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Abstract 
 
Background and Problem: Sustainability reporting is a growing trend in the society. One 
of the most exposed industries to environmental matters is the oil and gas industry, which 
commit to sustainability reporting in order to deal with the industry’s destructive 
operations. The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) provides voluntary guidelines in 
sustainability reporting, which increase transparency for the company’s stakeholders. 
However, it is controversial that the oil and gas industry put a great effort into sustainability 
reporting even though the industry is environmentally destructive. This gap is interesting to 
investigate and will contribute to the academic discussion. Therefore, this thesis will focus 
on the sustainability reporting in the oil and gas industry and to what extent the industry 
actually discloses material environmental information about their operations. 

Purpose: The purpose of this thesis is to examine how the sustainability reporting has 
changed in the oil and gas industry in Europe. This is performed from a stakeholder 
perspective. Further, it aims to investigate how oil and gas companies have followed the 
GRI guidelines and how the reporting has changed over time. 

Method: A quantitative method is used in order to answer the research questions. The data 
sample is based on oil and gas companies reporting according to the GRI framework 
during year 2012 to year 2014. The empirical data is gathered from the studied companies’ 
environmental category in their sustainability reports. Further, a content analysis technique, 
with a coding scheme, was set up to interpret and analyse the information. To enable an 
easy overview of the findings, the relevant data is presented in tables and diagrams. 

Empirical Findings and Conclusion: The majority of the studied companies have 
increased their level of compliance in the environmental category. Although, the majority 
of the companies have increased their reporting, the compliance level differs between the 
companies. The most reported sectors are the; “Water”, “Biodiversity”, “Emissions”, 
“Effluents and Waste”, “Compliance”, and “Overall”. Further, the empirical findings show 
that there is an overall increase in the amount of disclosed information per indicator. The 
conclusion of this thesis is that the environmental disclosures have increased in the oil and 
gas industry from year 2012 to 2014. 
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1 Introduction 

This chapter introduce the reader to the background of the thesis as well as why the topic is interesting to 

study. It states the purpose and research questions related to the topic. The chapter also disclose the 

limitations of the study and presents the outline of the following chapters. 

1.1 Background 

In year 2000 the United Nation secretary-general, Kofi Annan, wrote in his report to the 

United Nations Millennium Summit; “We now face an urgent need to secure the freedom 

of future generations to sustain their lives on this planet - and we are failing to do it. We 

have been plundering our children’s heritage to pay for unsustainable practices” (Massie, 

2001, p.60). In the report he stresses that governments cannot do this change into 

sustainability alone, the suggestion he made was to focus on a global policy network. A 

global policy network would bring together international institutions, national 

governments, civil society and private organisations to reach common goals. One global 

policy network that has emerged as a guideline for sustainability reporting is the Global 

Reporting Initiative (GRI) (Massie, 2001). 

 

In today’s society sustainability reporting is a growing trend and it is almost mainstream, 

rather than something that only innovators and early adopters are dealing with (EY, 2014). 

It is possible to see sustainability reports, by all types of companies and organisations, from 

all over the world. A sustainability report consists of economic, environmental and social 

impacts caused by the organisation and its activities on a day-to-day basis. Sustainability 

reporting covers the non-financial subjects that is not covered in the annual report and is 

defined by the GRI as “the practice of measuring, disclosing, and being accountable to 

internal and external stakeholders for organisational performance towards the goal of 

sustainable development” (GRI, 2011, p.3). The corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

reporting creates opportunities for companies to show their dedication to social activities 

and they may voluntarily follow various guidelines. There are many sustainability reporting 

initiatives and the crowded field creates loopholes for corporations to selectively focus on 

the beneficial areas (Brown, deJong & Lessidrenska, 2009). The ultimate goal when 

engaging in CSR reporting is considered to be maximising the value of the corporation. 

This may be accomplished by aligning social activities with the corporate objectives where 
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the CSR strategy facilitates this combination. However, companies tend to not report nor 

invest in CSR activities if there are negative impacts or no impacts on the company’s value 

(Malik, 2014). 

 

Environmental matters have become significant to an increasing number of companies. 

For some companies the environmental matters are more evident as the company may 

incur environmental obligations as a direct consequence of its core business. The oil and 

gas industry is one out of several industries that are exposed to environmental risks, hence 

the environmental obligations may affect the financial statements (The International 

Federation of Accountants, 2010). Furthermore, oil and gas are two of the world’s most 

important resources and they play a vital role in driving the global economy where the 

expansion is heavily dependent on the supply of oil and gas (Alazzani & Wan-Hussin, 

2013). Public awareness of the negative environmental impacts of the oil and gas industry, 

have had an evident impact on the progress of the companies’ CSR reporting. The CSR 

reporting have a major positive environmental effect in this industry as there are 

possibilities to improve the processes in every step of producing oil and gas (Frynas, 2009). 

After the mid-1990s, oil and gas companies recognized the global warming and societal 

effects of their business. Thereafter many of them joined various international initiatives 

aimed at providing guidelines for improved sustainable development, for instance; GRI, 

UN Global Compact and Combat Climate Change 3C Initiative (Frynas, 2010b). 

 

Nongovernmental organisations (NGO) and community groups have raised the issue of 

the damaging material effects on communities caused by the oil and gas industry and large 

multinational corporations. The large oil and gas corporation British Petroleum (BP) is 

regularly a target of green groups and NGOs as it has a high CSR profile (Christianson, 

2002). In year 2000, the company repositioned itself as a market leader in environmental 

and social responsibility. But despite the profiling of CSR involvement, the core objective 

of the company is environmentally destructive (Banarjee, 2007). As a part of their CSR 

profiling BP invested §200 million in sustainable solar power during a period of 6 years. 

However, the large investment in solar energy is a tiny investment in comparison to the 

invested §8,5 billion in the destructive exploration and production of fossil fuels during 

2001 alone (Murphy, 2002). 
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In April 20th, 2010, an oil platform exploded in the Gulf of Mexico, which caused the oil 

to gush from the platform into the water for nearly 3 months. This catastrophe is seen as 

the worst environmental disaster in the U.S. history (CNN, 2015). The oil rig, called 

Macondo, had a contract with the oil and gas company, BP (The Guardian, 2010). The U.S. 

federal government claimed that BP had spilled 4.2 million barrels of oil into the Gulf of 

Mexico, but BP claimed that it was much lower. However, the court ruled that BP was 

responsible for spilling 3.1 million barrels of oil into the ocean. Five years after the disaster 

scientists argue that it is too soon to recognize the long-term negative effects. BP, on the 

other hand, claims that the Gulf is healing itself. They released a five-year report 

concluding that the Gulf of Mexico has largely recovered. The Natural Resource Damage 

Assessment did not agree and called the report “inappropriate as well as premature” (CNN, 

2015, p.1). 

1.2 Problem 

Sustainability reporting has become a mainstream practice among many corporations 

around the world, due to a growing concern regarding environmental matters. Many 

companies follow the GRI guidelines to selectively choose what sustainability work they 

want to present to their stakeholders. Although the sustainability reporting increase, it is 

questionable to what extent companies actually disclose relevant sustainability information. 

According to the GRI guidelines (2013a), a company needs to disclose material information 

to their organisation. However, the company decides which indicators that are material for 

its specific business which might differ from a stakeholder's point of view.  

 

The oil and gas industry is one of the five most polluting industries (Clarkson, Li, 

Richardson, & Vasvari, 2008). The fact that oil and gas companies disclose sustainability 

reports despite major negative impacts from their core operation is controversial and 

therefore interesting to investigate further. Academic studies show that there is a greater 

adoption to the GRI guidelines in industries with an increased risk of environmental 

impacts (Alonso-Almeida, Llach & Marimon, 2014: Noronha, Tou, Cynthia & Gua, 2013: 

Frynas, 2010a). An industry put more effort into the material impacts related to their 

operating activities, hence the oil and gas industry focus mainly on the environmental issues 

(Noronha et. al., 2013). The GRI is the most widely used international guidelines regarding 

sustainability reporting and the guidelines provide environmental, social and economic 
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reporting sections (GRI, 2016a). There are many academic studies regarding the GRI 

(Alazzani & Wan-Hussin, 2013; Alonso-Almeida et. al., 2014; Isaksson & Steimle, 2009), 

the value creation of sustainability reporting and environmental performance (Clarkson et. 

al., 2008; Malik, 2014), yet few studies have focused on the oil and gas industry in Europe 

and to what extent the companies comply with the environmental indicators in the GRI 

guidelines. 

The aim of this study is to examine the use of the GRI guidelines in the oil and gas industry 

and to what extent these companies follow the GRI guidelines. Further, the study examines 

how the sustainability reports have changed over time and the increase, or decrease, of 

sustainability disclosures. This is interesting to investigate due to the global environmental 

issues affecting the society and the growing trend in sustainability reporting. Further, this 

thesis contributes to the academic discussion. 

1.3 Research Questions 

How has the sustainability reporting changed in the oil and gas industry in Europe? 

- To what extent are the reports in alignment with the environmental section in the 

G4 guidelines?  

- How has the disclosure of environmental information changed over a three-year 

period? 

1.4 Purpose  

The purpose of this thesis is to examine how the sustainability reporting has changed in the 

oil and gas industry in Europe. This is performed from a stakeholder perspective.  Further, 

the study aims to investigate how oil and gas companies have followed the GRI guidelines 

and how the reporting has changed over time.  

1.5 Delimitation 

This study is limited to investigate solely the oil and gas companies that follow the GRI 

guidelines, in Europe. The companies had to be registered at the GRI sustainability 

disclosure database in 2012. Further, the chosen companies had to present their 

sustainability disclosure in the GRI index during 2012, 2013 and 2014, all other oil and gas 

companies have been excluded. The research period is limited to a three-year period 
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because of the limited amount of companies reporting and publishing reports at the GRI 

sustainability disclosure database in 2011 and 2015. 

1.6 Outline  

Frame of References The second chapter of this thesis is the frame of references 

where the authors outline the development of sustainability 

reporting, underlying theories and a thorough description of 

the GRI guidelines. 

 

Method The third chapter presents the method and clarify how the 

study is executed and explains the difficulties the thesis 

encountered. It describes the index that is used as a measure in 

this thesis. Further, it includes the research strategy, the 

selection of studied companies and a critical discussion about 

the chosen methods in this thesis.  

 

Empirical Findings The fourth chapter includes the fundamental data. The 

disclosure index representing the G4 guidelines is presented 

and the results from the studied companies are gathered and 

outlined in tables and figures from the summarising indexes 

presented in the Appendix. 

 

Analysis The fifth chapter includes the analysis of the results from the 

empirical study. The information from the results is analysed 

and connected to previous research that has been presented in 

the frame of references. 

