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Abstract:
Introduction. For over half a century, corporate social responsibility has been in the center of scientific discourse. Its basic concept has 
become part of strategic management, changing the content of financial reporting and leading to new forms of corporate reporting. 
Study objects and methods. The article substantiated the importance of studying corporate social responsibility (CSR) concepts and 
national models. The study covered the CSR basic concept, targets and paradigms. The evolution of CSR was considered in terms of 
its impact on the formation of non-financial reporting. 
Results and discussion. The authors identified two stages of non-financial reporting development and two directions for the 
convergence of financial and non-financial reporting. They proposed an assessment matrix to measure facts, actions, and resources 
in the past, present, and future. This matrix can help companies to generate information for integrated reporting by showing the 
impact of each type of capital (financial, production, human, intellectual, social, and environmental) on their value creation. Within 
a promising direction for developing non-financial reporting in conjunction with financial reporting, the authors set requirements to 
reflect the impact of climate risks on the company’s activities in accordance with the recommendations of the Task Force on Climate-
Related Financial Disclosures. The authors discussed both standardized and their own approaches to CSR indicators. Finally, they 
addressed the problem of reliability of non-financial reporting, discussed various forms of its verification (taking evidence from food 
industry enterprises), and set specific principles to control non-financial reporting indicators. 
Conclusion. The authors identified further promising areas of research in the theory and practice of CSR. Their findings can be used 
in scientific debates on CSR and in the practice of corporate reporting.
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INTRODUCTION 

Corporate reporting is developing during the on-
going transformation of the economic paradigm under 
the influence of the concept of social responsibility. This 
concept underlies the shift of attention from financial 
to non-financial reporting. As a result, new indicators 

are being constructed to assess the performance of 
economic entities. Today’s increased interest in non-
financial reporting is similar to that in financial 
reporting in the 20th century. At the same time, there is 
a reconsideration of the concept of financial accounting 
that defines its information boundaries.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7684-9025
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6721-3401
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0450-6661
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7658-0254
https://ror.org/01725xw94
https://ror.org/023znxa73
https://ror.org/0398ex766
https://ror.org/02mh1ke95
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.21603/2308-4057-2021-1-135-145&domain=pdf


136

Bychkova S.M. et al. Foods and Raw Materials, 2021, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 135–145

This review aims to fill some gaps in scientific 
discourse as to how the concept of social responsibility 
affects the evolution of corporate reporting. It also raises 
awareness of methodological and theoretical approaches 
to corporate reporting and identifies recent trends in this 
area. Despite general interest in corporate responsibility 
and non-financial reporting, there is clearly a shortage of 
studies into the methodology of information support for 
economic decisions and assessment of socially oriented 
activities of food industry organizations.

Literature analysis focuses on two main areas – 
corporate social responsibility and corporate reporting. 
The latter is gradually moving towards an idea that 
companies need to disclose their results in three 
dimensions: economic, environmental, and social. 
Economic indicators reflect the company’s financial 
position and performance. The environmental dimension 
takes into account its impact on the planet. Finally, the 
social aspect covers such issues as social justice and 
improving the quality of life.

The article presents a critical analysis of scientific 
publications on the topic and systematizes approaches 
to defining social responsibility and its role in the 
development of corporate governance and non-financial 
reporting, as evidenced by food industry enterprises. 
It gives a retrospective view of financial and non-
financial reporting and offers directions for their further 
development in the form of an assessment matrix that 
takes into account changes of indicators over time. 

STUDY OBJECTS AND METHODS 
Social responsibility: definition and evolution. 

Scientists define social responsibility as taking different 
forms (individual, collective, group), being of different 
types (moral, legal, civil, corporate, etc.), and relating to 
different subjects (individual, organization, state, world 
community) [1, 2].

