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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the influence of board composition on the quantity and quality of non-financial information (NFI) re-

ports in firms listed on the Ibex35 index. Utilizing a longitudinal panel data analysis spanning 2015, 2017, and 2019, the research

evaluates the roles of independent, proprietary, and female directors. Results indicate that independent and proprietary directors

significantly enhance the quantity of NFI disclosed but exhibit no impact on quality. Conversely, female directors positively affect

the quality of NFI reporting without influencing quantity. These findings underline the distinct contributions of director types

to NFI transparency, emphasizing the need for tailored board composition strategies to align with organizational objectives. The

study further highlights the importance of considering both NFI quantity and quality as separate constructs, offering valuable

insights for corporate governance practices, legislative reforms, and future research on sustainable business reporting.

1 | Introduction

Despite extensive literature on the board of directors (BoDs),
little research explores how its composition influences non-
financial information (NFI) reporting (Cucari et al. 2018; Rao
and Tilt 2016). As key organizational elements, BoDs must ad-
dress stakeholder concerns and align firm strategies accord-
ingly. CSR investments and reports help meet these demands
(Jizi 2017, Martinez-Ferrero and Garcia-Sanchez 2017) while
reducing information asymmetries between management and
stakeholders (Velte 2022).

Upper echelons theory (Hambrick and Mason 1984) has the
premise that “executives’ experiences, values, and personalities
greatly influence their interpretations of the situations they face
and, in turn, affect their choices” (Hambrick 2007, 334). Hence,
there might be a relationship between the composition of the

BoD and the NFI reports. The argument supporting that idea is
that the background, beliefs, and motives of those in charge of
formulating and taking decisions in the firm may influence the
outcomes, in this case, CSR disclosures (Khan et al. 2013).

Studies analyzing the relationship between the BoD and aspects
of CSR are scarce (Rao and Tilt 2016) and, specifically, the link
with CSR reporting, which needs even more attention (Cucari
et al. 2018). We study different types of directors: indepen-
dent, proprietary, and women directors. Board independence
is one of the most studied characteristics of the BoD; however,
there are inconclusive results when the studied relationship
is between independent directors and disclosure (Hossain
et al. 2017). Regarding proprietary directors, despite being one
of the most important shareholders (Cabeza-Garcia et al. 2018;
Fuente et al. 2017), we have found a lack of articles studying
their relationship with NFI disclosure. Hence, there is a need
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for more research on this. When it comes to women on the BoD,
as Giannarakis (2014) indicates: Gender composition has been
largely associated with financial performance, but there is no
satisfactory evidence of its relationship with CSR reports. Banno
et al. (2021) perform a literature review of 77 articles on the rela-
tionship between women on the BoD and the disclosure of NFI.
Although most studies document a positive impact (Velte 2022),
consensus hasn't been reached yet.

The objective of our research is to shed some light on the rela-
tionship between the BoD and NFTI reporting. Specifically, we
want to answer the following questions: Do independent di-
rectors increase the quantity and quality of NFI reporting? Do
proprietary directors improve the quantity and quality of NFI
reporting? And do women on the BoD increase the quantity and
quality of NFI reports?

Most of the research found is focused on studying the impact
on the quantity of NFI; however, aspects related to quality are
scarcely studied because assessing quality presents greater
methodological challenges (Brammer and Pavelin 2008). Some
scholars have even used the quantity as an indirect indicator of
its quality; for instance, Romero et al. (2019) or Adel et al. (2019).
Nevertheless, empirical findings indicate that the amount of in-
formation disclosed does not reliably reflect its quality (Castilla-
Polo and Ruiz-Rodriguez 2021). Furthermore, much of the
existing literature tends to analyze either quantity or quality in
isolation (Adel et al. 2019; Avram et al. 2019; Fernandez-Feijoo
et al. 2018; Romero et al. 2019), rather than considering both
dimensions jointly. Therefore, in this article, we study both vari-
ables to see if there are differences in their drivers.

There is also need for more studies that employ panel data.
As indicated in the review by Banno et al. (2021) and Rao and
Tilt (2016) most of them use cross-sectional data, hence they
might have more difficulties finding causality between the BoD
composition and the firm's performance. Rao and Tilt (2016)
and Khan (2010) highlight the importance of more longitudi-
nal studies. Khan (2010) indicates that “a longitudinal study in
different time settings may offer further glitter on the issue to
know the changes of CSR reporting across time on annual re-
ports” (p. 102).