 

Conclusion The sixth chapter is the conclusion. The chapter summarises 

the findings and answers the research question. Lastly, possible 

future research is suggested and presented.  
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2 Frame of References  

The frame of references represents the foundation of the thesis. In order to analyse the sustainability 

reporting within the oil and gas industry the main concepts will be introduced starting by explaining the 

sustainable development, CSR and Carroll’s Pyramid. Thereafter the GRI guidelines that are of great 

importance for this thesis will be presented thoroughly. This chapter is intended to give the reader a 

comprehensive introduction of the underlying theories in order to understand the empirical findings, the 

analysis and the conclusion. 

2.1 Sustainable Development 

In 1987, the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) defined 

sustainable development as "Sustainable development is development that meets the needs 

of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs" (WCED, 1987, p.41). The WCED report, also called the “Brundtland report”, was 

chaired by the Norwegian Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland. The concept 

“sustainable development” has been around since 1980, but the report put the topic on the 

international political agenda in 1987. Since the 1990s the growth of sustainability reporting 

has increased significantly and today it is a common practice for many large companies. 

Sustainability reporting is the environmental, social and governance information provided 

in documents such as sustainability reports and annual reports (Van Wensen, Broer, Klein 

& Knopf, 2011). The sustainability report is published by the company and it is a help to 

understand, measure and communicate their social, environmental, economic and 

governance performance. The issues are communicated through the report and it is a key 

platform for the organisation to communicate both positive and negative impacts of their 

actions to their stakeholders (GRI, 2016b).  

The relationship between the company and its stakeholders is explained by the stakeholder 

theory (Banerjee, 2007). The stakeholder theory implies that in addition to its shareholders, 

the corporation has obligations to several stakeholder groups that have an interest in the 

corporation. These groups include, among others; employees, lenders, suppliers and the 

society (Freeman & Reed, 1983). Stakeholder groups have also been referred to as “those 

groups without whose support, the business would cease to be viable” and the company 

needs to create value for these groups. (Freeman, Harrison, Wicks, Parmar & De Colle, 

2010, p.26). The stakeholder theory can add value to the discussion and development of 
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CSR, by integrating the financial and social areas. It is easier to accomplish the company’s 

CSR activities when the company consider their stakeholder responsibility. A company 

communicate its CSR activities to its stakeholders through sustainability reporting. The 

stakeholders’ awareness of a business negative environmental impact creates an increased 

pressure for sustainability reporting. The stakeholder theory further emerged when the 

shareholder view, with the merely purpose of profit maximization, was challenged.  The 

stakeholder approach advocates the importance of the specific stakeholder groups that are 

affected by the company and its operations. The company should not neglect their 

shareholders but it is important to embrace the wider group of the company’s stakeholders 

(Freeman et. al., 2010). 

 

Sustainability reporting is synonymous with the triple bottom line (TBL), CSR and it is a 

part of integrated reporting (IR) which combine both the financial and non-financial 

performance (GRI, 2016b). During the mid-1990s, Elkington (1997) presented a new 

framework to measure sustainability. According to Elkington, the sustainability issues can 

be divided into three different bottom lines of the business, called the TBL. The concept 

focus on three different areas; “Economic Prosperity”, “Social Justice” and 

“Environmental Quality” (Elkington, 1997), which is usually associated with the three Ps: 

“Profit”, “People” and “Planet” (Slaper & Hall, 2011). The three areas should measure the 

company’s financial, social and environmental performance and thereby take full 

responsibility for its costs related to doing business (Elkington, 1997). Earlier traditional 

reporting frameworks had only focused on investment results such as profits, return on 

investment and shareholder value. By focusing on the business performance along with the 

dimensions of profits, people and the planet, the TBL can be an important reporting tool 

to support sustainability goals. However, the criticism towards the framework is how to 

measure it. The three different areas do not have a common unit of measure and it is a 

challenge to find a proper measurement that fit all three areas (Slaper & Hall, 2011).  

 

Norman and MacDonald (2003) argue that the TBL is inherently misleading and it 

promises something it cannot deliver. They imply that even if a company makes a concrete 

commitment to follow the TBL, the framework is vague and it results in few commitments. 

Firms do not have to worry about being compared to other firms or sectors, since the 

social and environmental bottom lines are adaptable and there is no real way to calculate 
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the bottom lines. The authors also state that a problem is that companies can choose to 

present data that are favoured by their stakeholders and leave out negative data. 

2.2 Corporate Social Responsibility 

CSR emerged as a field of study during the 1950s in the United States and the ideology was 

mainly based on the assumption of the obligation of business to society. The assumption 

arose due to scholars’ view on businesses as an instrument of society and the view of 

managers as public trustees. The scholars believed that managers had to balance different 

demands of their stakeholders. During this time most research tried to combine both the 

shareholders’ value-maximization and the organisation's social obligations (Jones, 1995). 

However, the view of CSR changed from trying to fulfil societal obligations through 

philanthropy to a more strategic view of CSR that tie corporate social initiative to corporate 

objectives (Banerjee, 2007).    

 

The European Commission defines CSR as “the responsibility of enterprises for their 

impact on society” (European Commission, 2011, p.6). The European Commission argues 

that CSR is important for the competitiveness, innovation and sustainability of the EU 

enterprises and the EU economy. It brings benefits for cost savings, risk management, 

customer relationships, access to capital and to human resource management (European 

Commission, 2011). The connection between the society and the companies’ published 

information is described by the legitimacy theory. The theory is based on the assumption of 

a contract between the two parties and to earn legitimacy the company needs to act 

according to the rules and expectations of the society. This encourages the company to 

communicate and disclose information in their reports favoured by their stakeholders. By 

disclosing the information, the company can receive an evaluation on how well they are 

meeting the expectations of the society. The disclosed information is voluntary and many 

companies disclose information to show that they operate within the set boundaries. 

However, some voluntary disclosures are only disclosed to divert the society from the 

negative parts of the company (Rimmel & Jonäll, 2016). According to Saha and Darnton 

(2005) the reason for oil and gas companies to engage in CSR activities are due to pressure 

from politicians, NGOs, consumers and media rather than the companies driving force and 

care for the environment. The authors also state that companies choose to invest in 

sustainability due to improved reputation, lowered costs and increased business. 
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2.3 Carroll’s Pyramid  

Archie Carroll has established a four-part definition of CSR which focus on the social 

responsibilities of a business (Carroll & Buchholz, 2003). The four social responsibility 

components are; “Economic-”, “Legal-”, “Ethical-” and “Philanthropic Responsibilities”. 

Each of these responsibilities have always existed to some extent but the “Ethical”- and 

“Philanthropic Responsibilities” have not had the same great focus that it has today 

(Carroll, 1991).  

 

Figure 2.1 Carroll’s Pyramid 
(Carroll, 1991) 

 

The “Economic Responsibility” is the first level in the pyramid. It may be seen as a social 

responsibility because the business shall produce goods and services that the society wants 

and needs, and sell these products to a fair price that represent what the society think is the 

true value. This shall also create profit that corresponds to the continuation of the business 

(Carroll & Buchholz, 2003). Entrepreneurs had the profit motive as the primary incentive 

but at some point the idea of profit moved into a notion of profit maximization that still 

remains today. Some important characteristic components of the economic level are to be 

profitable, maintain a competitive position and operate efficiently (Carroll, 1991).  
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The second level is the “Legal Responsibilities” and reflects “codified ethics” where firms 

shall operate within the framework of the law. This is the second step in the pyramid but it 

is also seen as coexisting with the “Economic Responsibilities”. The characteristic 

components of this level is to perform in the manner expected of the government and the 

law, to be a law-abiding corporate citizen and to provide goods and services that meet legal 

requirements (Carroll, 1991).  

The third level is “Ethical Responsibilities” and embodies the ethical norms about fairness 

and justice. Laws are important but it does not cover all aspects that are expected or 

prohibited by society, therefore “Ethical Responsibilities” are important for CSR (Carroll & 

Buchholz, 2003). The ethical components and characteristics is to recognize and respect 

new or evolving ethical norms, prevent that corporate goals compromise ethical norms and 

recognize that ethical behaviour go beyond following laws and regulations (Carroll, 1991).  

The final level is the “Philanthropic Responsibilities”, which is voluntary. These 

responsibilities are established and guided by the corporation itself. It is not driven by 

economic desire, laws, regulations or ethical expectations from society.  Philanthropy may 

be accomplished by a corporation if its business actively contributes to or engage in 

programs that promote goodwill or welfare (Carroll, 1991). The “Ethical”- and 

“Philanthropic Responsibilities” may seem similar but the difference between these two is 

that the society would not perceive the corporation as unethical if it does not fulfil 

philanthropic requirements (Carroll & Buchholz, 2003). Characteristic components of the 

final level are to perform in a charitable manner expected by the society, to voluntarily 

participate in charitable activities and to provide assistance to educational institutions 

(Carroll, 1991). 

2.4 The Global Reporting Initiative  

The GRI is an international independent organisation that is providing guidance in 

sustainability matters critical to the company (GRI, 2011). It is a network-based, multi-

stakeholder organisation of global participants. The participants are from business, labour, 

civil society, academe- and accountancy profession. Originally the project “Global 

Reporting Initiative” was founded in 1997 in Boston by the non-profit organisations; the 

Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economics (CERES), the Tellus Institute and 

the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (Isaksson & Steimle, 2009). The 
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GRI have issued a set of voluntary disclosures and performance indicators to guide 

corporations in their CSR reporting (Lynch, Lynch & Casten, 2014). However, firms can 

comply with the GRI guidelines without any consequences if they do not, or partly, meet 

the guidelines (Fortanier, Kolk & Pinkse, 2011). 

 

The GRI published their first guidelines regarding sustainability reporting in 1999, but it 

was edited and re-launched in 2000. The guideline represented the first global framework 

for sustainability reporting (Massie, 2001). The second report was published in 2002, called 

G2, and the third report was published in 2006, called G3, with an updated version in 2011, 

called G3.1. However, the current and the most recent version of the GRI standard was 

released in 2013, called G4. The GRI guidelines aims to provide up to date guidance for 

sustainability reporting and the guidelines are periodically reviewed and updated (GRI, 

2013a). Since the origin of the GRI it has become a successful institution and has 

institutionalized the reporting discussion. This has led to new practices and norms 

regarding corporate accountability and corporate responsibility among multinational 

corporations (Vigneau, Humphreys & Moon, 2015). Nevertheless, voluntary guidelines and 

mandatory guidelines have limitations as it requires an approval from the market (Laufer, 

2003). The GRI has successfully reached a predominant position among the different 

standards, something that would not be possible unless it was accepted by the market. The 

founders of the GRI had the intention to empower NGOs and involve both NGOs and 

corporations equally in the development of the GRI framework. Despite the initial 

intentions, it was multinational corporations whom mainly influenced the standard and 

little attention was given to NGOs (Levy, Brown & Jong, 2010). 