Individual social responsibility concerns the 
actions of particular individuals and is studied by 
philosophy, ethics, and psychology [1]. Most researchers 
in this area analyze human behavior associated 
with providing assistance, i.e. actions motivated by 
empathy, compassion, and selflessness [1]. Group social 
responsibility tends to correlate with professional 
responsibility as a whole or with particular professions 
(doctor, auditor, lawyer, journalist, etc.) [3]. Collective 
social responsibility is usually defined as the activities 
of organizations [4, 5]. The focus of discussion in 
this area is on corporate responsibility of commercial 
organizations.

Social responsibility of the state is considered either 
in the narrow sense, as a relationship between authorities 
and society, or multidimensionally. The latter approach 
covers legislative support of a socially acceptable level 
of well-being for the main social groups; availability of 
the declared social benefits in health care, education, 
employment, etc.; creating favorable conditions for small 

business and providing support to the economically 
active population, etc. [6, 7]. Discourse in this area has 
led to an assumption that there are national models of 
social responsibility focused on the relationship between 
the state and business [8].

The global context of social responsibility refers 
to solving problems of global importance. It is usually 
associated with such international organizations as the 
International Organization for Standardization (ISO),  
the International Finance Corporation (IFC), the 
United Nations (UN), as well as with the European 
Union (EU) and international standards that regulate 
organizational social responsibility and non-financial  
reporting [3, 9–11].

Almost all forms of social responsibility reported in 
scientific literature are related to organizations and their 
activities. They refer to corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) – the center of interaction between all economic 
agents that is closely connected with other forms of 
social responsibility. CSR is a focus of attention for 
economists discussing how responsible companies are in 
relation to their employees, consumers, and suppliers, as 
well as society and the planet as a whole [10, 12]. 

The theoretical concept of CSR goes back a long 
way. Blagov connects it with the theory of strategic 
corporate governance and identifies two stages in its 
development. The first stage (mid-1950s–mid-1990s) 
is associated with the formation of concepts, while 
the second stage (mid-1990s up to date) was when 
concepts developed on their own basis [4]. According 
to Blagov, the period until the 1990s saw a search 
for a paradigm to formulate and solve problems of 
interaction between business and society, based on 
the logic “principles – processes – results” [4]. This 
stage produced three basic concepts: 1) corporate 
social responsibility (СSR-1), which defines the moral 
principles of business and determines the reasons for 
its actions; 2) corporate social responsiveness (CSR-2)  
or the ability of a business to perceive social impact 
on management, which determines how the company 
operates; 3) corporate social performance (CSP), which 
combines CSR and CSP [4]. Thus, the first stage resulted 
in a transfer of CSR issues into a practice-oriented plane. 

The second stage of CSR evolution gave rise to three 
alternative concepts: 1) the concept of stakeholders (CS),  
which specifies CSP as certain activities aimed at 
meeting the expectations of specific stakeholders; 2)  
the concept of corporate citizenship (CCC), which 
allows corporations to formulate their own program of 
becoming a “good corporate citizen”; and 3) the concept 
of corporate sustainability (CCS), which defines CSR 
principles as a unity of three types of responsibility 
(economic, social, and environmental) [4]. The latter 
concept is commonly referred to as the concept of 
sustainable development. This concept introduced a 
“triple bottom line” of sustainable development into 
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the theory and practice of business, covering economic, 
social, and environmental dimensions. According to  
Blagov, it was this concept that formed a basis for the 
international non-financial reporting standards of the 
GRI (Global Reporting Initiative) and the ISO 26000 
Guidance on Social Responsibility [4].

Kanaeva looks at the theory of CSR through 
the key results of its development, namely:  
1) conceptualization, i.e. defining the CSR problems and 
forms; 2) operationalization and instrumentalization, 
which led to a rethinking of the reasons (motives) for 
increasing CSR and incorporating CSP into strategic 
corporate governance; 3) professionalization, i.e. 
developing approaches to training specialists in 
implementing CSP; and 4) institutionalization, i.e. 
transplantation, formation and consolidation of relevant 
norms and restrictions, and incorporating CSR into 
the institutional environment of the new economic  
model [13].

