharmaceutical product availability in Finland”. The pharmaceutical product
availability was 97% in 2022. The increase of Orion-specific indicators can be seen as a
direct development of Orion’s operations and strategy, as well as their commitment to

improving their stakeholders’ well-being by providing safe medication and a reliable supply.

On a final note, regarding this theme, the indicators have stayed somewhat similar throughout
the years. The difference is that in 2012, the company had more indicators, evident from the
“Marketing and labeling” category. Another remarkable difference is that only the 2022

report monitored market presence.

4.2.3 Ethical business practices

4.2.3.1 Evolution of issues

This theme includes sub-themes such as regulatory compliance and risk management, legal
accountability, transparency, human rights, sustainable practices, supply chain accountability
and corporate citizenship. The stakeholder groups that belong to this theme are citizens,

communities, and supply chain partners.

In the sustainability reports, Orion presents commitment to sustainable development by
having ethical strategies. Orion states in the 2022 report that the company is committed to
strict ethical standards and acts responsibly in all situations. Orion’s Code of Conduct (CoC)
sets out their operating principles and guides their daily work. The CoC is centered around
three themes: compliance with laws and regulations, integrity, and responsibility.
Additionally, Orion has a public whistleblowing channel where all types of misconduct can
be reported. The whistleblowing channel’s purpose is to improve processes after those

incidents have been reported. For these reasons, Orion highlights that the channel promotes
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good governance and ethical activities. Below is a passage which shows that Orion engages

in sustainability activities such as respecting business ethics and improving health and safety.

With our strong devotion to promoting health, we aim to enhance trust in Orion
as a company that cares for and contributes to the welfare of mankind. We are
committed to sustainable development and constantly improving performance,
aiming for the highest standards in the industry with respect to the environment,

health, safety, business ethics and integrity. (Orion, 2017, 5)

The reporting regarding this theme has evolved over time. One aspect that has evolved is
Orion’s commitment to human rights standards. All three reports emphasize compliance with
the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, ILO conventions, and the Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples. However, in 2022, Orion also explains how these principles
are promoted in practice, for instance, by supplier due diligence and sustainable procurement

processes, indicating a shift towards increased proactive measures in human rights issues.

Another aspect of evolution can be seen in Orion’s supplier and partner expectations. In 2012
Orion mentions expecting suppliers to meet specific human rights and environmental, health,
safety, and governance (EHSG) practices. In 2017, similar expectations continued but
additionally, Orion highlights the requirements for suppliers to adhere to Orion’s principles.
Then in 2022, Orion introduces its own third-party code of conduct for its business partners,
which defines their minimum sustainability requirements. The introduction of Orion’s third-
party code of conduct implies that Orion has its own strategy for practicing sustainability and
achieving sustainable development targets together with its suppliers. This evolution marks a
clear transition from adhering to broad expectations set by external parties (as Orion did in

2012) to Orion's tailored approach to defining supplier expectations.
4.2.3.2 Evolution of stakeholder engagement
Below in Table 8 (p.62), the stakeholder engagement methods for each reporting year are put

into categories of Informing, Responding, and Involving. The stakeholder group that has been

most discussed in the reports is supply chain partners.
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Table 8 Stakeholder engagement methods

Stakeholder engagement methods

actions are
agreed upon

Stake- Engagement 2012 2017 2022
holder method
group
Supply Informing N/A N/A Informing suppliers
chain (One-way, from about requirements
partners | Orion to based on Orion’s
employees) Third-party code of
conduct
Responding Responding to | Responding to | Collecting feedback
(Listening, legal legal from stakeholders
responding to requirements requirements
feedback)
Involving Working Working Promote top-tier
(Dialogue, together with together with responsible practices
Collaboration) supply chain supply chain together with partners
partners partners
Having a dialogue
Corrective about issues needing

corrective actions
Collaborating to
achieve desired
results

Working together
with suppliers to
achieve sustainability
targets

In terms of the Informing method, the biggest difference between the reports is the way Orion

acknowledges its external supply chain. Out of the three reports, the last one is the only one

that discusses the external supply chain partners and depicts clearly what requirements they

need to follow in order to do business with Orion. Orion has explicit requirements for third

parties (suppliers, distributors, partners). The requirements include safe working practices

and health and safety protection at work. The third parties should all comply with Orion’s

Third-Party Code of Conduct, which defines the minimum sustainability requirements. These

requirements include a self-assessment questionnaire for third parties as well as auditing

practices to ensure compliance with requirements. In the 2022 report, Orion’s target is to

promote top-tier responsible practices in their procurement processes together with their

partners. Orion states that they acknowledge the importance of developing sustainable
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practices together with partners since Orion’s own activities only affect a part of the whole

value chain.

Concerning the Responding method, stakeholder engagement has deepened year by year.
Orion has shifted from merely responding to legal requirements to engaging with
stakeholders by collecting feedback about issues that need corrective actions. There is a
notable evolution from responding to basic requirements of legal compliance to a more
structured approach that includes due diligence, impact assessment, and corrective actions.
For example, increases in audits and monitoring performance are continuous, which enables
the company to respond more swiftly and effectively to issues as they arise. This helps in

building trust with stakeholders through consistent accountability.