 

Alonso-Almeida et. al. (2014) state that the energy sector has experienced high growth and 

contributed to the economy worldwide. The sector has an urge to be sustainable as the 

industry is polluting, as well as visible and international. As a result, the industry is 

constantly trying to reduce the environmental impacts of their operations. The energy 

sector has been among the leading industries in CSR and it uses the GRI guidelines as an 

attempt to be more sustainable (Alonso-Almeida et. al., 2014). Milne and Gray (2013) argue 

that an unsustainable organisation will continue to be unsustainable even if they report 

according to the GRI. The guidelines promote sustainable improvements but fail to 

confront the problem that some industries will remain unsustainable even run in the most 

efficient way. Another problem is that the GRI standard is closely related to the TBL 
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framework, which focuses on managing and reporting on the economic, social and 

environmental impacts. This withdraws attention from the relevant ecological problems in 

the world, which are essential for a sustainable future (Milne & Gray, 2013).  

 

Another criticism of the GRI framework is that GRI based reports can be misleading for 

decision-makers and stakeholders who are concerned with sustainability. The reports can 

camouflage unsustainable operations, especially at the site level (Fonseca, McAllister & 

Fitzpatrick, 2012). It is important to note that the GRI guidelines do not state how 

sustainable a company is or how fast the company is approaching sustainability. It solely 

presents the level of reporting according to the GRI framework (Isaksson & Steimle, 2009). 

Moreover, Jaber (2011) argue that the extent of a company’s disclosed information is 

affected by the experience the company has attained. The cost of preparing the information 

is reduced as the company attain more knowledge (Jaber, 2011).  

2.5 G3.1 Guidelines 

The G3 and G3.1 guidelines are the preceding guidelines to the current valid guidelines G4, 

and represent the disclosures that corporations and organisations can adopt. The G3 and 

G3.1 guidelines are the third generation of the GRI reporting guidelines. The G3 guidelines 

were extended by the G3.1 guidelines in 2011. The latter added the technical protocol and 

elaborated the guidance on human rights, gender and local community impacts (GRI, 

2016d). Both guidelines include the GRI reporting framework. The GRI reporting 

framework is set-up to be a generally accepted framework applicable for an organisation to 

report on its economic, environmental and social performance. It contains two parts, the 

first part covers “how to report” and consist of protocols, principles and guidance for the 

performance indicators. The second part covers “what to report” which includes standard 

disclosures and sector supplement. Moreover, the two parts of the reporting framework 

consist of sets of principles; principles for defining the report content and principles for 

ensuring the quality of the reported information. The first set of principles helps to 

determine what the organisation shall report on and contains the reporting principles of; 

“Stakeholder Inclusiveness”, “Materiality”, “Sustainability Context”, and “Completeness”. 

The second set of principles helps to achieve appropriate quality by following the principles 

of; “Balance”, “Accuracy”, “Comparability”, “Timeliness”, “Reliability”, and “Clarity” 

(GRI, 2011).  
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In year 2007, the GRI launched a new service additional to the G3 guidelines, where 

organisations may check that their sustainability report meet the organisation’s self-declared 

adherence level. This service is called the “Application Level Service” and is applicable to 

both G3 and G3.1 guidelines. The level of application is divided into 3 levels; C, B and A. 

The different levels correspond to different requirements of transparency. The 

requirements of Level C have been set up for new practitioners to enable an introduction 

to the GRI reporting. Level B has been set up for intermediate corporations where policies 

are in place for sustainability reporting. Level A is used by advanced reporting 

organisations. At this level all disclosure requirements shall be met and if not applied the 

corporation shall explain why the requirement have not been met. The application level 

system may also include a plus (+) sign, which indicates that the report has been reviewed 

by an external part. However, the review from an external part is optional (GRI, 2011). The 

rating has been abolished by the GRI in the development of the G4 guidelines as it was 

misinterpreted as an assurance statement of the report (GRI, 2015). At the launch of the 

new G4 guidelines, the GRI decided to allow the G3 and G3.1 guidelines to be used for 

two more reporting periods but latest until the 31 December 2015 (GRI, 2013a). 

2.6 G4 Guidelines 

The G4 guidelines was released in May 2013 and launched in 2014, as a response to recent 

changes in CSR reporting and regulations (Lynch et. al., 2014). The aim of the new 

guidelines is “to help reporters prepare sustainability reports that matter – and to make a 

robust and purposeful sustainability reporting standard practice” (GRI, 2014, p.2). The new 

G4 guidelines increased the disclosure information by adding data points in 15 

environmental indicators and further develop 6 new indicators (GRI, 2013b). The 

guidelines are designed to be applicable to all organisations around the world, both large 

and small businesses operating in all kinds of sectors. A robust sustainability report helps 

the organisation to perform a business strategy to achieve the sustainability goals. The G4 

guidelines focus on the materiality of the sustainability information and therefore it is 

important that only critical information is provided in the reports. Material issues are 

related to the economic, environmental and social impacts of the organisation, as well as 

information that influence the decisions of stakeholders (GRI, 2014).       

As mentioned above, the level of application service with the levels C, B and A have been 

abolished in the development of the G4 guidelines. Instead, a report that fulfils the G4 
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guidelines shall state that it is “In Accordance” with the guidelines. The report shall 

distinguish if the report is “In Accordance” with either the “Core” or the 

“Comprehensive” option. The two options; “Core” and “Comprehensive”, focus on the 

identification process of the material aspects, which are those that reflect the organisation’s 

significant impacts (GRI, 2013a). Further, to fulfil the “Core” option the organisation 

needs to report at least one indicator for all the organisations identified material aspects, 

whereas in the “Comprehensive” option the organisation needs to report all indicators for 

all the organisations identified material aspects (GRI, 2014). Companies, within any sector, 

industry, size or location are able to use either option. However, the “Core” and 

“Comprehensive” options are not related to the quality of the report, nor a measure of 

performance. It only states the level of compliance of the report with the G4 guidelines 

(GRI, 2013a).  

 

The G4 guidelines consist of the materiality disclosures service and the GRI content index 

service. The GRI content index service confirms that the index is accurate, which increase 

the transparency, usability and accuracy of the report. Further, it communicates external 

assurance of the reports. The materiality disclosure service, on the other hand, confirms 

that the materiality disclosures are in alignment with the G4 requirements. This increases 

emphasis on the needs for organisations to focus their reporting on the topics that are 

material to their business and their key stakeholders. However, these two services confirm 

that the content index is accurate and the topics that are material for the business is 

covered (GRI, 2015). Moreover, there are two different disclosures in the G4 guidelines; 

General Standard Disclosures and Specific Standard Disclosures. The general standard 

disclosures consist of seven disclosures, which provide an overall description of the 

organisation and the reporting process. These disclosures apply to all organisations and do 

not depend on their materiality assessment. Furthermore, the specific standard disclosures 

include the disclosures on management approach (DMA) and indicators. The organisations 

only need to provide indicators that are material for the organisation and the organisations’ 

stakeholders (GRI, 2014).  
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3 Method 

The third chapter present the method used during the research process to be able to answer the research 

questions. The chapter includes the research strategy and method, as well as a presentation of the data 

sample. Further, it presents the data collection and the evaluation framework of the study. Lastly, the 

chapter discusses the data analysis and the criticism related to the quality of the study in terms of reliability 

and validity. 

3.1 Research Approach 

3.1.1 Research Strategy 

The quantitative and qualitative concepts are two widely used research strategies. A 

research strategy is an orientation in the progress and construction of a research. The 

quantitative concept emphasizes quantification in the collection and analysis of data 

meanwhile the qualitative concept is most applicable in the collection and analysis of words 

and text. Despite the distinctions between the two strategies it is common to use them as a 

combined research method. In order to answer the research question in this study, the 

most suitable research strategy is the quantitative strategy which enables a quantification of 

the collected data. The quantitative research is mostly associated with the deductive 

approach but it can also have an inductive approach. The deductive approach begins with 

the theory and thereafter a research question is conducted based on previous knowledge, 

whereas the inductive approach begins with the findings and the theory is the outcome 

where generalizable inferences are drawn from the observations (Bryman, 2012). In this 

study the quantitative research with the deductive approach is chosen, as the research 

question is deduced from theory and further investigated. 

 

In order to analyse the collected data, the chosen technique is the content analysis, since it 

would be severely difficult to interpret the large amount of information gathered in 

quantitative research unless tables or similar tools are produced. The content analysis is an 

approach to “analyse documents and texts that seeks to quantify content in terms of 

predetermined categories and in a systematic and replicable manner” (Bryman, 2012, 

p.290). The content analysis is referred to as an objective method of analysis due to its 

transparency where coding scheme and the sampling process can be set out clearly. 

Further, it is suitable to this study as this technique is favourable for research that tracks 
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changes in frequency over time (Bryman, 2012). The content analysis is constructed 

according to the G4 environmental index, see Table 3.3. The GRI index provides the study 

with a clear overview of all indicators which makes it accurate to collect the companies’ 

environmental information. Hence, the content analysis is easy to replicate for other 

researchers.   

3.1.2 Data Sampling 

The data sampling was based on the GRI sustainability disclosure database per 2016-04-04 

(GRI, 2016c). The study was limited to companies operating within the oil and gas industry 

and registered at the GRI sustainability disclosure database in 2012. A three-year period 

was chosen, year 2012 to year 2014, in order to recognise changes and developments over 

time. At the time of the data collection only four companies had published their 2015 

sustainability report. In order to enhance a greater data sample, the year 2015 was not 

included, despite that the year includes the most recent versions of sustainability reports. 

Furthermore, the years prior to year 2012 was excluded since few companies were 

registered at the GRI sustainability disclosure database at that time.  

Another important selection criterion was that the companies should report according to 

the G3.1 or the G4 guidelines, with focus on the geographical area Europe. According to 

these criteria, the GRI sustainability disclosure database showed a result of 60 companies in 

2012, which constitute the population of this study (GRI, 2016c).  It is important to note 

that not all reporting oil and gas entities in Europe are registered at the GRI sustainability 

disclosure database. However, to receive a proper sample this study focuses solely on the 

registered companies at the database per 2016-04-04. Further, due to language limitations 

the study was limited to companies reporting in English and had presented their 

sustainability reporting in a GRI index during all three years. Based on these criteria, the 

thesis was given a sample of 20 reporting entities.  
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Table 3.1 Sample of the Study  
(Own Computation from Appendix 1, 2 and 3) 
(European Central Bank, 2016) 

 

The study did not limit the sample with regard to company size, it is therefore a great 

variance in the chosen companies’ sizes which may affect the results of this study. Table 3.1 

provides the thesis with an indication of the company's size, where the total assets in the 

financial year 2014 was chosen as a measurement. With regard to the total assets, the 

largest company is Royal Dutch Shell with €310.896 million and the smallest company is 

OJSC Sverneftegazprom with €1.091 million. According to Table 3.1, 10 companies have 

total assets from €1.091 million to €7.719 million and 5 companies have total assets from 

€10.446 million to €54.452 million. The remaining 5 companies have total assets of 

€118.857 million to €310.896 million. 