According to Kanaeva, the key result of CSR 
conceptualization was a paradigmatic shift in the 
attitudes to this phenomenon. Previously understood as 
complementary, CSP was now recognized as a vital part 
of the company’s development strategy, a prerequisite 
for its long-term competitive advantages and corporate 
sustainability [11]. This understanding gave rise to 
a new economic model and now we are witnessing 
the formation of a special CSR institution built into  
this model.

As early as 2010, Fedorov and Polyakov described 
CSR as a socio-economic institution involved in the 
regulation of the economy [5]. Kanaeva refined this 
approach by specifying CSR functions that contribute 
to the key principles of sustainable development [3]. 
Zavyalova offered another approach to CSR evolu- 
tion [14]. The author defined CSR as a generalizing 
umbrella theory that covers various concepts described 
by Blagov (CCC, CCS, CSP, CSR-2, etc.). According to 
her approach, CSR developed through a succession of 
three theories: corporate selfishness, corporate altruism, 
and convergent collaboration. The theory of corporate 
selfishness defines the goal of a business as maximizing 
the profits of capital owners, which excludes the idea 
of social responsibility [14]. The theory of corporate 
altruism implies a voluntary participation of companies 
in CSR programs. Finally, the theory of convergent 
collaboration is a compromise that institutionalizes CSR. 
In this theory, CSR remains voluntary but is subject to 
assessment [14].

Thus, the above researchers unanimously agree 
that by the beginning of the 21st century, the evolution 
of CSR had resulted in a transformation of ideas about 
the role of business in society. Blagov and Kanaeva 
substantiated the new socio-economic paradigm in 
which businesses have to incorporate CSR into their 
corporate strategies in order to survive. 

The practical implementation of CSR can be 
exemplified by two national models, American and 
European.

The American CSR model began to take shape 
at the turn of the 20th century, but it was not until the 
mid-20th century that it gained significant acceptance 
in practice, as reported by Danshina [8]. This 
model implies minimal government interference in 
business policies. The government can influence them 
indirectly by introducing tax benefits and various other 
concessions at the legislative level [6, 8].

The main CSP areas in the United States are 
corporate philanthropy, targeted programs, and 
corporate pension funds. Goal-oriented marketing 
strategies are common, which involve allocating part 
of company earnings for socially significant projects. 
Businesses and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 
often form “social alliances” to solve socially significant 
problems together. American companies actively use 
their CSP results to attract public attention, so they 
make their activities transparent through non-financial 
reporting, among other means [8].

The European CSR model developed under the 
influence of trade unions and legislative norms [8, 
10, 15]. There, CSP is regulated by legislation at the 
international, national and local levels [8]. European 
companies pay high taxes that the government uses to 
provide social welfare services to its citizens. However, 
many companies not only comply with the law and pay 
high taxes, but also implement their own environmental 
and social programs [9]. Most of them, like American 
companies, regularly prepare non-financial reports.

Thus, the CSR evolution has resulted in a regular 
voluntary practice of CSP and financial reporting by 
companies in different countries, despite significant 
differences in its implementation [16–18].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Non-financial reporting. Most researchers agree 

that European companies were the first to publish social 
reports in the 1990s [19, 20]. However, Pyatov et al. 
found that the first evidence of non-financial reporting 
dates back to the first half of the 19th century [21]. The 
practice of non-financial reporting became the subject of 
discussions about information disclosure, accountability 
format, and independent reviewing [16].

Companies began to prepare reports on social 
issues, corporate social responsibility and sustainable 
development, as well as standardized reports [16, 22].  
The evolution of non-financial reporting was a 
progressive transition from social and environmental 
reports to reports on sustainable development, later to 
take an integrated form, as stated by Vakhrushina and 
Tolcheeva [23].

According to Malinovskaya, integrated reporting 
was brought about by the evolution of economic theories 
and the emergence of institutional investors in the late 
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1980s. In the 1990s, institutional investors adopted the 
principles of responsible investment, creating a demand 
for information on environmental and social activities 
of investment objects and their ability to create value 
over time in order to reduce investment risks [24]. The 
financial and non-financial reports existing at the time 
could hardly satisfy that demand. A response to that was 
an idea of   integrated reporting that emerged in the early 
2000s, later to become standardized [24].