Another example is the human rights impact assessment that Orion carried out in 2022,
reflecting a deeper understanding of its own influence and responsibilities in its operations
and within the broader value chain. The human rights impact assessment helps identify and
prevent potential adverse human rights impacts. Finally, Orion states that they take corrective
actions if something does not go according to plan. This suggests a responsive approach to
stakeholder concerns and regulatory requirements. Moreover, Orion collects feedback from
their external environment and from stakeholders, which shows a more advanced stage of

compliance and engagement with stakeholders.

Finally, the Involving method shows that achieving sustainability targets in collaboration with
suppliers is the new way to go. The 2022 report demonstrates a broader scope and specificity
on human rights and the external supply chain. For instance, the two earlier reports focus
more on compliance with human rights, whereas the last report is more specific by
identifying the possibilities of improving the practices that concern communities and supply
chain partners, and stakeholders are linked to achieving sustainability targets. Below is a
demonstration that shows Orion’s efforts of increasing sustainability in the supply chain.
Orion clearly sees the link between working together with suppliers and an improved

sustainability culture.

In 2022, we increased the focus on sustainability topics within our supplier
relationship management process. Through common discussions with our

suppliers, we have aimed at strengthening the sustainability culture within our
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supply chain. We have also focused on enhancing the sustainability expertise of
our personnel involved in procurement through various trainings and materials

(Orion, 2022, 60)

Even though Orion has reported its efforts to engage with its stakeholders in all three reports,
it is possible to see an enhanced stakeholder involvement approach in 2022. The report
emphasizes dialogue and active communication with stakeholders, which reflects Orion’s

desire to collaborate and learn with and from stakeholders.

4.2.3.3 Evolution of indicators

The 2022 report has the clearest representation of the used GRI-based indicators. The report
also provides a materiality matrix, which, neither of the other two reports do. The reference to
GRI-based indicators shows development in reporting specificity and detail, meanwhile, the
Orion-specific indicators indicate which metrics are important for Orion to reach its
objectives of social responsibility. Although Orion mentions complying with the GRI
standards in all three reports, it is only in the most recent report that they provide detailed
information in the GRI index about which specific GRI standards apply to each GRI content
statement. In summary, only the most recent report explicitly identifies the specific GRI
standards that form the basis for the indicators. This demonstrates transparency from the
company. This change in 2022 might be due to Orion’s reassessed materiality assessment in

2018. Below are two passages from 2012 and 2022.

In sustainability reporting, Orion follows the GRI guidance, principles, terms,
indicators, calculation methods and structure as closely as possible. Orion has
chosen the applicable meters and indicators from GRI standard disclosures and
supplemented them with calculated and descriptive indicators derived from
Orion’s operations. These Orion-specific indicators are primarily related to

product quality and product/patient safety (Orion, 2012, 19)

Orion’s materiality assessment, reassessed in 2018, identifies corporate
responsibility topics that impact our stakeholders and are particularly relevant
for us and our business, both today and in the future. The materiality analysis

was used as the basis for defining Orion’s Sustainability Agenda. Both internal
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and external key stakeholders were consulted during the materiality assessment

process (Orion, 2022, 13)

As stated in 2012, Orion-specific indicators are mostly related to product quality and patient
safety. What changes in 2022 is that Orion identifies its materiality topics (which are the
basis for its indicators) based on stakeholder impacts and utilizes the materiality topics as a
basis for their sustainability program. Hence, sustainability and stakeholders are increasingly

more evident in Orion’s reporting.

Table 9 (p.67) presents the indicators of the theme “Ethical business practices” for each
reporting year. The indicator categories are human rights, anti-corruption, public policy and

compliance, and supplier assessment. Orion-specific indicators are marked in italics.

For the “Human rights” category, the indicators have stayed exactly the same in 2012 and
2017. In 2022 these indicators disappeared, and Orion added its own indicator “Human rights
violations in our own operations reported in the whistleblowing channel”. The “Anti-
corruption” category has stayed the same, except information about the corruption indicator
was not available in 2017. For “Public policy and compliance”, Orion’s indicators changed
slightly. This can be seen from the reduction of indicators in 2017 and 2022, as well as from
the addition of an Orion-specific indicator called code of conduct (CoC) training.
Additionally, public policy and anti-competitive behavior were only used in 2012. Lastly, the
“Supplier assessment” category shows that there is a remarkable change in supplier-related
indicators, as the 2012 and 2017 reports do not have available information on them. On the

other hand, the 2022 report introduces three indicators, of which two are Orion-specific.
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Table 9 Ethical business practices indicator

Orion’s social responsibility indicators

Theme:
Ethical
business
practice

Indicator 2012 2017 2022
categories
Human Non- Non- Human rights violations
rights discrimination discrimination in our own operations
reported in the
Freedom of Freedom of whistleblowing channel
association and | association and
collective collective
bargaining bargaining
Child labor Child labor
Forced and Forced and
compulsory compulsory
labor labor
Indigenous Indigenous
rights rights
Anti- Corruption N/A Anti-corruption and
corruption anti-bribery training
Public Public policy Compliance CoC training
policy and
compliance | Anti-competitive
behavior
Compliance
Supplier N/A N/A Supplier environmental
assessment and social assessment:

GRI 308-1, GRI 414-1.