3.1.3 Data Collection 

Data collection may be conducted through both primary and secondary data. If the 

researcher has collected new raw data to conduct the study, it is considered as primary data. 

Primary data can be time consuming and costly as it requires a great amount of resources 

to set up a reliable survey or interviews. Secondary data is information that has been 

gathered beforehand for other purposes than for the use of the study. It may not fulfil all 

the necessary perspectives that the researcher need as the previous researcher might have 

had another aspect or topic in mind (Bryman, 2012). According to Cowton (1998) there are 

great advantages of using secondary data due to the cost efficiency of collecting already 

existing quality data. It is gathered by a third party without the purpose of a specific user in 

mind. However, effort needs to be put into interpret and understand the nature of the data 

COMPANIES

TOTAL 

ASSETS IN 

MILLION€

COMPANIES

TOTAL 

ASSETS IN 

MILLION€ 

YEAR 2014 YEAR 2014

BASHNEFT 7 125 € HELLENIC PETROLEUM 7 719 €

BG 54 452 € INA 2 970 €

CAIRN ENERGY 2 657 € MOL GROUP 149 647 €

ENI S.P.A. 146 207 € MOTOR OIL HELLAS 2 408 €

ENAGAS S.A. 7 712 € OJSC SVERNEFTEGAZPROM 1 091 €

ESSAR ENERGY 7 661 € PREMIER OIL 5 360 €

GALP ENERGIA 13 215 € ROYAL DUTCH SHELL 310 896 €

GRUPA LOTOS 4 317 € ROSNEFT 118 857 €

GRUPO UNION FENOSA GAS 50 328 € TOTAL 202 323 €

GAZPROM NEFT 28 540 € TEEKAY PETROJARL 10 446 €
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and from where it has been collected. This is important in order to establish a reliable 

research. Furthermore, the information needs to be transformed into a suitable form for 

the researchers’ purpose (Cowton, 1998). 

The content analysis technique entails the use of secondary data. (Bryman, 2012). The 

limited time, resources and the possibility to enhance a broader research made secondary 

data favourable. Therefore, this research refers solely to secondary data. The data was 

gathered from the GRI sustainability disclosure database and at the chosen companies’ 

websites. The information has originally been collected for other purposes than this thesis, 

hence it is important to investigate the validity and the reliability of the collected data. The 

information published in the sustainability reports are assumed to be credible and 

complete, since the reports are public information and used by the market. This 

information is therefore used as a main source and was gathered from sustainability 

reports, from the years 2012 to 2014. 

3.1.4 Disclosure Index 

The G4 disclosure index uniforms the results and enables a subjective analysis of the 

collected data. The disclosure index was retrieved from the G4 guidelines and has not been 

amended for the purpose of this study. It is possible to replicate the results of this study 

with the disclosure index to ensure that no subjectivity have affected the process and 

results. The G4 guidelines are divided into social, environmental and economic categories, 

however this study focuses solely on the environmental category. The environmental 

category consists of 34 indicators where each of the indicators are named “EN” which 

implies that it covers the environmental category. Thereafter the indicators have been given 

a number which range from the number EN1 to EN34, as can be seen in Table 3.2. 

Further, these indicators are divided into twelve sectors; “Materials”, “Energy”, “Water”, 

“Biodiversity”, “Emissions, Effluents and Waste”, “Products and Services”, “Compliance”, 

“Transport”, “Overall”, “Supplier Environmental Assessment”, and “Environmental 

Grievance Mechanism” (GRI, 2013a). Each indicator represents a reportable 

environmental issue which is presented in Table 3.2. 
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G4 - Standard Disclosure Index 
MATERIALS 
G4-EN1 Materials used by weight or volume 

G4-EN2 Percentage of materials used that are recycled input materials 

    

ENERGY 

G4-EN3 Energy consumption within the organization 

G4-EN4 Energy consumption outside of the organization 

G4-EN5 Energy intensity 

G4-EN6 Reduction of energy consumption 

G4-EN7 Reductions in energy requirements of products and services 

    
WATER 
G4-EN8 Total water withdrawal by source 

G4-EN9 Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water 

G4-EN10 Percentage and total volume of water recycled and reused 

    

BIODIVERSITY 
G4-EN11 Operational sites owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected areas and areas of high biodiversity value 

outside protected areas 

G4-EN12 Description of significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity in protected areas and areas of 
high biodiversity value outside protected areas 

G4-EN13 Habitats protected or restored 

G4-EN14 Total number of IUCN Red List species and national conservation list species with habitats in areas affected by 
operations, by level of extinction risk 

    

EMISSIONS 
G4-EN15 Direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 1) 

G4-EN16 Energy indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 2) 

G4-EN17 Other indirect greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (Scope 3) 

G4-EN18 Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions intensity 

G4-EN19 Reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

G4-EN20 Emissions of ozone-depleting substances (ODS) 

G4-EN21 NOX, SOX, and other significant air emissions 

    
EFFLUENTS AND WASTE 
G4-EN22 Total water discharge by quality and destination 

G4-EN23 Total weight of waste by type and disposal method 

G4-EN24 Total number and volume of significant spills 

G4-EN25 Weight of transported, imported, exported, or treated waste deemed hazardous under the terms of the Basel 
Convention Annex I, II, III, and VIII, and percentage of transported waste shipped internationally 

G4-EN26 Identity, size, protected status, and biodiversity value of water bodies and related habitats significantly affected by 
the organization's discharges of water and runoff 

    
PRODUCTS  
AND SERVICES 

G4-EN27 Extent of impact mitigation of environmental impacts of products and services 

G4-EN28 Percentage of products sold and their packaging materials that are reclaimed by category 

    
COMPLIANCE 

G4-EN29 Monetary value of significant fines and total number of non-monetary sanctions for non-compliance with 
environmental laws and regulations 

    
TRANSPORT 

G4-EN30 Significant environmental impacts of transporting products and other goods and materials for the organization's 
operations, and transporting members of the workforce 

    
OVERALL 
G4-EN31 Total environmental protection expenditures and investments by type 

    
SUPPLIER ENVIRONMENTAL  
ASSESSMENT 
G4-EN32 Percentage of new suppliers that were screened using environmental criteria 

G4-EN33 Significant actual and potential negative environmental impacts in the supply chain and actions taken 

    
ENVIRONMENTAL  
GRIEVANCE MECHANISMS 

G4-EN34 Number of grievances about environmental impacts filed, addressed, and resolved through formal grievance 
mechanisms 

Table 3.2 G4 Standard Disclosure Index Information 
(GRI, 2013b) 

 

A coding scheme was conducted in order to summarise the collected quantitative 

information. The coding scheme recognized the fully complied indicators with (1), partly 

complied with (0,5) and absences of environmental information with (0), see Appendix 1, 2 

and 3. All companies used a cross-referenced index from the GRI that state which 

indicators in the guidelines the company chose to follow. As mentioned above, this 
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disclosure index is solely derived from the G4 guidelines but the study applies to both G3.1 

and G4 guidelines to enable an up to date and a consistent measure of compliance over 

time. The companies can use the G3.1 guidelines during the years 2012 to 2014 and the G4 

guidelines during the years 2013 to 2014. The study focuses on the years 2012 to 2014 

where both guidelines were applicable. To receive a reliable and consistent result, the use of 

a conversion table was necessary. Therefore, the study used the conversion table 

established by the GRI where the G3.1 index has been incorporated in the G4 index, see 

Table 3.3. This made it possible to conduct a fair and objective analysis of the changes over 

time, since the index is consistent and developed by the GRI. 

 

 
Table 3.3 Conversion Table G3.1 to G4 
(GRI, 2013c) 
 
 

The conversion table is presented in Table 3.3 and show which indicators that has been 

amended in the conversion from the G3.1 to the G4 guidelines. The amendments made are 

added data points or reduced data points in the indicators.  Furthermore, the Table 3.3 

G3 .1 G4

Ind icat o rs Ind icat o rs

EN1 G4-EN1

EN2 G4-EN2

EN3 G4-EN3

EN4 G4-EN3

G4-EN4

G4-EN5

EN5 G4-EN6

EN6 G4-EN7

EN7 G4-EN6

EN8 G4-EN8

EN9 G4-EN9

EN10 G4-EN10

EN11 G4-EN11

EN12 G4-EN12

EN13 G4-EN13

EN14

EN15 G4-EN14

EN16 G4-EN15, G4-EN16

EN17 G4-EN17

G4-EN18

EN18 G4-EN19

EN19 G4-EN20

EN20 G4-EN21

EN21 G4-EN22

EN22 G4-EN23

EN23 G4-EN24

EN24 G4-EN25

EN25 G4-EN26

EN26 G4-EN27

EN27 G4-EN28

EN28 G4-EN29

EN29 G4-EN30

EN30 G4-EN31

G4-EN32

G4-EN33

G4-EN34

Content from Standard Disclosure has been moved to Guidance 

C ON V ER SION  T A B LE

C A T A GOR Y :EN V IR ON M EN T A L

No change to Standard Disclosure

New Standard Disclosure

Data points added to Standrad Disclosure

Content in Standard Disclosure has been reduced 
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present which indicators that are new and which indicators that has been removed. This 

conversion table was vital for this study as it enables the research to include the 

sustainability reports that are reporting in accordance to G3.1 guidelines. 

3.1.5 Data Analysis  

The empirical findings of this study are based on the requirements from the G4 disclosure 

index constructed by the GRI. All selected companies follow the GRI guidelines and have 

presented the disclosed sustainability information in a G4 or G3.1 index. The studied GRI 

indexes has been completed and published by the companies which give the study a valid 

and reliable result. The information is collected and presented in the same way during the 

represented years 2012, 2013 and 2014, in the coding scheme.  

It is important to note that the coding scheme is affected by the conversion from the G3.1 

guidelines to G4 guidelines. As stated in Table 3.3, the indicators EN4, EN5 and EN18 

exist in the G3.1 index but their information is included in parts of other indicators in the 

G4 guidelines. Furthermore, the indicators EN4, EN5, EN18, EN32, EN33 and EN34 are 

new standard disclosures in the G4 guidelines. As a result, the new indicators receive (0) for 

all companies that have used the G3.1 guidelines, since the previous indicators do not exist 

in the new G4 framework. This decrease the level of compliance for those indicators as 

well as the total percentage of compliance per company, see Appendix 1, 2 and 3. 