In order to fill these gaps in the literature, we perform a panel
data analysis of the Ibex35 firms, including the years 2015, 2017,
and 2019. The results show that independent and proprietary
directors have a positive influence on the quantity of disclosed
NFI, but they seem to be insignificant for the quality of it. It
occurs the opposite with women directors: They show no sig-
nificant relationship with the quantity; however, they positively
affect the quality of NFI.

Our study contributes to the existing literature in different
ways. We provide insight on the relationship between certain
types/characteristics of directors (independent, proprietary, and
women directors) and the NFI reports. Independent and women
directors have been largely studied; however, there are still
mixed results in the literature. We also add some evidence to the
proprietary director’s literature, as there are not many studies
that analyze its relationship with the quantity and quality of the
NFI reports. We also follow the indications of previous authors,

saying that most studies use cross-sectional data (Banno
et al. 2021; Rao and Tilt 2016) and that longitudinal studies are
needed to provide more insight into the changes across time in
CSR annual reports (Khan 2010). We perform a panel data anal-
ysis which can overcome the limitations of cross-sectional stud-
ies (Martinez-Ferrero and Garcia-Sanchez 2017). Also, previous
studies mainly focus on studying only the quantity of the dis-
closed NFI (Barako and Brown 2008; Cabeza-Garcia et al. 2018;
Cucari et al. 2018; Fernandez-Feijoo et al. 2014; Frias-Aceituno
et al. 2013; Fuente et al. 2017; Giannarakis 2014; Khan 2010).
This leaves out other relevant aspects that reflect the quality
of the NFI report, such as accuracy, clarity, or relevance. Also,
as we have seen with our results, we can obtain different out-
comes when measuring quantity and quality as differentiated
concepts. Hence, we measure and analyze both the quantity and
quality in the same study. There are authors like Al-Shaer and
Zaman (2016) that study quality; however, the measurement
they use could be improved by adding a few more sets of indica-
tors. We use a comprehensive index following the one proposed
by Castilla-Polo and Ruiz-Rodriguez (2021). These contributions
are relevant for researchers but also have important implications
for practitioners. Even though it was not among our main ob-
jectives, our findings are useful to set the criteria for the best
composition of the BoD that can support the firm's strategic
objectives. Also, with our study, we provide useful insights for
legislators who can present new laws and influence the compo-
sition of the BoD, thus improving the quantity and quality of the
NFI reports.

The next section reviews the literature and the link between the
BoD and the NFI reports. Then we explain the methodology,
where we indicate how all the variables have been measured,
and the method we follow to analyze the data. In Section 4, we
can see the descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and the
regression results. Finally, we discuss the findings and their
implications.

2 | Theoretical Background and Hypothesis
Development

The BoD plays an important role in the organization. They have
the responsibility to align firm behavior with pressure from all
stakeholders (Cucari et al. 2018). Stakeholder theory assumes
that firms must fulfil various stakeholders' interests (Velte 2022).
An effective BoD is expected to address the concerns and protect
the interests of not only shareholders, but also a wider group of
stakeholders (Jizi 2017; Rao et al. 2012). In other words, they
must identify the legitimate claims of the different stakeholders
and respond to them.

The corporate governance (CG) is one of the main instruments
for the supervision of managerial actions (Banno et al. 2021)
and where decisions are taken, including those regarding sus-
tainability issues. The BoD is responsible for setting the firm's
CSR agenda and developing strategies for sustainable business,
among others. The increasing pressure from regulators and
powerful groups of stakeholders is making business adopt sus-
tainable development programs (Jizi 2017). Also, as a strategy
for firm value maximization, boards have become more inclined
to invest in CSR and produce NFI reports (Jizi 2017). Some of
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the claims of stakeholders can be addressed by publishing CSR
reports (Pucheta-Martinez et al. 2018). According to stakeholder
theory, CSR is the firm's attempt to negotiate its relationship
with stakeholders (Thlen et al. 2011) and considers reports as the
mechanism to cover stakeholders' demands (Martinez-Ferrero
et al. 2016).

From an agency theory perspective, NFI reports reduce infor-
mation asymmetries between management and the different
stakeholder groups (Velte 2022). CSR reports are “part of a
firm's communication tool to reduce the asymmetries of infor-
mation between managers and investors' and is used to produce
a better valuation of a company” (Reverte 2012, 253). Agency
theory argues that managers might tend to misuse their power
for personal benefits. In this case, the BoD is supposed to control
and protect shareholders' interests (Jizi 2017). CSR information
would perform as a control mechanism between the BoD and
other stakeholders (Frias-Aceituno et al. 2013).