Sustainability audits to
suppliers

Active packaging
material, raw material
and product suppliers
confirmed adherence to
Third Party Code of
Conduct (CoC)

Over the years, there is a clear trend toward more detailed reporting, particularly evident in

the 2022 indicators that emphasize Orion-specific topics. Perhaps the reason Orion has

decided to switch to mainly Orion-specific indicators in 2022, could be because these

indicators more accurately reflect their operations.
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4.3 Evolving communication and transparency of social responsibility

reporting

This section presents the findings for the second research sub-question about changes in
communication. Ever since 2012, it is evident that Orion tends to be very clear about its
social responsibility intentions, methods, and targets, hence the information is easily
accessible and understandable on the sustainability reports. Information about social
responsibility issues has been clearly addressed throughout the studied timeframe. Orion does
not only report on positive achievements since they also identify and express their challenges
regarding social sustainability. These challenges include, for example, being able to provide a

reliable supply of medicines.

The company advocates for transparency by providing accessible information to its
stakeholders. Orion has many stakeholders but the ones that are seen and addressed the most
on the sustainability reports are consumers, employees, and supply chain partners. Based on
the information in the sustainability reports, existing and potential consumers are able to see
how Orion tends to consumers, and this way, it is possible to increase trust and credibility of
the reports in terms of transparency. The same thing applies to employees and other
stakeholders. After mutual trust is acquired, the stakeholders in question start to hopefully
become loyal to Orion, which increases its competitive advantage in the pharmaceutical

industry.

The structure and format of the sustainability report has changed completely in the most
recent report. The 2012 and 2017 reports have been divided into sections that are dedicated to
each sustainability dimension: economic, environmental, and social. These two reports
approach social responsibility through four performance indicator areas, which are: Labor
Practices and Decent Work, Human Rights, Society, and Product Responsibility. On the
contrary, the 2022 report has new themes, which are not explicitly assigned to a particular
sustainability dimension. The topics rather indicate themes that Orion finds important instead
of making the division based on a particular sustainability dimension. The main themes can
be divided into 1) General organizational approaches and 2) Orion’s sustainability

commitments. The themes are presented below.
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1) General organizational approaches

o Orion — Building well-being

o Our Approach

2) Orion’s sustainability commitments

o Patient Safety as a Top Priority

o Active Work for a Better Environment
o Care for Well-being Professionals

o Ethics at the Core of our Business

The organization of the report content has therefore changed. Between the three studied
reports, it is possible to see a linear increase in the incorporation of visual elements like
graphs. This makes it more convenient to grasp important information instantly. Hence, the
information on the reports has better visibility and is more accessible. Additionally, under the
“Patient safety as a top priority” theme, Orion even has a section with a heading “Information
to support patients”, which shows increased dedication towards informing stakeholders and

being transparent.

The report layout has become more reader-friendly because the main points are expressed in
ways that are easier for the reader to grasp. The report in 2022 seems to be directed for a
wider range of stakeholders to read, since the information is expressed more clearly and the
importance of topics for different stakeholder groups is demonstrated in a way that the
stakeholders are at the center of all operations, essentially meaning that stakeholders are the

“main character” in Orion’s reports.

In the 2022 report, it is also evident that Orion adapts to external events, such as the COVID-
19 Pandemic, which raised an economic as well as a social crisis globally. Orion reports
about their responsibility of ensuring employee health and safety during the pandemic. This
indicates adaptability to the external environment and externalities as well as organizational
responsiveness and transparent communication of trends and shifts in the economy.
Moreover, Orion shows corporate transparency by having all their production and distribution

phases traceable. The passage below sums this up.

Raw materials and packaging materials for pharmaceuticals are inspected

before approval to production. To ensure uncompromised product safety and
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quality, Orion inspects each manufactured batch to verify its quality before
approval for sale. All materials, manufacturing and quality management phases

as well as distribution phases are fully traceable. (Orion, 2012, 87)

This is great for all stakeholders who are interested in knowing how the products (that they
might consume) are made. This gives the stakeholders a choice to evaluate for themselves if
the products are sourced and manufactured ethically. Overall, publicly available traceability

of Orion’s operations indicates transparency.

Another way to evaluate the transparency of sustainability reports is to see if the reports are
assured by third parties since this increases the reliability of the reports (Dando & Swift,
2003). In Orion’s case, the sustainability reports from 2012 and 2017 are not assured by a
third party, as opposed to the 2022 report. Since another entity has assured the report, it can
be deemed more credible because the possibility of Orion emphasizing only positive
attributes and leaving out negative ones is reduced. However, even though a sustainability
report is assured, the reader should still practice criticism in terms of evaluating a company’s
transparency, as it does not mean that information is necessarily credible, even though

assured by a third party.