The conceptual framework for integrated reporting 
is based on the principle that the company’s main goal 
is to create value in the interests of all stakeholders 
by increasing the key types of its capital: financial, 
environmental and social, as reported by Melnik and 
Kogdenko [25]. Thus, the new type of reporting emerged 
from two basic concepts of social responsibility – the 
concept of stakeholders and the concept of corporate 
sustainability.

Today, the development vector of non-financial 
reporting is determined by the requirement for the 
company to disclose its climate risks. These risks have 
been developed by the Financial Stability Board’s Task 
Force on Climate-Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) 
since 2015. According to Efimova and Rozhnova, the 
guidelines issued by the TCFD in 2017 became the 
next, more qualitative, step in the development of non-
financial reporting [26].

The most debatable issue of non-financial reporting 
has been how to measure CSR. Debates are held at the 
national, international and corporate levels in order to 
achieve data comparability.

The assessment of sustainable development is 
discussed at the national level using the indicator and 
integral approaches. The indicator approach became a 
basis for the Sustainable Development Goals designed 
by the UN for all countries to achieve by 2030 [3, 11, 
27]. There are 17 goals that have 169 targets, each 
responsible for a number of indicators [11].

Integral indicators are a set of weighted indicators 
of sustainable development, which some researchers 
consider as analogues of GDP (gross domestic  
product) [28]. Two main integrated indicators today are 
the UN’s Human Development Index and the World 
Bank’s Adjusted Net Savings. The former reflects 
social aspects of sustainability and aggregates sub-
indices of longevity, education and material well-being. 
The latter characterizes environmental and economic 
sustainability and takes into account economic losses 
from depletion of natural resources and damage 
from environmental pollution [11]. Noteworthily, 
food industry enterprises of all levels make a special 
contribution to the human development index.

The indicator and integral approaches to social 
responsibility assessment are applicable both at the 
sectoral or regional level and at the organizational  
level [7, 28, 29]. According to Barilenko et al., the 
generally accepted integral indices of organizational 

sustainable development include the Dow Jones 
Sustainability Index, Global 100 Index, and Blomberg 
ESC Index [30]. Modern scientists continue to search 
for alternative options. The Russian economist 
Sheremet (1929–2020) was among the first to propose 
a comprehensive approach to assessing organizational 
sustainable development [31]. Several recent approaches 
can be found in [28, 32–34]. Kuznetsova and Kuznetsov 
designed a system of sustainable development indicators 
for industrial enterprises and developed an integral 
indicator for a comprehensive assessment of economic, 
environmental and social factors [28]. Komendenko and 
Svetashova proposed to evaluate the company’s integral 
efficiency adjusted for environmental and social risk 
factors [32].

The indicator approach also attracts a lot of 
scientific attention [35–38]. For example, Vertakova and  
Chulakova assess the impact of CSP on the growth of 
business value and propose indicators for the company’s 
interaction with regional and municipal authorities, 
population and personnel, as well as for its contribution 
to the socio-economic development [36]. Noteworthily, 
it was Blagov who proposed to evaluate the company’s 
relations with stakeholders to assess its sustainable 
development as early as 2004 [35]. Based on the concept 
of stakeholders, he developed a set of reputation indices 
that characterize the company’s relations with the 
government, consumers, business partners, personnel, 
and shareholders. The indices were tried out using the 
data of food industry enterprises located in the North-
West of Russia [35].

In addition to the indicator and integral approaches, 
Barilenko et al. identified another four approaches to 
assessing the company’s sustainable development [30]. 
They are: 1) a system of indicators for standard reports 
set in accordance with the standards (e.g., GRI); 2) a 
matrix of key performance indicators (KPI) that reflects 
the achievement of sustainable development goals; 3) a 
system of indicators to assess the efficiency of a business 
model (resources, business processes and results); and  
4) a project portfolio approach focused on the 
development of the company’s strategy of sustainable 
development [30]. These four approaches have a 
different foundation compared to the indicator and 
integral approaches described above. They are based on 
the calculation of analytical indicators and integrators 
and on the development of reporting indicators for non-
financial reporting.