Moreover, the sectors have been extended in the development from the G3.1 guidelines to 

the G4 guidelines. The previous G3.1 guidelines included the sectors; “Materials”, 

“Energy”, “Water”, “Biodiversity”, “Emissions, Effluents and Waste”, “Products and 

Services”, “Compliance”, “Transport”, and “Overall”. The G4 guidelines have, in addition 

to the sectors in G3.1, also included the sectors: “Supplier Environmental Assessment” and 

“Environmental Grievance Mechanisms”. The new guidelines further divided the sector 

“Emissions, Effluents and Waste” into two different sectors: “Emissions” and “Effluents 

and Waste”.  

 

Although the coding scheme has been affected by the conversion between the guidelines, it 

has been constructed in a consistent manner to be able to execute an objective analysis. 

The data was gathered in a coding scheme and no amendments have been done by the 

authors during the collection of the data. Further, the coding scheme made it possible to 

analyse the information and recognize similarities and/or differences between the selected 
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companies’, as well as between the years. The analysis was objectively constructed and in 

line with the GRI guidelines, as well as the theories presented in the frame of references. 

This ensures accuracy of the findings presented in this study. 

3.2 Quality of Method 

3.2.1 Reliability 

A study’s reliability refers to its consistency and the possibility to replicate the results. The 

collected data and the execution of the analysis are reliable if the results from the study can 

be achieved by a different researcher performing the same study (Saunders, Lewis & 

Thornhill, 2012). According to Bryman (2012), a reliable measure consists of three 

prominent factors; stability, internal reliability and inter-rater reliability. Firstly, the stability 

factor question if the measure is stable over time. The second factor, the internal reliability, 

focus on the issue of the indicators coherence and that the index is consistent. Lastly, the 

inter-rater reliability factor relate to involvement of subjective decisions and the lack of 

consistency in these decisions (Bryman, 2012). 

 

The measure used in this study is the G4 index which fulfils the stability factor since the 

index has been developed by the GRI. The GRI guidelines have been set up to enable 

companies to be transparent and conduct consistent metrics that can be used over time 

(GRI, 2011). Nevertheless, the GRI guidelines are updated on a regular basis which may 

affect the stability of the measure. Although, this might affect the stability, this study used 

the same GRI guidelines during the studied period. This increased the reliability and 

therefore the measure used in this study is considered to be stable. Moreover, the 

indicators in the G3.1 index has been incorporated in the G4 index which may cause the 

internal reliability to be low. The conversion table, Table 3.3, has been developed by the 

GRI with the purpose to help companies adapt to the changes, hence the GRI has ensured 

that the indicators is coherent and that the index is consistent. This enables the 

measurement internal reliability to be high. 

 

The companies chosen in this study have established an index in accordance with the G3.1 

or the G4 guidelines, which reduce the inter-rater reliability issue. The index enabled the 

study to be objectively constructed and therefore the need of subjective judgments has not 

been required. In the process of interpreting the data, the index provides a consistent 
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assessment of the sustainability information. This indicates that this study is replicable and 

has a high reliability. 

3.2.2 Validity  

Validity refers to the issue of an indicator, or a set of indicators, that are laid out to assess a 

concept and whether it really measures that concept. It also presumes reliability, as a 

measure cannot be valid if it is not reliable. It is important that the measure is valid in a 

quantitative study, meaning that it is important that the collected information actually 

denotes and reflect the research questions (Bryman, 2012).  

 

To ensure the validity of this study the data is collected from the studied companies’ 

published sustainability reports. The information is presented at the chosen companies’ 

websites and no amendments have been done by the authors of this study. The 

information analysed is gathered from sustainability reports that have been publicly 

presented for the company's stakeholders. The public information is constantly utilized by 

the market, which give valid and credible data. However, sustainability reports do not have 

to be externally assured (GRI, 2013c). If a sustainability report is not externally assured, the 

report is solely assured by the company itself which might affect the quality of the 

presented information. Although, some of the studied sustainability reports have not been 

externally assured, they are considered to be valid since the information is public and 

utilized by the market. All studied companies follow the GRI guidelines and published the 

information in the index provided by the GRI, hence the measurement used does measure 

the concept this thesis ought to study. This contribute to a valid measurement, as well as 

collected information that is valid.  

3.2.3 Critical Reflection 

In this study the companies’ published information is the most important source of 

secondary data. As for any secondary data it is arguably a risk of low reliability since the 

data have been collected for other purposes, hence the quality of secondary data shall never 

be taken for granted. To uphold a high reliability, this study used the G4 environmental 

index to answer the research questions. The companies presented their level of compliance 

in the G4 index in the sustainability report or annual report published at their webpage. 
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Further, the information has been carefully reviewed in order to establish a reliable result. 

This should therefore provide this research with both good reliability and validity. 

Despite the fact that the studied companies have established their sustainability reports in 

alignment with the GRI guidelines the reports are not uniform. The GRI guidelines are 

voluntary and may be interpreted and complied to the extent that is suitable for the 

company. The reporting is therefore different between the companies, as well as between 

the years. This makes the analysing difficult and can create misinterpretations. However, all 

decisions have been reviewed objectively and in accordance to the G4 disclosure index to 

reduce the risks of misinterpretations. Furthermore, the conducted research is based on 

academic articles and theories to support the findings conducted from the content analysis.  
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4 Empirical Findings 

The fourth chapter represents the empirical findings of this thesis. It presents the summaries of the collected 

data in tables and diagrams. The data has been collected from the sample companies’ sustainability reports 

with references to the GRI G4 guidelines. The purpose of this chapter is to give an overview of the collected 

data for the coming chapters. 

4.1 The Level of Compliance According to G4 Guidelines 

The studied companies’ level of compliance was gathered in a coding scheme in accordance 

to the G4 guidelines, see Appendix 1, 2 and 3. The coding scheme give each company a 

total score per year, which thereafter is divided by the total number of environmental 

indicators. This results in a percentage of compliance per year for each company. 

Appendixes 1, 2 and 3 have further been elaborated into Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2, which 

clearly presents the percentage of compliance per company. These figures present how 

much information each company disclose in percentage. Furthermore, it presents how each 

company has either increased or decreased their disclosed information during the years 

2012, 2013 and 2014. The percentages of compliance reach from 12 per cent in OJSC 

Sverneftegazprom in year 2012, to 88 per cent in Hellenic Petroleum in the years 2013 and 

2014. 

 

 
Figure 4.1 Percentage of Compliance  
(Own Computation from Appendix 1, 2 and 3) 
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Figure 4.2 Percentage of Compliance  
(Own Computation from Appendix 1, 2 and 3) 

 
The companies OJSC Sverneftegazprom, Royal Dutch Shell, Total, Teekay Petrojarl, Cairn 

Energy, BG, Galp Energia, Grupa Lotos, Hellenic Petroleum, INA and MOL Group 

represent the 11 companies that have gradually increased the amount of disclosed 

information each year during the studied period from year 2012 to 2014. On the contrary 

to these 11 companies, ENI S.P.A, Enagas S.A and Grupo Union Fenosa Gas have 

decreased the amount of disclosed information. ENI S.P.A decreased by 5 per cent, Enagas 

S.A by 6 per cent and Grupo Union Fenosa Gas has the greatest decrease of compliance by 

15 per cent. Moreover, Teekay Petrojarl had the overall lowest percentage of compliance in 

total and they did not report over 21 per cent during the whole studied period. Only OJSC 

Sverneftegazprom and Bashneft scored lower during one year each. OJSC 

Sverneftegazprom scored 12 per cent in year 2012 and Bashneft scored 15 per cent in year 

2013, which is lower than Teekay Petrojarl scored the same year. 

 

Gazprom Neft, Bashneft, Motor Oil Hellas and Rosneft decreased their level of 

compliance in year 2013 compared to year 2012 whereas Premier Oil and Essar Energy 

increased their level of compliance in year 2013 compared to year 2012. Despite the 

changes in compliance between the years 2012 to 2013, all of the mentioned companies 

reported a higher or the same percentage of compliance in year 2014 compared to year 

2012. This result in a total increase in 17 companies in year 2014 compared to year 2012. 

Furthermore, Bashneft has the most noticeable increase by 41 per cent in disclosed 

information between year 2013 and 2014. 
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Table 4.1 Adherence Level Index  

(Own Computation from Appendix 1, 2 and 3) 
 

Table 4.2 Adherence Level Index  
(Own Computation from Appendix 1, 2 and 3) 

 

A company that follows the GRI guidelines may state the adherence level it fulfils. A 

company’s sustainability reports conducted in alignment with the G3.1 guidelines can state 

the adherence levels C, B or A, where the “Level C” is the lowest level and “Level A” is the 

highest level. If a sustainability report has been externally assured a plus (+) is added to the 

stated level. However, this adherence level service was developed and updated in the G4 

guidelines and has been replaced with the new adherence levels “Core” or 

“Comprehensive”. Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 give an overview of the adherence levels that 

the studied companies have declared in year 2012, 2013 and 2014. The majority, 42 out of 

the 60 studied sustainability reports are reported in accordance to the G3.1 guidelines. Out 

of these 42 sustainability reports, 33 reports were externally assured. Furthermore, 31 

reports presented adherence “Level A”, 9 reports declared “Level B”, 1 report reported 

“Level C” and 1 report did not state the adherence level. 18 out of the 60 studied reports 

were conducted in accordance to the G4 guidelines. The majority of these, 10 reports, 

declared the level “Core”, 5 reports declared the level “Comprehensive” and 3 reports did 

not state the G4 adherence level. 

 

The empirical findings from Table 4.1 and 4.2, in combination with Figure 4.1 and 4.2, 

presents the adherence level in relation to the companies’ level of compliance in 

accordance to the GRI guidelines. The studied sustainability reports with the reporting 

“Level A” have a level of compliance from 38 per cent to 82 per cent and the reports with 

“Level B” have a level of compliance from 15 per cent to 65 per cent. The “Level C” was 

COMPANY: Bashneft BG
Cairn 

Energy
ENI S.P.A. Enagas S.A.

Essar 

Energy

Galp 

Energia

Grupa 

Lotos

Grupo 

Union

Gazprom 

Nef

2014 Core N/A N/A Core Comp. A+ Comp. A+ Core N/A

2013 B A+ B+ A+ A+ A+ A+ A+ A+ B

2012 B A+ B+ A+ A+ A+ A+ A+ A+ B+

*G3.1 Adherence level - B, C, A
*G4 Adherence level - Core or Comprehensiv

*Comp. = Comprehensive 

*N/A = No Answer

COMPANY:
Hellenic 

Petroleum
INA MOL Group

Motor Oil 

Hellas
OJSC Premier Oil 

Royal 

Dutch Shell
Rosneft Total

Teekay 

Petrojarl

2014 Comp. A Comp. Core Core Core A+ Core Core Core

2013 Comp. A+ A+ Core B+ A+ A+ A+ A+ N/A

2012 A+ A A+ B C A+ A+ A+ A+ B

*G3.1 Adherence level - B, C, A
*G4 Adherence level - Core or Comprehensiv

*Comp. = Comprehensive 

*N/A = No Answer
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used as adherence level for one report which had a level of compliance of 12 per cent. 