Finally, the tone of the used language in reports has stayed relatively consistent over the
years. However, the language has evolved to be more explanatory, meaning that methods of
acquiring results are not only stated but the reason behind those methods is explained. This
shows that the company does not only wish to report on certain aspects, but also wants to
translate to the reader what certain topics mean for Orion itself, and how these topics
simultaneously affect Orion’s stakeholders. This evolution in their communication might
reflect changes in corporate attitudes or approaches to transparency regarding social

responsibility.
4.4 Summary of the findings
The presentation of findings starts by introducing what Orion’s social responsibility reporting

looks like. Most importantly, there have been some general shifts in reporting, such as

transferring from GRI’s social responsibility categories (LA, HR, SO, PR) to Orion’s own
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social responsibility themes that reflect the company’s sustainable development goals. The
themes in the most recent report, i.e. 2022 are: patient safety as a top priority, care for well-
being professionals, and ethics at the core of our business, and they are also a part of Orion’s
sustainability commitments for that reporting year. Thus, linking the social responsibility
topics to sustainability commitments shows that Orion has a broad perspective of how it
wants to approach corporate sustainability now and in the future, and it has a comprehensive

view of how stakeholders play a part in achieving these sustainability commitments.

Stakeholder engagement is presented through three data-driven themes: Workforce
empowerment and development, Healthcare excellence and patient advocacy, and Ethical
business practices. These themes are analyzed in terms of how stakeholders are discussed in
the reports. The findings show that stakeholder engagement has evolved in some areas,
whereas in some areas it has stayed consistent between 2012, 2017, and 2022. Between the
studied timeframe, stakeholder engagement evolution at Orion can be seen from their
addition of mental well-being awareness practices at work, the inclusion of diversity, equity,
and inclusion (DEI) practices at the workplace, improved informing of consumers, and better
monitoring and auditing practices of external supply chain partners. An aspect that has stayed
constant between 2012, 2016, and 2022 is the emphasis on building well-being for
employees, consumers, as well as to the whole of society. Orion has ever since 2012
inclusively discussed its stakeholders, demonstrating a commitment to the highest level of
communication "stakeholder involvement," as outlined by the model of Morsing and Schulz
(2006). Communication with stakeholders is occasionally one-way, meaning that Orion just
informs stakeholders. This one-way communication happens for instance when Orion shares
information to consumers about medicines. Orion also uses the method of responding to
stakeholder concerns, which is mostly done by responding to received feedback. Most
changes can be seen from the way Orion involves stakeholders. Throughout Orion’s reports,
it is apparent that collaboration and dialogue are preferred ways of engaging with the

stakeholders.

As for the indicator evolution, over the course of 2012, 2017, and 2022, Orion-specific
indicators have increased, indicating that performance has either changed in some areas or
Orion wants to have indicators that reflect its operations more accurately. The biggest
increase in Orion-specific indicators can be seen from the theme of Healthcare excellence and

patient advocacy, and Ethical business practices.



72

The changes in the communication style show a progression towards greater inclusivity and
transparency regarding social responsibility over the studied timeframe. The language of the
reports has remained formal, yet, it includes more explaining behind the business actions and
processes, reflecting a desire to share detailed information, as well as convey the significance
of topics to the stakeholders. This evolution implies a shift in corporate attitudes towards

transparency.

The most recent report illustrates a remarkable difference in structure compared to the older
reports since Orion moves away from the traditional division of sustainability dimensions and
goes towards themes that are important for itself. Moreover, topics such as patient safety, the
well-being of professionals, and ethics highlight Orion’s commitment to social responsibility.
On top of that, Orion’s ability to respond to external events such as the COVID-19 pandemic
shows its adaptability to the external environment and transparent communication about the

challenges it faces.

Orion has demonstrated transparency through clear statements of social responsibility
intentions and targets, addressing stakeholders such as consumers and employees. This
transparency has increased over time, demonstrated through the layout of the reports, which
are becoming more reader-friendly and additional visual elements help with the accessibility
of information. Despite changes in the reporting format, Orion has maintained consistent
social responsibility targets, indicating a long-term orientation towards sustainable reporting

SucCcCeEss.
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S CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Scientific contribution

This research investigates the development of social responsibility reporting in the
pharmaceutical industry. The theoretical framework ties the social responsibility dimension
to a wider sustainability context by introducing different theories and motivators as a means
of understanding the driving force behind social responsibility reporting. In the empirical
section, the evolution of social responsibility reporting is demonstrated through three
components (4.1, 4.2, and 4.3). The first component introduces general findings about
Orion’s social responsibility reporting. The second and third dimensions are based on the
research sub-questions: 1) How has social responsibility reporting evolved regarding
stakeholder engagement and indicators during the timeframe 2012-2022? 2) How has written
communication about social responsibility changed in reporting? The findings for these two

research sub-questions generate the answer for the main research question.