Efimova and Moiseeva developed their own 
proposals based on the KPI matrix [39, 40]. In particular, 
Efimova created a method for monitoring and assessing 
the process of creating value using six types of capital 
(financial, production, human, intellectual, social, 
and environmental). This method also takes into 
account a company’s business model reflected in its 
integrated reporting [39]. It can be used to analyze how 
the company forms and uses the six types of capital – 
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its key resources – in its business processes. For this, 
the indicators for each type of capital are classified 
into three groups: resources, business processes,  
and results [39].

Of special interest is the use of corporate social 
responsibility indicators in practice. For example,  
Danshina analyzed non-financial reporting of nine 
business organizations, leaders of the Dow Jones 
Sustainability Index in 2016. The researcher classified 
the reporting indicators disclosed by the US and 
European companies into five areas: environment, social 
work, CSR in relation to employees, handling suppliers, 
and corporate indicators [8]. The comparative analysis 
showed that all US companies and only one European 
(Nestle  SA, a leader in the food industry) provided 
reports for all the sections [8]. The rest of the European 
companies did not disclose their corporate indicators.

Barilenko et al. analyzed GRI sustainability reports 
and found that the companies preferred to disclose 
those indicators which directly related to their business 
model and value, or profitability indicators for their 
investors [30]. The researchers also empathized that the 
companies’ reports complied with relevant   guidelines 
and standards. The same conclusion was made by 
Bobrova and Malaykina, who analyzed non-financial 
reports of Russian energy companies [41].

Thus, while scientists are looking for new integral 
indicators, systematizing CSR and reporting indicators, 
organizations are already using an established set of 
sustainable development indices to build their ratings 
and follow the recommended standards for integrated 
non-financial reporting. However, it is generally believed 
that companies often provide heterogeneous and 
incomparable data that require clarification.

Financial reporting. Мany researchers believe 
that non-financial reporting is a natural result of the 
development of financial reporting [21]. Although 
financial reporting had established long before the 
first attempts at non-financial reporting, the rules of its 
formation were determined by the same developmental 
principles that were subsequently used to design national 
CSR models.

Financial reporting developed as a consequence 
of accounting practices that were determined by 
dominant factors differing from country to country. 
Sokolov (1938–2010) identified significant differences 
in the development of accounting in countries such as 
Italy, France, Germany, England, and America [42].  
In different periods, these countries have had a 
significant impact on the evolution of accounting around 
the world. They clarified the purposes of accounting, 
making a transition from controlling those involved 
in the business process to controlling the company’s 
management. Also, they changed the choice of sciences 
to determine accounting rules, making a transition 
from law to psychology. In the 20th century, they 
redefined the content of reporting forms, replacing a 
simple balance of rights and obligations with an equality 

between resources and the amount of obligations  
and capital.

Modern financial statements have derived from the 
evolution of accounting. It was as early as 1673 that the 
French merchant Jacques Savary (1622–1690) designed 
the Commercial Code to regulate accounting practice in 
Europe [43]. The modern stage is generally associated 
with 2001, when most European countries recognized 
the need to bring national accounting conventions in 
compliance with the International Financial Reporting 
Standards (IFRS) based on the Anglo-American 
system of accounting [44]. In the context of economic 
globalization, the IFRS contributed to the comparability 
of companies’ reports prepared in accordance with the 
national accounting conventions.

Modern accounting standards are based on the 
national accounting regulation models, two of which 
are especially important today – European and Anglo-
American. The first model developed under strict state 
regulation, while the second one implied minimal 
government interference in business [45]. The main 
differences between these models are most visible when 
comparing two key aspects: the criteria for recognition 
and assessment of financial statement elements 
(assets, liabilities, capital, income and expenses). In 
the European model, the criteria are based on legal 
aspects, while in the Anglo-American model, on their 
economic content. The rules of assessment are different 
in all countries, depending on the object of assessment. 
They are established at the moment of their recognition 
and then change over the natural course of time: past-
present-future [46].