Some authors such as Afeltra et al. (2022), Cucari et al. (2018)
or Rao and Tilt (2016) claim that the characteristics of the BoD
may influence the company's NFI disclosure. Based on upper
echelons theory (Hambrick and Mason 1984): the choices, mo-
tives, and values of those who are involved in formulating and
making decisions in the organization may influence CSR disclo-
sures (Khan et al. 2013). Previous studies explain that as CSR
and disclosure policies emanate from the BoD, it is possible that
the characteristics of the board are determinants of companies’
disclosure (Afeltra et al. 2022).

Research on board composition has mainly focused on its
effect on corporate financial performance, while CSR and
NFI reporting have been paid much less attention (Rao and
Tilt 2016). Despite the important body of literature on CG and
CSR separately, the link between them is still scarcely stud-
ied. Specifically, the CG-NFI disclosure needs more attention
(Cucari et al. 2018; Khan et al. 2013) to explain the empirical
mixed evidence (Jizi 2017). It is only recently that the relation-
ship between NFI reporting and governance has been given con-
sideration (Rao et al. 2012). Very limited research has examined
whether diversity among the BoD members has any influence
on CSR reporting (Rao and Tilt 2016). Although limited, re-
search suggests that “board diversity to a certain extent can also
influence social and environmental aspects of the business (i.e.,
CSR)” (Rao and Tilt 2016, 331).

Board diversity is becoming increasingly important nowadays.
Modern society these days is multicultural, gender sensitive,
socially and environmentally concerned, or exhibits diverse
backgrounds among others (Rao and Tilt 2016). Firms are fac-
ing more complex economies and more sophisticated demands
from stakeholders (Walt and Ingley 2003). To connect the or-
ganization with society and serve the wide community within
which they exist, firms need to examine how to organize the
composition of the board. It needs to reflect democracy and
civil society in its diversity (Walt and Ingley 2003). Westphal
and Milton (2000) explain that “boards have traditionally been
viewed as a homogenous group of elites who have similar socio-
economic backgrounds, hold degrees from the same schools,
have similar educational and professional training, and, as a re-
sult, have very similar views about business practices” (Westphal

and Milton 2000, 366). Rao and Tilt (2016) also indicate that
“homogeneous boards usually think alike and are more likely
to have similar perspectives/opinions” (Rao and Tilt 2016, 331).
Due to this shared vision and lack of diverse perspectives, such
BoD may not be able to challenge the management thinking,
thus weakening the quality of the debates (Rao and Tilt 2016).

Moving from corporate monoculture and the BoD uniformity to
a more diverse composition can benefit organizations by being
able to better represent the diverse perspectives that businesses
require nowadays (Walt and Ingley 2003). Minority groups
on the BoD can stimulate divergent thinking in the decision-
making process and offer unique perspectives that change the
conventional wisdom of the group (Westphal and Milton 2000).

Board diversity, as explained by the resource-based view (RBV),
links internal resources with performance (Galbreath 2005,
2016; Katmon et al. 2019). Firms utilize tangible resources, like
financial assets, and intangible ones, such as skills and knowl-
edge, to achieve competitive advantage (Barney 1981). Diversity
on boards enhances decision-making by introducing varied
perspectives (Rao and Tilt 2016), particularly in CSR, enabling
the evaluation of more alternatives compared to homogeneous
boards. The more diverse the perspectives, the higher the capa-
bility of the firms to adapt to new requirements or demands from
stakeholders, and thus contribute to the competitive advantage.

Based on the above arguments, several authors suggest thatboard
diversity has the potential to increase the effectiveness of the
BoD and thereby performance, including aspects such as NFI re-
porting (Barako and Brown 2008; Cucari et al. 2018; Fernandez-
Feijoo et al. 2014; Frias-Aceituno et al. 2013; Jizi 2017; Katmon
et al. 2019; I. Khan et al. 2021; Pucheta-Martinez et al. 2018; Rao
and Tilt 2016). Hence, we are going to specifically study differ-
ent compositions and BoD characteristics to see their influence
on NFI reporting.

2.1 | Independent Directors

One of the most studied characteristics of the BoD is the board
independence (Rao et al. 2012; Rao and Tilt 2016). Independent
directors are considered an important control mechanism of
management actions and ensure that shareholders’ goals are ac-
complished (Fama and Jensen 1983; A. Khan et al. 2013).