The findings from the empirical chapter provide this research with three conclusions. These

conclusions are connected and backed up with the literature from the theoretical framework.
Two conclusions are based on the first research sub-question and one conclusion is based on
the second research sub-question. These conclusions represent the most important findings

from the data.

Compared to the other two sustainability dimensions (i.e. economic and environmental), the
social dimension has received less attention (Klassen and Vereecke, 2012; Seuring and
Miiller, 2008; Ashby et al., 2012; Pashaei et al., 2018). Previous literature on social
sustainability emphasizes legal issues or human health and safety in a specific context,
instead of a wider spectrum of social impacts (Hutchins et al., 2019). Therefore, the big
picture of social responsibility issues and how these issues affect the external environment
including the whole society might not be seen or understood clearly by the companies that
report on these issues as well as their stakeholders. Therefore, the findings from this study
bring knowledge and new perspectives to previous scientific literature. The findings enrich

scientific literature, while also offering practical recommendations for companies looking to
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enhance their social responsibility reporting. The following conclusions can also supplement

previous scientific literature.

Based on section 4.1 about social responsibility reporting at Orion and the sections about the
evolution of issues in 4.2, it can be concluded that the way in which Orion reports on their
social responsibilities over the years has evolved. The reports from 2012 and 2017
approached the topics based on the GRI’s social responsibility themes (LA, HR, SO, and PR).
Orion’s main target has stayed consistent in all its reports. This target is to provide well-being
to its stakeholders. The general social responsibility topics have also stayed consistent, except
for the report from 2022, where those previous GRI-based topics are discussed under new
names. In 2022, Orion’s report adapts a more stakeholder-friendly approach, as the report
approaches different social responsibility topics under headings such as “Care for well-being
professionals” and “Patient safety as a top priority”, positioning the stakeholders to the center

of reporting.

Conclusion 1.
Orion's reporting on stakeholder engagement has maintained a consistent pattern throughout
the period under investigation, with stakeholder involvement gaining increased visibility in

2022.

This proposition highlights how Orion has always throughout the studied timeframe reported
about stakeholders but recently in the 2022 report, stakeholders seem to have received more
attention and consideration. For instance, Orion has recently started to discuss in depth their
external supply chain as well as providing information to support patients. Orion not only
reports about legal requirements for supply chain partners but also about due diligence and
corrective actions in operations. Corrective actions mean, for instance, if a supply chain
partner does not operate according to Orion’s code of conduct, Orion will reject that supplier.
This proactive approach resonates with Morsing and Schulz's (2006) model, which
emphasizes the importance of involving stakeholders in decision-making processes and
actively addressing their needs and expectations. Involving is a two-way communication
method that is the equivalent of dialogue and collaboration with stakeholders. (Morsing &

Schulz, 2006.)
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For successful sustainability reporting, a company should know to whom the report is
directed and what demands the report needs to fulfill (Rinaldi et al., 2014). Based on the
findings it can be concluded that Orion conders its stakeholders very well to a great extent.
The analysis proves that the most important and most discussed stakeholders in Orion’s
sustainability reports are employees, consumers, healthcare professionals, patient
organizations, and suppliers. In terms of social responsibility topics, Orion really cares for its
stakeholders, and it is highly evident that all operations are made with an agenda to keep the
stakeholders satisfied. Linking the findings to the three modes of communication from
Morsing and Shultz (2006) (figure 2, p.24), it can be concluded that Orion uses all three
communication methods in its reporting: informing, responding, and involving (see Tables 4
(p.47), 6 (p.57), and 8 (p.63)). Next the informing, responding, and involving methods will be
further explained.

Informing stakeholders, such as employees, helps with achieving the common Orion Group
targets and also increases safety because everyone is aware of the safety instructions.
Moreover, consumer safety is the value that guides all operations at Orion. As stated in the
theoretical framework by Leisinger (2005), the non-negotiable responsibilities of the
pharmaceutical industry include meeting customer demands (Leisinger, 2005). Orion’s
reports continuously emphasize the importance of this fact. However, only the 2022 report
emphasizes that consumers are informed about Orion’s products through communication
channels, that have become mainly digital. A new point was also introduced in 2022, which is
about informing the suppliers about Orion’s third-party code of conduct requirements.

Overall, the findings indicate that the usage of the informing method has increased in 2022.

Regarding the responding method, Orion often utilizes the feedback from stakeholders, so
that it can possibly change its operations if needed. Burrit and Schaltegger (2010) state that in
sustainability reporting, decisions about sustainability can have two perspectives, influence
coming from the inside-out (company drives change) or influence coming from the outside-in
(stakeholder requests drive change) (Burrit & Schaltegger, 2010). By taking into
consideration stakeholders’ feedback, Orion uses the outside-in perspective, which can
accelerate innovation because the company works together with many stakeholders who have
valuable opinions. For instance, Orion responds to consumer feedback and makes changes

accordingly. Feedback mechanisms are an important part for Orion to implement change in
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their operations as well as innovate new solutions. The responding methods have stayed very

similar across the three reporting years.