Today, financial reporting is developing under the 
influence of CSR. The rethinking of business targets 
has expanded the boundaries of financial reporting. 
Experts are clarifying the rules for recognizing elements 
of financial reporting and adding new objects of asses- 
sment [47]. This is based on inquiries about the 
companies’ CSP.

Correlation between financial and non-financial 
reporting. Current works on financial and non-
financial reporting are focused on their relationship and 
interchangeability. Most authors justify the need for 
their combination and complementarity [23, 26]. At the 
same time, much attention is drawn to their information 
links, differences and similarities. 

Melnik and Kogdenko associate their differences 
with the disclosure of differing goals in the company’s 
reports. Traditional financial reports contain economic 
data to reflect the company’s financial results. Non-
financial reports inform about financial performance 
and business externalities, in particular environmental 
and social impacts. They show what financial and non-
financial factors have affected the company’s ability to 
create value and reflect the company’s impact on the 
economic, natural and social environments [25].

The authors think that integrated reporting, like 
other types of non-financial reporting, is impossible to 



140

Bychkova S.M. et al. Foods and Raw Materials, 2021, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 135–145

standardize since it covers a wide range of qualitative 
characteristics: the company’s business model and 
competitive advantages, segment information, 
interaction with stakeholders, as well as basic non-
financial indicators of industry and business [25]. 
They insist on expanding the boundaries of integrated 
reporting, compared to financial reporting [25].

According to Getman, however, the boundaries 
of financial reporting match those of non-financial 
reporting [48]. The author insists on the need to 
standardize integrated reporting so that it better reflects 
a “motley” range of non-financial indicators [48]. To 
substantiate his position, Getman shows a relationship 
between integrated and financial reporting. Not only 
does he define the boundaries of reports, but he also 
suggests using aggregation and disaggregation of 
information in integrated reporting, taking into account 
the segment approach used in financial reporting. The 
author finds it important that integrated reporting 
covers controlled companies within the perimeter of 
consolidation for financial statements and that time 
frames should be set for short, medium and long terms, 
taking into account the operating and investment cycles 
used in financial accounting [48].

The evolution of non-financial reporting gives rise 
to new accounting directions, for example, business 
accounting, which is described in detail by Plotnikov 
and Plotnikova [49, 50]. The authors consider business 
accounting as a product of standards and guidelines for 
integrated reporting. Its goal is to provide stakeholders 
with information on the business model’s sustainable 
development and stages of value creation. Business 
accounting focuses on the organization’s business 
model structured by type of capital, life cycle, and value 
creation and transformation over time. Its main task is 
to synchronize the created value of business models and 
to collect information for integrated reporting to reflect 
changes in each type of capital [50].

Although Plotnikov and Plotnikova set a 
fundamental task to assess changes in the business 
model (capital) over time and emphasized the need to 
assess the input-output system based on past, present 
and future events, they did not offer any method. A 
solution was proposed by Sokolov who developed a 
matrix of measuring financial reporting indicators that 
change over time (Fig. 1). This matrix reflects the impact 
of temporal factors on accounting. 

According to Sokolov, assessments differ in two 
parameters – the moment of measurement to which the 
assessment criterion belongs and the moment for which 
the result is intended. Correlations between the two 
parameters form nine time estimates: past, present and 
future estimates of the past, present and future [46].  

The matrix aims to assess the present against the 
past and the future, thus contributing to the assessment 
of value creation over time. Using the matrix in non-
financial reporting will solve the main problem of 
business accounting – synchronization of the business 
model’s created value and measurement of the 
company’s impact on the three-fold result of sustainable 
development. Thus, the matrix can be used in both 
financial and non-financial reporting.

Considering the relationship between financial and 
non-financial reporting, we should draw special attention 
to the modern trend laid down by the TCFD. Unlike 
all previous guidelines and standards for non-financial 
reporting, the TCFD recommendations emphasize the 
need for disclosing information about climate risks in 
financial reporting. This marked the beginning of a new 
stage in the development of reporting based on mutual 
convergence of reporting information.