There are previous studies focusing on the link between inde-
pendent directors and CSR. Rao and Tilt (2016) indicate that
most studies linking board independence and CSR present a
positive relationship. This is due to mainly two arguments (Rao
and Tilt 2016): First, that outside directors tend to be more sen-
sitive to society's needs (Ibrahim and Angetidis 1995; Lorenzo
et al. 2009). The second argument is that independent directors
are more inclined toward compliance with the firm's responsible
behavior and the regulation because it will directly affect the
directors’ reputation (Lorenzo et al. 2009).

As Frias-Aceituno et al. (2013) highlights, the findings are in-
conclusive when the relationship studied is between indepen-
dent directors and disclosure (Hossain et al. 2017). Empirical
results still show a disagreement on the significance and sign
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of this relationship. We can find several studies that indicate
that there exists a positive influence from independent di-
rectors on CSR disclosures (Barako and Brown 2008; Cucari
et al. 2018; Rao et al. 2012). Cheng and Courtenay (2006) in-
dicate that higher proportions of independent directors en-
courage higher levels of voluntary disclosure and facilitate
engagement in CSR investments. Cucari et al. (2018) perform
a panel data analysis of Italian listed companies and find
that there is a positive effect of independent directors on the
level of CSR disclosure. Jizi et al. (2014) emphasize the role
of independent directors promoting not only the quantity but
also the quality of NFI information. Chouaibi et al. (2021)
and Pavlopoulos et al. (2017) indicate a positive impact on
the quality of integrated reports. Fahad and Rahman (2020)
also confirm a positive impact in Indian companies. On the
other hand, a negative relationship has been found in other
studies (Frias-Aceituno et al. 2013; Haniffa and Cooke 2005).
Frias-Aceituno et al. (2013) performed a panel data analysis of
a sample of multinational companies and the results indicate a
negative impact. Garcia-Sanchez, Aibar-Guzman, et al. (2022)
and Garcia-Sanchez, Minutiello, and Tettamanzi (2022) also
find a marginally negative effect. Other authors suggest no
significant impact of board independence on the quantity
(Giannarakis 2014; Hossain et al. 2017; Nurhayati et al. 2016;
Prado-Lorenzo and Garcia-Sanchez 2010), and on the qual-
ity of NFI reporting (Khan et al. 2021; Li et al. 2013; Omair
Alotaibi and Hussainey 2016).

Due to the mixed results found, there is a need for more stud-
ies. Agency theory argues that independent directors are more
effective in governing and monitoring management practices
(Khan et al. 2013). This is because they are less involved in
the execution of the company's operations, and the CEO has
less control over them (Jizi 2017), therefore, they have the ca-
pacity to force management to disclose CSR (Rao et al. 2012).
They are expected to be more objective (Frias-Aceituno
et al. 2013) when making decisions and more encouraging to-
ward long-term value maximizing activities and a higher level
of transparency (Cheng and Courtenay 2006). To ensure the
sustainability of the firm and to reduce information asymme-
try with different stakeholders, BoDs with higher proportions
of independent directors are expected to direct management
toward effective CSR initiatives and facilitate reporting on
them (Jizi 2017).

Consistent with the abovementioned arguments, we propose the
following hypotheses:

H1. Independent directors have a positive impact on the quan-
tity of NFI disclosed.

H2. Independent directors have a positive impact on the quality
of NFI disclosed.

2.2 | Proprietary Directors

There are two types of outside directors: independent and pro-
prietary (Garcia-Torea et al. 2017). As we have already seen, in-
dependent directors are one of the most studied components of
the BoD. Proprietary directors represent the owners of the firm,

the most important shareholders (Cabeza-Garcia et al. 2018;
Fuente et al. 2017).

We have not found much evidence on the role of proprietary
directors regarding NFI reports; thus, there is a need for more
studies. The only previous studies we have found studying this
relationship or similar variables are: Cabeza-Garcia et al. (2018),
Fuente et al. (2017), Garcia-Torea et al. (2017), Molinero-Diez
et al. (2022) and Prado Lorenzo et al. (2009).

Cabeza-Garcia et al. (2018) focus their study on the impact of
gender diversity on CSR reporting. They also go a step further
and classify if women are outside directors. However, they do not
specifically study the role of proprietary directors. The results
indicate that women as outside directors (in which proprietary
directors are included) have a positive impact on CSR report-
ing. Molinero-Diez et al. (2022) also focus on women, classifying
them into independent and proprietary directors. They find that
CSR (studied as a broad concept, not focusing on CSR reporting)
is driven by independent directors and not proprietary directors,
who focus more on economic performance and firm value.