Involving stakeholders is the “highest” engagement form, as it relies on dialogue and
collaboration. (Morsing & Shultz, 2006). For instance, in the 2012 and 2017 reports
employee involvement emerges as a way of doing things together, having Succeeding
Together-discussions, and monitoring employees’ physical health. As Freeman (2017)
claims, if the stakeholder feels involved, they are more likely to support and positively impact
the organization (Freeman, 2017). Therefore, involving employees in decision-making proves
to be beneficial since a happy employee wants to work at the company for longer and support
its business. In 2022, Orion starts to discuss mental well-being in addition to physical well-
being. Orion involves the employees by providing training courses and educating them about

mental well-being so that the employees are happy and maintain their work capacity.

Regarding inclusive decision-making, feedback utilization from employees, consumers, and
suppliers indicates that Orion wants to learn with and from its stakeholders, which generates
a well-balanced dialogue and moves stakeholder engagement towards integrative stakeholder
engagement, which is the ultimate stage of stakeholder inclusiveness in the framework of
Freeman and his colleagues (see Figure 1 p.21) (Freeman et al., 2017). This proves that the
stakeholders have a voice in the company, which demonstrates that Orion involves them by
having a dialogue that has the power to affect Orion’s decision-making (Morsing & Schulz,
2006). As Kaptein and Van Tulder, (2003) and Kujala et al. (2019) state, dialogue increases
trust between two parties (Kaptein & Van Tulder, 2003; Kujala et al., 2019). Orion’s method
of doing valuable work together with its stakeholders strengthens this trust. Building trust in
the present moment will also help to build valuable and strong networks that last in the long
run (Freeman et al., 2017; Kujala & Sachs, 2019). The findings point out that stakeholder
involvement has increased in 2022 compared to the other two reports. This manifests in
working together with suppliers to achieve sustainability targets and collaborating with

suppliers, patient organizations, and employees to make decisions together.

Engagement with stakeholders can be seen in various ways at Orion. Indeed, informing and
responding to stakeholders are two ways that provide a base for involving them in decision-
making. For instance, by receiving feedback and acting on it, Orion shows that the

stakeholders’ voice matters to them, and that stakeholders’ opinions are important in order to
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grow together towards a socially sustainable society. Orion’s emphasis in 2022 on the
importance of stakeholders signifies a strategic evolution in their approach to stakeholder
communication. The evolution aligns with the principles from Morsing and Schulz’s (2006)
communication model, which puts emphasis on the importance of dialogue and collaboration
in fostering meaningful stakeholder relationships. Concerning this model, Orion’s reporting
not only serves as a tool for distributing information but also as a platform for dialogue with
stakeholders. Emphasizing topics such as human rights, the external supply chain, and patient
support, Orion demonstrates a commitment to transparency, which is an essential element of
effective stakeholder dialogue. To conclude, the 2022 report shows how Orion’s commitment
to stakeholder engagement and social responsibility expands beyond compliance with the
GRI standards that Orion uses as the base for reporting. Concerning the future, continuing the
application of dialogue and collaboration with stakeholders will most likely be crucial for
Orion to maintain stakeholder trust and drive its sustainability agenda, through which it can

create value for many stakeholders in society.

Conclusion 2.
Orion’s performance indicators have changed towards Orion-specific standards, increasing

clarity and relevance.

The reason Orion-specific indicators increase the relevance of reporting is because these
indicators are tailored to reflect the unique aspects of Orion’s operations and strategic goals.
By focusing on specific metrics that matter to their business, Orion is able to provide more
detailed and accurate insights into how they manage concerns that are critical to their success
and their stakeholders' interests. This adaptation helps stakeholders better understand Orion’s
performance in areas that are most relevant, which then leads to more informed decision-
making and a clearer image of the company's sustainability efforts. It is worth noting that
according to the literature, social responsibility indicators are more often more specific on
culture and location. As Bennett et al. (1999) say, social responsibility indicators are naturally
more location and culture-specific, which makes them hard to standardize (Bennett et al.,
1999). Moreover, social responsibility indicators are often based on soft information
(perceptions) (Business and the Environment, 1999), such as child labor, which cannot be

easily put into a numeric form.
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The indicators in the theme “Workforce empowerment and development™ has remained the
most similar throughout the years. This theme received only one Orion-specific indicator in
2022(Absence rate due to illness) yet, in 2017 there was a similar indicator (Absenteeism).
Nonetheless, the indicators remaining similar each year indicates that they are fit for long

term and that they are accurately describing what they need to describe.