Furthermore, the “Core” and “Comprehensive” adherence level, showed a compliance 

level from; 21 per cent to 66 per cent, and 68 per cent to 88 per cent, respectively. 

4.2 The Level of Compliance per Sector  

Figure 4.3 comprise the level of compliance per sector during the studied period. The 34 

environmental indicators are divided into 12 sectors in the G4 guidelines. Each sector 

includes different amounts of indicators, these vary between 1 indicator up to 7 indicators, 

see Table 3.2. The sectors with 1 indicator are: “Compliance”, “Transport”, “Overall” and 

“Environmental Grievance Mechanisms”. There are two sectors which include 2 

indicators, “Materials” and “Products and Services”. Further, “Water” has 3 indicators, 

“Biodiversity” has 4 indicators and “Emissions” has 7 indicators. The sectors “Energy” 

and “Effluent and Waste” both include 5 indicators each.  

 

 
Figure 4.3 Level of Compliance per Sector  
(Own Computation from Appendix 1, 2 and 3) 

 

In year 2012 none of the companies reported on the sectors “Supplier Environmental 

Assessment” and “Environmental Grievance Mechanisms”. The sectors were not included 

in the G3.1 guidelines, hence none of the studied companies could report on these issues 

during year 2012. Moreover, the findings in this study show that 9 sectors increased 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Environmental Grievance Mechanisms

Supplier Environmental Assessment

Overall

Transport

Compliance

Products and Services

Effluents and Waste

Emissions

Biodiversity

Water

Energy

Materials

Level of Compliance per Sector

2014 2013 2012
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whereas 3 sectors decreased in compliance from year 2012 to 2014. The decrease in sector 

compliance occurred in the sectors; “Materials”, “Products and Services”, and “Transport”.  

 

The sector “Compliance” has the highest level of compliance during all three years with a 

compliance of 80 per cent in 2012 and 85 per cent the preceding years. This sector refers to 

one indicator, EN29, where the entities shall report the monetary value of significant fines 

related to nonconformity with environmental laws and regulations. Moreover, the studied 

companies’ compliance to the sectors; “Water”, “Biodiversity”, “Emissions”, “Effluents 

and Waste”, “Compliance”, and “Overall”, scored 50 per cent or higher during all studied 

years. These sectors also have a higher compliance rate in 2014 than in 2012, hence the 

sector compliance increased in these 6 sectors. 

4.3 Disclosures of Environmental Indicators 

Table 4.4 provides the study with a summary of all companies’ reported indicators in 

percentage and an overview of these over time. This table enables understanding of which 

indicators that has increased or decreased in disclosed information during year 2012, 2013 

and 2014. During the three years studied, 16 indicators have increased in disclosed 

information as shown by the increased percentage. Hence these companies disclosed more 

information regarding the 16 indicators in year 2014, compared to year 2013 and 2012. 

Moreover, 6 indicators, EN2, EN16, EN19, EN22, EN27, EN28, have decreased in the 

amount of disclosed information during the studied period of time. The indicator EN24, 

“total number and volume of significant spills”, has remained constant at 85 per cent. 

Further, indicators EN15, EN17, EN21 and EN23 decreased in 2013 but increased to the 

same or a higher percentage in 2014. The indicators EN8, EN9, EN20 and EN31 

increased in year 2013 and decreased in year 2014 but still remained at a higher percentage 

in year 2014 than in year 2012. However, indicator EN1, EN12 and EN30 increased in 

year 2013 but decreased to a lower percentage in year 2014 than in year 2012. 
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Table 4.3 Percentage of Compliance per Indicator  
(Own Computation from Appendix 1, 2 and 3) 
 

Table 4.4 show that the majority, 24 out of 34 indicators, has increased in disclosed 

information in year 2014, compared to year 2012. The table also show a decrease of 

information disclosed in 9 indicators. The indicator EN21, “NOX, SOX, and other 

significant air emissions”, amount 95 per cent in year 2014, which is the highest level of 

compliance. The indicators with the lowest level of compliance are EN4, EN5, EN18, 

EN32, EN33 and EN34, as they have 0 per cent of compliance in year 2012. All these 

indicators share the same denominator as they are new in the G4 guidelines and therefore 

the new indicators could not be reported in the preceding guidelines, G3.1. All the studied 

companies used the G3.1 guidelines in year 2012 since the new G4 guidelines were released 

in year 2013. As a consequence, all these indicators resulted in 0 per cent of compliance in 

year 2012.  

Y EA R : 2 0 12 2 0 13 2 0 14

G4-EN1 63% 65% 43%

G4-EN2 45% 40% 33%

G4-EN3 73% 80% 93%

G4-EN4 0% 10% 30%

G4-EN5 0% 10% 48%

G4-EN6 58% 65% 78%

G4-EN7 53% 55% 60%

G4-EN8 80% 83% 80%

G4-EN9 60% 75% 73%

G4-EN10 48% 58% 65%

G4-EN11 53% 58% 58%

G4-EN12 73% 78% 63%

G4-EN13 55% 58% 63%

G4-EN14 35% 40% 48%

G4-EN15 90% 83% 93%

G4-EN16 90% 83% 83%

G4-EN17 80% 73% 80%

G4-EN18 0% 15% 55%

G4-EN19 75% 75% 73%

G4-EN20 63% 70% 65%

G4-EN21 88% 85% 95%

G4-EN22 78% 78% 75%

G4-EN23 88% 85% 90%

G4-EN24 85% 85% 85%

G4-EN25 45% 55% 60%

G4-EN26 28% 43% 50%

G4-EN27 80% 73% 60%

G4-EN28 40% 40% 30%

G4-EN29 80% 85% 85%

G4-EN30 40% 50% 33%

G4-EN31 50% 63% 60%

G4-EN32 0% 5% 40%

G4-EN33 0% 5% 33%

G4-EN34 0% 5% 28%

T o t al ( %) 53 % 57% 6 2 %

S U P P LI ER  ENVI R ONM EN TA L AS S ES S M ENT

ENVI R ON M EN TA L GRI EVANC E M EC HAN I S M S

B IOD IV ER SIT Y

W A T ER

EN ER GY

M A T ER IA LS

Percent ag e o f  D isclo sed  Ind icat o rs

OV ER A LL

T R A N SPOR T

PR OD U C T S A N D  SER V IC ES

EF F LU EN T S A N D  W A ST E

EM ISSION S

C OM PLIA N C E
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5 Analysis 

The fifth chapter presents the in depth analysis of the results from the empirical study. The analysis answers 

the research questions in relation to the theories, and academic discussions in the frame of references, of this 

thesis. This chapter sets the foundation of the coming chapter, namely the conclusion of the thesis.  

5.1 The Development in Sustainability Reporting  

Several scholars criticize the fact that unsustainable organisations use sustainability 

reporting in an attempt to seem more sustainable (Isaksson & Steimle, 2009; Milne & Gray, 

2013). The oil and gas industry is highly debated because of its negative impacts on the 

environment. The oil leak caused by BP is only one proof of the devastating consequences 

the industry may cause. Companies, especially within the environmentally destructive oil 

and gas industry, seems to be driven by the need of legitimate their business and actions. 

The GRI guidelines and other global sustainability standards enable companies to divert 

the society from the negative impacts by selectively disclose other information (Rimmel & 

Jonäll, 2016).  

 

Van Wensen et. al. (2011) argue that the importance of sustainability reporting has 

increased since the 1990s and that the reporting is used by many companies today. It is 

possible to recognize the same pattern in this study, as the sustainability reporting increased 

in the studied companies. As seen in Figure 4.1 and 4.2, most of the studied companies 

increased their environmental reporting during year 2012 to 2014, in alignment with the G4 

guidelines. Further, Figure 4.3, shows that the sector compliance increased in general over 

the studied period. The empirical findings indicate that the oil and gas industry’s 

sustainability reporting continue to increase. This may relate to the fact that the industry is 

polluting and globally exposed, which create the need to be sustainable (Alonso-Almeida et. 

al., 2014). Another factor could be that the pressure from stakeholders increase the level of 

none-financial reporting (Freeman et. al., 2010). Furthermore, as seen in Figure 4.1 and 4.2, 

in combination with Table 3.1, the company size is not interrelated with their level of 

compliance of the environmental category. The largest company, with references to total 

assets, complied with 51 per cent at the most whereas the smallest company’s highest level 

of compliance was 56 per cent. Moreover, the company complying the most, Hellenic 

Petroleum, is one of the smallest companies in the sample. This indicates that there may be 

other incentives, then the company size, affecting the level of reporting.  
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The findings of this study can further be related to Carroll’s pyramid, hence the “Ethical”- 

and “Philanthropic Responsibilities” (Carroll, 1991). The sustainability reporting can be 

seen as “Ethical Responsibilities” since the company’s stakeholders seem to expect 

corporations to report on CSR matters. According to Christianson (2002), stakeholders 

have recognised and stressed their concern regarding environmental destruction caused by 

the oil and gas industry. The target companies in this thesis operate in the same industry, 

hence the expectations from society are therefore likely to be similar towards these 

companies. This suggests that in order for all the studied companies in this thesis to be 

successful and to continue its operation it is important that the society accept their 

operations as well as the information presented to them. Thus, this imply that it is vital for 

the companies’ survivals to fulfil the “Ethical Responsibilities”. The pressure from 

stakeholders may be one explanation to why the companies chose to report according to 

the GRI framework and engage in CSR matters. This can further be connected to the 

legitimacy theory, which state that a company needs to act according to the rules and 

expectations from the society to earn legitimacy (Rimmel & Jonäll, 2016).   

 

Furthermore, the “Philanthropic Responsibilities” may explain the studied companies’ level 

of compliance. The “Philanthropic Responsibilities” are voluntary (Carroll, 1991), hence 

the company decide the amount of information that it wants to disclose. Companies 

choose to present data that is favoured by their stakeholders and thereby exclude data that 

is less favourable for the organisation (Norman & MacDonald, 2003). This suggests that 

the “Philanthropic Responsibilities” reflects the company's individual willingness to report 

and it might explain why the range of compliance differs in the studied companies. This 

further indicates that the company's level of compliance is voluntary and not driven by the 

expectations from the society. The empirical findings show a variation of disclosed 

information between the companies and their percentage of compliance, see Figure 4.1 and 

4.2. The variation may be a result of the fact that the GRI framework is built on guidelines 

and not rules (GRI, 2013a). The guidelines do not create a common measurement for 

sustainability because the reporting is voluntary (Norman & MacDonald, 2003).  