According to Efimova and Rozhnova, “the 
developers of reporting standards recognized the 
impairment of financial information prepared in 
isolation from non-financial information” [51]. The 
researchers stressed the need to harmonize financial and 
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non-financial reporting based on their common goals 
and principles. They believe that this will “improve 
the relevance, reliability (quality) and consistency of 
information for its users about the development of 
an enterprise in the context of climatic risks” [51]. 
As a result, this approach should increase the users’ 
trust in reporting by demonstrating the company’s 
understanding of financial and non-financial reporting 
as a strategic management tool and an important way of 
communicating with its users [48].

The theoretical basis for harmonizing financial 
and non-financial reporting, proposed by Efimova 
and Rozhnova, consists of the following principles: 
relevance, timeliness, multi-stage detailing, overall 
interconnectedness, strategic focus and orientation 
towards the future, scenario analysis, balanced 
judgement of materiality, responsibility, reasonableness, 
balance of power and responsibility, continuous 
improvement of the quality of information display 
and methods of data convertibility, and reasonable 
skepticism [51].

Thus, we distinguished two stages in the evolution 
of non-financial reporting. The first was a stage of 
substantiating a new reporting area – disclosure of 
information about CSR in non-financial reporting based 
on qualitative and quantitative indicators. The second 
was a stage of mutual enrichment and convergence of 
financial and non-financial reports based on critical 
analysis of their differences. 

We identified two directions for convergence of 
financial and non-financial reporting. The first is to use 
a unified assessment matrix that reflects the influence 
of temporal factors on the assessment of past, present 
and future events. The second is to use the TCFD 
recommendations to assess the impact of climate risks 
on business and reflect it in the changes of financial 
indicators, performance results, and cash flows. 
This approach is based on the fact that non-financial 
information about climate change risks is only valuable 
when reported together with financial indicators. 
Of special relevance here are the recommendations 
of Efimova and Rozhnova on the harmonization of 
financial and non-financial reporting based on common 
principles and methods.

Control of indicators. The evolution of non-
financial reporting has been accompanied by discussions 
about the need and methodology for external, 
independent verification of the quality and reliability 
of reporting information [16, 52, 53]. The need for 
verification of non-financial information led to the 
emergence of social audit as a measure of CSR. Kizilov 
and Bogataya believe that social audit originated in 
the United States in the 1940s as a result of compiling 
company social ratings [54].

However, social audit and its methods are still 
defined and interpreted differently [55–57]. For example, 
Kizilov and Bogataya define it as a confirmation of 

social reporting (narrow sense) and as an analysis of 
the company’s social programs for effectiveness and 
compliance with relevant standards (broad sense) [54]. 
Saprykina and Krylova prefer the term “CSR audit” 
and define it as an independent verification of corporate 
reporting on CSR. The content of this process relates 
to the degree of detail of the information to be verified, 
while its result is an expression of opinion on the 
reliability of reporting [58].

Whether internal or external, social audit aims to 
check if the company’s CSR practice reflected in non-
financial reporting complies with its goals. The analysis 
is based on the following criteria: the company’s 
understanding of CSR, its place in the company’s 
system of values, the nature and forms of the company’s 
interaction with stakeholders, key directions of social 
programs, changes in social activity indicators, as well 
as problems and directions for further development  
of CSR [59].

In addition to the auditor’s opinion, the external 
independent verification of non-financial reporting 
also includes public assurance, comments from 
third parties, and verification of compliance with the  
standard [60, 61]. In order to use many forms of 
independent verification of non-financial statements 
provided by the food industry enterprises under 
study, we need a simultaneous development of norms, 
standards and control practices. The same approach 
is also used to harmonize financial and non-financial 
reporting, as we noted above.