In the “Healthcare excellence and patient advocacy” theme, there are also moderate changes.
All indicators in 2022 are Orion-specific, implying that Orion has moved toward its own
tailored indicator needs. These are not directly related to GRI (GRI 1: Foundation 2021),
which is most likely why they differ from the other two reports. The indicator “Product
availability in Finland” is a new addition in the 2022 report. This indicator is a relevant
addition because it increases the transparency of the reporting and makes the stakeholders
trust Orion as a pharmaceutical company that delivers what they are supposed to deliver, i.e.
products at the right time, to the right place, to the right people, and with exceptional quality.
Orion proves to do just that, at least in 2022, since there is no comparable data from the other

two reports.

Lastly, the theme “Ethical business practices” shows a significant evolution in indicators over
the years. The focus on Orion-specific indicators could indicate a realignment of corporate
strategy to focus more on core compliance issues directly impacting their operations. In the
2022 report, Orion introduces much more specific indicators, which likely reflects a more
focused approach to sustainability and compliance reporting. The changes include the
introduction of supplier assessments, Orion-specific indicators such as introduction of
company-specific issues, for instance, Code of Conduct (CoC) training, anti-corruption and
anti-bribery training, and reporting mechanisms for human rights violations, and finally,
emphasizing supplier adherence to the Third-Party Code of Conduct (CoC), which shows a
strategic shift towards ensuring compliance throughout the supply chain. To conclude, based
on all themes, it is evident that Orion-specific indicators have increased over the studied

timeframe, particularly in the 2022 report.

Conclusion 3.
Orion’s reporting has evolved to be more transparent, and its social responsibilities focus on

long-term success.
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As mentioned in the theoretical framework chapter, from an organizational perspective,
transparency is seen through the visibility and accessibility of information provided by a
company (Wilkin, 2009). Orion’s reports are accessible, as all stakeholders are able to read
the reports on Orion’s website. The information has evolved in the 2022 report to be
increasingly easy to point out, as the report includes many more visual elements compared to

the other two reports. Therefore, making it easier to access information.

Fierlbeck et al. (2021) declare that transparency means identifying and expressing to whom
the information is directed and which mechanisms are used to assess it. (Fierlbeck et al.,
2021). Orion’s language tone has evolved in the last report since the language is more
explanatory, meaning that concepts are expressed better and meanings behind actions are
explained, so that the information is easily understood by the reader. Based on that, Orion

proves to have increased its transparency from 2012 till 2022.

As stated in the theoretical framework of this report, transparency is evident when
information is expressed clearly and objectively. The company should be providing objective
information regardless if it is positive or negative since it is a sign of transparency (Bennis et
al., 2008). Based on this, Orion demonstrates increased transparency in reporting because it
includes both achievements and unmet targets. For instance, regarding the KPIs (LTI)

discussed in 4.2.1 (p.54), Orion mentions that the target was not achieved.

The 2022 report introduces a more reader-friendly layout and a focus on themes that are
central to Orion's values, such as patient safety and DEI, which are communicated through
easily understandable visual representations and direct language. This evolution not only
enhances the visibility of Orion’s commitments but also strengthens the credibility of their
reports through third-party assurance and comprehensive content that addresses both
achievements and challenges, proving that Orion is straightforward and objective, regardless
of not always succeeding and looking like a pharmaceutical role model. Orion's approach to
transparency is reflective of a strategic alignment with evolving stakeholder expectations and
external conditions, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, highlighting their adaptability and
proactive engagement in social responsibility. This transparency is crucial for building and
maintaining stakeholder trust, fostering loyalty, and positioning Orion as a leader in ethical

and sustainable practices within the pharmaceutical industry.
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The 2022 report also shows evolution in terms of the report content approach. Orion
discusses social responsibility topics based on its own identification of what is relevant to be
reported and also links these social responsibility topics to their sustainability commitments.
This kind of broad approach to reporting shows the interconnectedness of social
responsibility topics to sustainable development achievements. Schneider et al. (2010)
identify certain trends or topics in social responsibility that are present in the sustainability
reports of some of the biggest global pharmaceutical companies, which are: access to
medicines, patient assistance and conservation, community involvement, and education
(Schneider et al., 2010). Orion discusses all of these topics in its social responsibility. Based
on these topics, it can be concluded that Orion mirrors trends perceived in the sustainability
reports of leading pharmaceutical companies. This indicates that the social issues Orion
covers in its reports are timely and relevant, and therefore, perhaps more credible to the
stakeholders. Moreover, this alignment with trends not only emphasizes how relevant Orion's
social responsibility topics are but also enhances the credibility of its reporting since the
content or topics of the reports can be compared to other pharmaceutical companies. To
conclude, Orion’s reporting on social responsibilities has undergone significant evolution,
improving in transparency and clarity. The shift from general statements to more detailed and
accessible information demonstrates Orion’s commitment to long-term success and

stakeholder trust.

Finally, based on all three conclusions, it is possible to provide an answer to the main

research question: How has social responsibility reporting evolved in the pharmaceutical

industry between 2012-2022?