 

The oil and gas companies are often targets for environmental NGOs and community 

groups (Saha & Darnton, 2005). The stakeholders’ involvement and the fact that 

corporations take their interests into consideration may encourage ethical behaviour in the 



 

 33 

organisation. The need for CSR reports are essential to corporations in order to 

communicate with their stakeholders (Freeman et. al., 2010). Further, to show a company's 

dedication to its stakeholders, the GRI guidelines have been provided with self-declared 

levels which enable the reporting company to state what level it has fulfilled (GRI, 2011). 

The empirical findings in Table 4.1 and 4.2, in combination with Figure 4.1 and 4.2, 

suggests that the adherence level from the G3.1 guidelines do not give the stakeholder any 

real indication of the company’s environmental compliance rate. The companies which 

declared to fulfil the “Level A” had compliance rates that vary from 38 per cent to 82 per 

cent whereas companies declaring “Level B” had a compliance rate from 15 per cent to 65 

per cent. However, the GRI abolished adherence level C, B and A as it could be 

misunderstood as an assurance statement (GRI, 2015). The “Core” and “Comprehensive” 

adherence level in the G4 guidelines, showed a clearer distinction between the level of 

compliance from 21 per cent to 66 per cent, and 68 per cent to 88 per cent, respectively. 

The levels were divided into two distinct divisions, which suggest an easier understanding 

of the G4 guidelines’ adherence level. Although the percentages have a great variation 

between the studied companies’ environmental category, this study did not consider the; 

Social Category and Economic Category. The whole GRI framework comprise of all three 

categories. Therefore, the study does not provide an analysis of the adherence level in 

relation to the total level of compliance. The empirical findings provide a representative 

analysis between the adherence level and the level of compliance of the environmental 

category.  

5.2 The Level of Compliance According to the G4 Guidelines   

Levy et. al. (2010) state that the GRI provide predominant guidelines among the various 

global guidelines that have emerged globally. The GRI has arguably kept their guidelines 

updated as they have been amended regularly to changes in the corporate and sustainable 

environment. This can be seen in the updated version of the G4 guidelines, where the new 

guidelines have been further amended to better suit the needs of the market (GRI, 2013a). 

Appendix 1, 2 and 3 show that the companies that converted to the G4 guidelines has 

adapted the new amendments and disclosed information about several new and updated 

indicators. Further, it is possible to see an increase in 10 of the companies shifting from 

G3.1 to G4 during the studied period, whereas 5 companies decreased their reporting. 

There is also an increase in compliance in the companies that use G3.1 during all three 
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years. This suggests that the majority of companies disclosed more information during the 

studied period regardless of the shift into using the G4 guidelines with the extended 

amount of information. 

 

The companies’ increased experience affect the extent of the companies disclosed 

information (Jaber, 2011). This may imply that the increased reporting is coherent with the 

companies increased knowledge of the GRI framework. It is possible to see an increase in 

the level of compliance per company, see Figure 4.1 and 4.2, and per sectors, see Figure 

4.3. Further, a noticeable increase in compliance have occurred in the majority of the 

companies during the studied period, where 11 out of 20 companies gradually increased 

their level of compliance according to the GRI guidelines. Additionally, 6 companies have 

increased or had a constant level of compliance from year 2012 to 2014, but they did not 

follow a gradual increase during this period. Hence, in total 17 companies disclosed more 

environmental information in year 2014 compared to year 2012 and thereby improved the 

compliance rate over the studied period. The overall increase may indicate a greater 

adoption of the guidelines, which can be seen in Figure 4.1 and 4.2. Furthermore, 3 

companies decreased the level of compliance, namely; Eni S.P.A, Enagas S.A. and Grupo 

Union Fenosa Gas, see Appendix 1 and 2. The disclosed information per indicator 

decreased independently between the 3 companies. It was not possible to recognize a given 

pattern between the decreases in the studied companies’ specific indicators, hence the 

decrease of disclosed information was individual. Although no pattern was recognised in 

the companies with a decrease in compliance, one similar aspect was that they changed 

their reporting from G3.1 to G4 in year 2014. This might have caused an overall decrease 

of disclosed information due to the extended requirements to fulfil the new G4 indicators. 

However, most of companies did not decrease their disclosed information in the 

conversion between G3.1 and G4 guidelines, see Appendix 1, 2 and 3. This might indicate 

that other factors affect the level of compliance in the conversion between the GRI 

guidelines. 

 

The studied companies follow the guidelines to some extent since they chose to report 

according to the GRI framework, see Figure 4.1 and 4.2, and the percentage of compliance 

range from 12 per cent to 88 per cent. The different range of compliance indicate that the 

companies can report in accordance with the GRI guidelines when reporting to a fairly 

great extent, 88 per cent, but may as well be in accordance with the GRI guidelines when 
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they fulfil 12 per cent of the environmental indicators. However, it is voluntary to disclose 

information according to the GRI framework (Lynch et. al., 2014), which may explain why 

the level of compliance differs notably between the different oil and gas companies. 

Fortanier et. al. (2011) state that if the GRI guidelines are partly or not fulfilled it does not 

fold into any consequences for the reporting company. Therefore, the incentives of 

reporting a high percentage of the indicators are driven by other reasons than requirements 

from the GRI guidelines. Furthermore, the GRI (2014) states that an organisation only 

need to disclose information about the indicators that are material for the organisation and 

its stakeholders. The company can therefore choose the issues it considers to be material 

for their specific organisation, which might affect the comparison between the companies. 

To minimize the material gap, the studied companies operate within the same industry 

which imply that they have similar interests. According to Table 4.3, more or at least 50 per 

cent of all companies reported on 21 out of 34 environmental indicators, with a percentage 

of compliance between 50-93 per cent, during the years 2012 to 2014. This indicates that 

the majority of the companies have the same material objectives.  

 

The empirical findings show that the studied companies have disclosed more or at least 50 

per cent of the disclosure information in the sectors during the studied period. These 

sectors are; “Water”, “Biodiversity”, “Emissions”, “Effluents and Waste”, “Compliance”, 

and “Overall”, see Figure 4.3. This indicate that these sectors have material issues 

important to the companies as the GRI (2014) advocates that the company should focus 

on its material issues. However, the sectors; “Materials”, “Products and Services” and 

“Transport”, has decreased during the studied period. A company can camouflage its 

unsustainable operation in the reports (Fonseca et. al. 2012), hence the decrease might 

indicate that the companies try to avoid to report about these sectors.  

5.3 The Changes in Disclosure of Sustainability Information  

The findings in Table 4.3 show that the new G4 indicators; EN4, EN5, EN18, EN32, 

EN33 and EN34, resulted in 0 per cent compliance during year 2012 because the G4 

guidelines did not exist at that time (GRI, 2013b). In year 2013, the indicators still resulted 

in a low score since Motor Oil Hellas, Teekay Petrojarl and Hellenic Petroleum were the 

only companies reporting in accordance with the G4 guidelines. According to the GRI 
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(2013a) the G3.1 guidelines are valid until December 2015, thus the companies may report 

in accordance to the G3.1 guidelines during all the studied years. 

 

The empirical findings show that all indicators are disclosed to some extent during the 

studied period, except for the new indicators mentioned above. Further, it shows an 

increase in 24 out of 34 indicators between the years 2012 to 2014. This indicates that the 

majority of the indicators have increased during the studied period. The increase in 

compliance per indicator may be driven by internal philanthropic motivations (Carroll, 

1991) or by external pressures from, for instance; NGO’s, consumers and media (Saha & 

Darnton, 2005). It is an overall increase in the compliance of the indicators even though 3 

companies changed from G3.1 to G4 in year 2013 and 12 companies made this change in 

year 2014. The GRI added data points in 15 indicators in the updated version, G4 (GRI, 

2013b). Therefore, it is possible to state that an even greater adoption of the guidelines has 

occurred, since the level of compliance has increased simultaneously with the increased 

requirements of disclosure information. This increase in compliance may be explained by 

the fact that the development of the GRI guidelines are influenced by multinational 

corporations (Levy et. al., 2010). Further, the corporations may be more eager to adopt the 

updated guidelines since it has been approved and improved by the market (Laufer, 2003). 

Jaber (2011) discuss that the levels of performance improvements are related to the level of 

experience, thus another reason for the increases in compliance may be the gained 

experience over time. As the G4 guidelines are new and companies’ experience is low, a 

decrease could be expected in the conversion to the new and updated indicators.  

 

The findings show a gradual decrease in 6 indicators; EN2, EN16, EN19, EN22, EN27 

and EN28, between the years 2012 to 2014. Moreover, the indicators EN16, EN19 and 

EN22 decreased by 7 per cent, 2 per cent and 3 per cent, respectively, between the years 

2012 to 2014. However, the level of compliance still amounted 75-90 per cent, which 

represents a high compliance rate even with the gradual decrease. Another denominator of 

the indicators EN16, EN19 and EN22 is the added data points in G4 compared to the 

same indicators in G3.1 (GRI, 2013b). This implies that, holding all other parameters equal, 

a decrease could be expected in these indicators in the conversion from the G3.1 to the G4 

guidelines.   
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6 Conclusion  

In the final chapter present the conclusion in alignment with the purpose and research questions of the study. 

The research questions from Chapter 1 will be stated and answered. Thereafter, the ethical and social issues 

in this thesis will be discussed as well as the suggestions for future research. 

 

The purpose of the study was to examine how the sustainability reporting has changed in 

the oil and gas industry in Europe. The study also sought to answer to what extent the 

reports are in alignment with the environmental section in the G4 guidelines. Further, it 

aimed at examines how the disclosure of environmental information has changed over a 

three-year period. 

- How has the sustainability reporting changed in the oil and gas industry in Europe? 

The empirical findings showed a definite increase in the level of compliance in the studied 

companies. The majority of the companies, 17 out of 20, have increased or remained at a 

constant percentage during the studied period. This results in an overall increase in the 

GRI guidelines between the years 2012 to 2014. During the studied period the new G4 

guidelines changed the reporting requirements and increased the amount of disclosure 

information. Although the GRI reporting guidelines changed, the level of compliance 

continued to increase in the majority of the companies. Furthermore, Carroll’s Pyramid 

enabled the study to identify why the range of compliance changed within the same 

industry. The ethical responsibility demand and pressure the companies to report and 

follow various guidelines due to the stakeholders’ expectations. Further, the willingness to 

voluntarily dedicate time and effort into the reports is reflected in the studied companies’ 

compliance level and represent the philanthropic level in Carroll’s Pyramid. 

- To what extent are the reports in alignment with the environmental section in the G4 guidelines? 