There are general and specific principles for 
verification of non-financial reporting. General 
principles include adequacy, objectivity, complexity, 
reliability, comparability, etc., while accessibility 
is regarded as a specific principle. The principle of 
accessibility is interpreted as a basis for assessing 
CSR data that are available in open sources and can 
be used by any interested party [62]. Alternatively, 
some principles are directly borrowed from auditing, 
such as professional ethics, professional skepticism, 
professional judgment, professional responsibility in 
collecting sufficient and appropriate evidence to reduce 
the audit risk, as well as assurance of the materiality and 
reliability of the company’s reporting [58].

CONCLUSION
The directions for further development of the CSR 

theory and practice include:
– theoretical research and critical analysis of applying 
the CSR paradigm, basic concept and targets using a 
systems approach, including the historical method and 
the technology of foresight;
– temporal measurements of CSR information to 
develop reporting indicators, analysis and control 
procedures for measuring environmental, economic 
and social activities using financial and non-financial 
reporting methods (presented in Fig. 1 as a matrix of 
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quantitative and qualitative parameters of corporate 
responsibility).

Our critical analysis of scientific literature on CSR 
revealed the following:  

1. The understanding of social responsibility may 
vary depending on the level (individual, corporate, 
national, global), but CSR is at the center of theoretical 
debate and practice, since it is at the corporate level that 
most CSP participants interact with each other.

2. The development of CSR replaced the economic 
paradigm with the socio-economic paradigm based on 
a new theoretical basis (concept and targets) determined 
by three key concepts: CCS, CSP, and CS. Changes in 
the strategy and quality of company management in the 
CSR context led to the development of non-financial 
reporting as a form of informing stakeholders about 
the company’s social, economic, and environmental 
activities.

3. Non-financial reporting evolved in the following 
stages: 1) company-initiated preparation of non-financial 
reporting on certain aspects; 2) development of CSR 
reporting standards; 3) prioritizing integrated non-
financial reporting (including a report on sustainable 
development).

4. The theoretical perspectives on non-financial 
reporting show the following: 

4.1. Non-financial reporting is currently governed by 
the standards for preparing comprehensive reports, such 
as reports on sustainable development and integrated 
reports. However, their content has not yet been unified. 
Therefore, there is a need for further research into 
making reports on sustainable development for food 
industry enterprises. 

4.2. Companies do not have a single approach to 
measuring sustainable development since there is no 
basis for unification. The recent trend is to formulate 
new requirements for disclosure of information on the 
impact of climate risks on the company’s activities, 
which is a next stage in the development of non-financial 
and financial reporting.

4.3. Scientists hold fundamentally opposite opinions 
on the relationship between financial and non-financial 
reporting. One perspective is that non-financial 
reporting is only a supplement to financial reporting. 
Another view is that the content of non-financial 
reporting is completely different from that of financial 

reporting. Finally, some researchers believe that the 
future of company reporting lies in the harmonization 
and mutual development of financial and non-financial 
reporting.  

4.4. Scientists are still searching for forms and 
methods of verifying non-financial reporting to ensure 
its reliability.

One of the key benefits of the CSR concept is a 
rapid development of non-financial reporting that has a 
significant impact on the content of financial reporting. 
Another important result is the idea of combining 
financial and non-financial reporting on the basis of 
CSR. However, the content of non-financial reporting is 
still in its infancy and requires clarification in terms of 
the information perimeter, data measurement, analysis, 
and audit.

To conclude, we believe there is a need for unifying 
the existing rules for preparing CSR reports by 
adopting an integrated reporting model as the most 
comprehensive form of non-financial reporting among 
the models proposed so far. This type of reporting is 
based on the disclosure of the company’s business model 
and capital flows. Its methodology assumes a plurality 
of capitals: financial, production, human, intellectual, 
social, and environmental. Monitoring the effectiveness 
of these capitals’ creation, maintenance and use 
contributes to creating value and, ultimately, allows the 
company to implement CSR.

For this monitoring to work, we need to unify the 
content of integrated reporting as a CSP report that 
discloses information on the quantitative and qualitative 
parameters of CSR based on the modern approach 
to financial reporting represented by the temporal 
measurement matrix.
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