Based on the two research sub-questions, it can be concluded that Orion’s social
responsibility has evolved in the way that they engage with their stakeholders (more
involvement and improved dialogue and collaboration), and evolution can also be seen from
the use of indicators (e.g. more Orion-specific indicators), and finally, evolution can be

identified from the way information is communicated on the reports (increased transparency).
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5.2 Practical contribution

Apart from supplementing previous scientific literature, this study also has a practical
contribution. This study reflects the social responsibility reporting of one Finnish
pharmaceutical company. The findings bring light to aspects such as stakeholder engagement
in the context of social responsibility as well as transparency. The findings from this study
are first and foremost applicable to other pharmaceutical companies, especially for the ones
operating in Finland, that want to enhance their social responsibility reporting.

As stakeholder demands increase and legislation becomes more strict, it is increasingly
important to identify how companies should report social responsibility information so that
the information is high quality and easily understood by stakeholders. This study increases
the understanding of social responsibility reporting and its development in general and in the

context of the pharmaceutical industry.

The findings and conclusions can help pharmaceutical companies perceive their current
social responsibility reporting and recognize areas that need to be evolved so that they can
create future-oriented social responsibility reporting plans that support sustainable
development. Apart from these points, the companies can also benefit from identifying
benefits that social responsibility reporting brings to them, such as creating values for a wide
range of stakeholders and improving competitive advantage. Apart from management, the
findings from this study can also benefit investors. The investors can incentivize companies

to improve their operations if needed.

5.3 Evaluation of the study

Assessing the reliability of qualitative research does not have direct guidelines. According to
Tuomi and Sarajérvi (2018), in qualitative research, it is advisable to evaluate the entirety of
the study, emphasizing its consistency and coherence. In qualitative research, it is possible to
assess the validity and reliability of the study. Validity reflects how valid the findings of the
study are, i.e. it aims to determine whether the study has described the subject that it intends
to describe. For this study, the validity has been fulfilled, since with the used research

method, it was possible to provide an answer to the research question.
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Reliability refers to the consistency of measurement outcomes (Tuomi & Sarajérvi, 2018),
meaning the study's ability to provide consistent results (Hirsijérvi et al., 2015). When
evaluating the reliability of this study, it can be concluded that the research was conducted
once, therefore, based on the above description, reliability cannot be fully achieved.
However, throughout this study, the target has been to describe the all the important elements
as clearly as possible, so that it is possible to conduct the study again and achieve full
reliability. On the other hand, the empirical data was acquired through assessing public
sustainability reports (of Orion), which increases the reliability of this study because the
publisher of those sustainability reports is responsible on the reliability of information.
Additionally, the reliability of the study can be enhanced through triangulation, which
involves combining multiple perspectives (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008; Tuomi & Sarajérvi,
2018). To improve the reliability of this study, the theoretical framework utilizes theoretical
triangulation (Tuomi & Sarajérvi, 2018). The study has utilized several different theoretical

perspectives, combining them to enhance the reliability of previous research.

A limitation of this study is the scope of the empirical data, which is expressed in 3.2 section.
Through the outlining process, it is possible that data that would have been relevant for the
study, did not get selected. It is interesting to study many aspects of social responsibility
reporting, but for the purpose of this study, the selected data provides sufficient findings to
answer the research question. The generalizability and transferability of this study should also
be evaluated. A limitation of this study is that the results cannot be generalized too broadly.
Generalizing is applicable, however, to companies of similar size, geographical location, and
of course, industry as Orion. The results of the empirical section of the study reinforce
previous academic research, demonstrating that the study can be transferred to another
pharmaceutical company, for example, to a company that is similar and operates in a similar

environment. (Erikkson & Kovalainen, 2008.)

5.4 Suggestions for future research

This study focused on Orion’s social responsibility reporting during the timeframe 2012-
2022. The analyzed reporting years included 2012, 2017, and 2022. The research findings
created a comprehensive outcome on Orion’s evolution of stakeholder engagement and

indicators, as wells as the evolution of communication to a more transparent reporting style.
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Past research about pharmaceutical companies’ social responsibility reporting is not
extensive, in fact, past literature has mostly focused on CSR reporting of pharmaceutical
companies. Although examining CSR reporting might be efficient, it is a broad approach for
sustainability evaluation. (Demir et al., 2022.) This indicates the need for more research
precisely on social responsibility reporting of pharmaceutical companies. Hence, this study
provides new perspectives into social responsibility reporting in the pharmaceutical industry.
The study generated insightful findings, however, to improve the understanding of this topic,

more research should be conducted in the future.

For instance, a similar longitudinal study could be beneficial in order to learn about more
pharmaceutical companies that report on social responsibilities. It would be interesting to do
a longitudinal comparative study on several international pharmaceutical companies, for
instance including pharmaceutical companies from Europe and the USA. Then it is possible
to compare different pharmaceutical companies’ social responsibility reporting and see what
motivators they have for reporting and how they might differ from each other. Moreover, an
interesting study for the future would be the influence that the new CSRD sustainability
reporting directive has on the social responsibility reporting of pharmaceutical companies.
Until now, reporting about social issues has largely been voluntary, hence, it is interesting to

see how the mandatory directive will guide the reporting of social responsibility.
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