The 20 studied oil and gas companies had a level of compliance from 12 per cent to 88 per 

cent during the studied period, hence all the studied companies followed the G4 guidelines 

to some extent based on the empirical findings. Although the lowest level of compliance is 

fairly low at 12 per cent, 17 out of 20 companies reported 50 per cent or more during at 

least one of the three years. This was further shown in the level of compliance per sector. 

The most reported sectors where the; “Water”, “Biodiversity”, “Emissions”, “Effluents 
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and Waste”, “Compliance”, and “Overall”. The studied companies disclosed more or at 

least 50 per cent of the information in these sectors during all three years. The empirical 

findings of this study show that the oil and gas industry has a willingness to disclose 

information about the environmental section in the G4 guidelines. However, it also shows 

that no corporation fully comply with the environmental indicators. One explanation could 

be that there are no consequences if the reporting entity does not or partly fulfil the GRI 

guidelines requirements. 

- How has the disclosure of environmental information changed over a three-year period? 

The total environmental disclosures of information in the studied companies increased 

from 53 per cent in year 2012, to 57 per cent in year 2013 and to 62 per cent in year 2014, 

which indicate that the level of disclosed information has increased between the years 2012 

to 2014. The empirical data illustrated that 24 out of 34 environmental indicators have 

increased in compliance during the studied period. Further, the updated G4 guidelines 

added data points in 15 indicators, hence increased the requirements to fulfil the guidelines. 

The level of compliance has increased simultaneously with the increased amount of 

required disclosures in the G4 guidelines. The study conclude that a greater adoption of the 

guidelines has emerged during the studied period. 

6.1 Discussion 

During the process of this thesis, both strengths and weaknesses have been identified. This 

thesis is strengthened by the disclosure index since it was retrieved solely from the G4 

guidelines developed by the GRI. The studied companies have reported in accordance with 

the GRI guidelines and presented their information in the GRI disclosure index. This made 

it possible to interpret the different companies’ environmental disclosure information in an 

accurate- and consistent manner, independent of where the reporting entity was registered. 

Therefore, the index has attributes that enables an objective and cross-country research. 

Another strength is that this thesis focuses on the most recent guidelines, the G4 

guidelines, despite that the majority of the companies has reported in accordance to the 

previous guidelines, G3.1. The issue has been resolved by converting the G3.1 guidelines 

into the G4 guidelines. These guidelines are to a great extent similar as the G4 guidelines 

are an updated version of the G3.1 guidelines 
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A weakness that was identified during the empirical data collection was a concern regarding 

the sample size of this study. It was difficult to choose a good sample size. The sample size 

could arguably have been both smaller and larger depending on the aim with the final 

result. If the sample would have been smaller, it would have been possible to do a deeper 

analysis of each indicator in the guidelines as well as the company’s relation to that specific 

indicator. On the other hand, the study could have been more comprehensive if it 

considered a larger time frame or if the study was not limited to Europe. Although the 

sample size could have been different, the limitations of this study contributed to relevant 

findings and the findings answered the research questions. Moreover, this study focuses 

solely on the reporting level of the environmental sustainability indicators. The collected 

empirical data do not state if the studied companies are sustainable or increase their 

sustainability practice. The level of compliance only states to what extent the companies 

follow the chosen guidelines environmental indicators. However, the aim of this study is to 

investigate how the sustainability reporting has changed in the oil and gas industry, hence 

the study does not focus on the possible increase or decrease in sustainability performance. 

 

A concern that arose during the collection of the empirical data was related to the external 

assurance of the sustainability reports. It is voluntary for a company to hire an external part 

for assurance of its sustainability report. The findings in this study showed that externally 

assured sustainability reports in alignment with the G3.1 guidelines and with the adherence 

“Level A+”, had a great variance in the compliance to the environmental indicators from 

38 per cent to 82 per cent. This imply that despite the external assurances, the adherence 

level is misleading in relation to the environmental indicators.  

6.2 Ethical and Social Issues 

This study takes the ethical and social issues into consideration. The research is conducted 

from published academic journals, books and sustainability reports. All the gathered 

information is public and available for all stakeholders, hence the information is used by 

the market which should give the study a reliable result. Further, the empirical study is built 

on the recommendations and guidelines provided by the GRI which is a globally accepted 

sustainability reporting standard. The thesis is constructed according to the Swedish 

copyright law and solely conducted by the authors of this thesis.  
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The findings in this study contribute to the society as it gives a comprehensive overview of 

the effects that the GRI guidelines has in oil and gas industry and the development of these 

entities non-financial environmental reporting. Hence, it conveys the overall application of 

the guidelines in the industry.  

6.3 Future Research 

This thesis has focused on the oil and gas industry, which is a narrow research area. 

Although the area is limited, there are several possibilities to study the oil and gas industry 

from different perspectives. This study focused on how the sustainability reporting has 

changed over time as well as the level of compliance per company and year. The results 

showed an increase. However, a company's level of compliance only states their reporting 

level and do not state if the company have a sustainable operation. It would therefore be 

interesting to compare the company's level of compliance with their actual sustainability 

performance to investigate if a company with an increasing compliance rate has increased 

their sustainability performance.  

 

Another interesting future research would be to compare the oil industry and an industry 

with less impact on the environment. This is interesting since the oil and gas industry do 

have a significant environmental impact on the environment. Therefore a suggestion for 

such study would be to investigate and compare if that industry has adopted and complied 

to the GRI guidelines as much as the oil and gas industry has.  

 

This thesis concluded that there has been an increase in disclosure of environmental 

information in the oil and gas industry from a stakeholder perspective. A suggestion would 

therefore be to perform a study from a company perspective. It would be interesting to 

study a company’s value creation of their engagement in the GRI guidelines, hence 

investigate if the increase or decrease in their reporting correlates with the increase or 

decrease in the company value. 
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Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 Disclosure Index 1 

*N/A = No Answer 
*Comp. = Comprehensive 
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Appendix 2 Disclosure Index 2 

 
*N/A = No Answer 
*Comp. = Comprehensive 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

COMPANIES:

YEAR: 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014

GUIDELINES: G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G4 G3.1 G3.1 G4 G3.1 G4 G4 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G4 G3.1 G4 G4

MATERIALS

G4-EN1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

G4-EN2 0 0 0 0,5 0,5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

ENERGY

G4-EN3 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

G4-EN5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,5 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

G4-EN6 0 0 0,5 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 1

G4-EN7 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 1 1 0 0

WATER

G4-EN8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN9 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN10 0 0 1 0 0 1 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1

BIODIVERSITY

G4-EN11 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 1 0 0 0

G4-EN12 1 1 1 1 1 0 0,5 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN13 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0,5 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

G4-EN14 0 0 1 0 0 0 0,5 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

EMISSIONS

G4-EN15 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN16 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN17 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

G4-EN18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

G4-EN19 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 0,5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN20 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1

G4-EN21 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

EFFLUENTS AND WASTE

G4-EN22 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN23 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN24 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN25 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1

G4-EN26 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

G4-EN27 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

G4-EN28 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0

COMPLIANCE

G4-EN29 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

TRANSPORT

G4-EN30 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

OVERALL

G4-EN31 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0,5 1 1 1 1 1

SUPPLIER ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

G4-EN32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,5 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

G4-EN33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

ENVIRONMENTAL GRIEVANCE M ECHANISMS

G4-EN34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

TOTAL SCORE 19 19 27 18 18 13 15 15 15 24 30 30 27 28 28 21 23 26 22 20 22

TOTAL NUMBER OF INDICATORS 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34

PERCENTAGE OF COMPLIANCE (%) 56% 56% 78% 53% 53% 38% 44% 43% 44% 71% 88% 88% 79% 82% 82% 60% 66% 76% 65% 59% 65%

ADHERENCE LEVEL A+ A+ A+ A+ A+ Core B+ B N/A A+ Comp. Comp. A A+ A A+ A+ Comp. B Core Core

GRUPA 

LOTOS

CATEGORY: ENVIRONMENTAL

GRUPO 

UNION 

FENOSA GAS 

GAZPROM 

NEFT

HELLENIC 

PETROLEUM
INA MOL GROUP

MOTOR OIL 

HELLAS
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Appendix 3 Disclosure Index 3 

 
*N/A = No Answer 
*Comp. = Comprehensive 

 

COMPANIES:

YEAR: 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014 2012 2013 2014

GUIDELINES: G3.1 G3.1 G4 G3.1 G3.1 G4 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G3.1 G4 G3.1 G3.1 G4 G3.1 G4 G4

MATERIALS

G4-EN1 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

G4-EN2 0 0 0 0 0,5 0,5 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ENERGY

G4-EN3 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

G4-EN5 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

G4-EN6 0 1 1 0 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN7 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0

WATER

G4-EN8 0 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 0 0 0

G4-EN9 0 1 1 1 1 0,5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN10 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

BIODIVERSITY

G4-EN11 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 0 0 0

G4-EN12 0 0 0 0,5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 1 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN13 0 0 0 0,5 1 0,5 1 1 1 0 0 0,5 1 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN14 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 0,5 0 0 0 0

EMISSIONS

G4-EN15 1 0 1 0,5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN16 1 1 1 0,5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0

G4-EN17 0 0 1 0,5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN18 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

G4-EN19 0 0 1 1 1 0,5 1 1 1 0,5 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN20 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

G4-EN21 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

EFFLUENTS AND WASTE

G4-EN22 0 1 1 0,5 1 1 0,5 0 0 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 0 1 0 0

G4-EN23 1 1 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,5 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 0,5 1 1

G4-EN24 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

G4-EN25 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 0 0 0

G4-EN26 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 0,5 0 0 0 0

PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

G4-EN27 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 0 1 1 1 0 0 0

G4-EN28 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

COMPLIANCE

G4-EN29 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1

TRANSPORT

G4-EN30 0 0 0 0 1 0,5 1 1 1 0 0 0 0,5 0,5 1 0 0 0

OVERALL

G4-EN31 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0,5 0,5 1 0 0 0

SUPPLIER ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

G4-EN32 0 0 0 0 0 0,5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

G4-EN33 0 0 0 0 0 0,5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

ENVIRONMENTAL GRIEVANCE MECHANISMS

G4-EN34 0 0 0 0 0 0,5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

TOTAL SCORE 4 10 19 13 27 23 17 18 18 19 16 21 19 19 19 6,5 7 7

TOTAL NUMBER OF INDICATORS 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34

PERCENTAGE OF COMPLIANCE (%) 12% 29% 56% 38% 79% 66% 50% 51% 51% 54% 47% 60% 54% 54% 56% 19% 21% 21%

ADHERENCE LEVEL C B+ Core A+ A+ Core A+ A+ A+ A+ A+ Core A+ A+ Core B N/A Core

ROSNEFT TOTAL 
TEEKAY 

PETROJARL

OJSC 

SVERNEFTEG

AZPROM

PREMIER OIL

CATEGORY: ENVIRONMENTAL

ROYAL 

DUTCH 

SHELL