Prado Lorenzo et al. (2009) found that proprietary directors have
no impact on the adoption of CSR reporting standards (specifi-
cally the GRI). However, Fuente et al. (2017) indicate that they
positively influence the GRI level, and Garcia-Torea et al. (2017)
find a positive impact of proprietary directors on the transpar-
ency of CSR reports.

We follow the idea that proprietary directors will be interested
in NFI disclosure because they worry about the image of the
firm as it will impact their reputation and their capital (Prado
Lorenzo et al. 2009). In other words, they are interested in the
long-term survival of the firm and in maintaining an entrepre-
neurial reputation that is strongly related to their own (Fuente
et al. 2017).

Also, outside directors are independent from CEOs (Cabeza-
Garcia et al. 2018). They tend to pay more attention to stake-
holders' interests and motivate firms to be more engaged in
sustainability and philanthropic endeavors (Ibrahim and
Angetidis 1995). Being independent from the CEO and having
knowledge of the outside world are especially significant char-
acteristics in CSR activities (Hafsi and Turgut 2013).

Based on these arguments, we expect that:

H3. Proprietary directors have a positive impact on the quan-
tity of NFI disclosed.

H4. Proprietary directors have a positive impact on the quality
of NFI disclosed.

2.3 | Women Directors

Previous studies have shown that the presence of gender
diversity on boards has positive effects in different vari-
ables such as sustainable development (Carvajal et al. 2022),
business transparency in energy matters (Garcia-Sanchez,
Enciso-Alfaro, and Garcia-Sadnchez 2024; Garcia-Sdnchez,
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Marin-Herndndez, et al. 2024), and biodiversity disclosures
(Haque and Jones 2020). However, the evidence shows mixed
results on the relationship between women on the BoD and
CSR reports. Giannarakis (2014) indicates that gender compo-
sition has been largely associated with financial performance,
but there is no satisfactory evidence of its relationship with
CSR reports.

Banno et al. (2021) perform a literature review of the relation-
ship between women on BoD and the disclosure of NFI. The
authors analyze 77 studies, of which 55 find a positive relation-
ship, 5 a negative relationship, 8 mixed results, and 9 no rela-
tionship. We can observe that, although most studies document
a positive impact (Velte 2022), consensus has not been reached
yet. Barako and Brown (2008), Garcia-Sanchez, Minutiello, and
Tettamanzi (2022), Katmon et al. (2019) and Rao et al. (2012)
find that there is a positive relationship between gender diver-
sity and the quantity of NFI disclosed. Barako and Brown (2008)
study Kenyan banks, whereas Rao et al. (2012) and Katmon
et al. (2019) study listed firms from Australia and Malaysia
respectively. These studies use cross-sectional data; however,
Frias-Aceituno et al. (2013) study the relationship with panel
data from 2008 to 2010 and also find a positive impact of women
directors on the quantity of integrated reports. Fernandez-Feijoo
et al. (2014) and Garcia-Sanchez, Marin-Hernandez, et al. (2024)
indicate that in countries with a higher proportion of boards of
directors with at least three women, the level of CSR reporting is
higher. Al-Shaer and Zaman (2016) also find a positive relation-
ship, but this time focused not on quantity but on the quality of
the NFI reporting. However, we find that the measurement for
quality that the authors use could be improved and more com-
plete. They only create an index that goes from 0 points if the
firm does not present a disclosure to the maximum points if the
firm has a report that has been verified by an external auditor,
thus leaving out many other aspects of the reports.

On the other hand, other studies find a negative impact (Cucari
et al. 2018; Muttakin et al. 2015). Cucari et al. (2018) with their
panel data study from 2011 to 2014 of Italian listed firms, show
a negative impact of women directors on the quantity of NFI re-
porting. Other authors find that women on board weaken CSR
disclosure in Indian companies (Fahad and Rahman 2020).

Giannarakis (2014) and Khan (2010) indicate that there is an in-
significant relationship between women's representation in the
board and CSR reporting.

Despite all the mixed evidence, which indicated the need for
more studies, there are reasons to believe that female participa-
tion on the BoD increases the probability of voluntary disclosure
and improves the ability of the board to provide better supervi-
sion of the firms' reporting (Katmon et al. 2019).

Some reasons involve the female characteristics. Prior liter-
ature suggests that women are more sensitive to society (Al-
Shaer and Zaman 2016; Fernandez-Feijoo et al. 2014) and to
non-profit activities (Pucheta-Martinez et al. 2018); they also
behave more ethically than male directors (Pucheta-Martinez
et al. 2018). Gibson (1995) indicates that women are often more
characterized by communal qualities, which include affection,
the ability to devote self to others, awareness of the feelings of

others, sympathy, or helpfulness among others. The commu-
nal qualities represent, in general, a concern with the welfare
of other people (Gibson 1995). Women have been socialized to
care for the needs of others and are closer to corporate respon-
sibility (Katmon et al. 2019). These female behavior patterns
are often associated with higher transparency (Frias-Aceituno
et al. 2013), especially regarding CSR issues (Prado-Lorenzo and
Garcia-Sanchez 2010).

Another aspect that might relate these two variables is the fe-
male leadership style. The literature regarding leadership style
distinguishes between democratic/participative versus auto-
cratic and transformational versus transactional. Democratic
leaders allow subordinates to participate in decision-making
(Eagly and Carli 2003; Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001).
Transformational leaders focus on the importance of social-
ization as well as providing attention and care to subordinates
(Taleb 2010). This leadership style also is future-oriented rather
than present-oriented (Eagly and Carli 2003). This type of lead-
ers “state future goals, develop plans to achieve those goals, and
innovate, even when their organization is generally successful”
(Eagly and Carli 2003, 815). Transactional leaders see their job
performance as a series of transactions with subordinates in
which rewards or punishments are exchanged for providing
their service or inadequate performance (Gibson 1995).

Female leaders tend to be more democratic and participative
than male leaders (Eagly and Carli 2003; Eagly and Johannesen-
Schmidt 2001; Gibson 1995; Taleb 2010). Also, they show a more
transformational leadership style (Eagly and Carli 2003; Eagly
and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001). According to some authors,
the female leadership style encourages CSR practices (Harjoto
et al. 2015; Landry et al. 2016; Set6-Pamies 2015). “female di-
rectors apply specific initiatives to obtain more democratic and
socially and environmentally committed firms [...], and act more
responsibly, according to cognitive, psychological and sociolog-
ical literature and, therefore, may encourage firms to disclose
CSR information.” (Pucheta-Martinez et al. 2018, 186). In other
words, they will increase the board's focus on CSR-related issues
(Hossain et al. 2017).

Other reasons involve the decision-making process. Women
bring heterogeneity to the board (Katmon et al. 2019; Pucheta-
Martinez et al. 2018). As we have seen, “in the context of
decision-making, a diverse board is more likely to provide a
better platform to share a wider range of opinions, beliefs, net-
works and backgrounds to balance the firm's financial and non-
financial objectives and address the demands of different groups
of stakeholders with conflicting needs” (Jizi 2017, 645). The
board will benefit from having different perspectives (Al-Shaer
and Zaman 2016; Rao and Tilt 2016) and more alternatives eval-
uated (Pucheta-Martinez et al. 2018), which will enhance the
quality of the discussions and decisions (Rao et al. 2012), and
this will likely be reflected in actions such as providing more and
better NFI to stakeholders (Katmon et al. 2019). As Jizi (2017)
indicates, gender diversity enhances the ability to answer effec-
tively to the firm's CSR obligations and report on them.

After indicating the need for more evidence to clarify this rela-
tion, and based on the arguments presented above, we test the
following hypotheses:
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Independent H1 (+)
directors

Proprietary
directors

Women
directors

Control variables:
Profitability

Size

Sector

FIGURE1 | Overview of research model.

H5. Women directors have a positive impact on the quantity of
NFI disclosed.

H6. Women directors have a positive impact on the quality of
NFI disclosed.

In the following image, Figure 1, we can see the research model
that will be tested.

3 | Methodology
3.1 | Sample

The sample of our research is composed of all the firms that
were part of the Ibex35 index at any point during the period
of 2015-2019. The Ibex35 index comprises the 35 most liquid
companies traded on the Spanish stock exchange, and it is rep-
resentative of the Spanish economic development (Odriozola
and Baraibar-Diez 2017). However, since the composition of the
index is revised every 6 months, firms may enter or exit the index
over time. During the selected period, a total of 40 unique firms
were included in the index at least once, and all of them were
incorporated into our sample.

We focus our analysis on the years 2015, 2017, and 2019, re-
sulting in a balanced panel of 120 firm-year observations
(40 firmsx 3years). These years were purposefully selected
to capture the impact of regulatory changes in Spain related
to the disclosure of NFI. In 2014, the European Union ad-
opted Directive 2014/95/EU; and Spain incorporated the EU
Directive with Royal Decree-Law 18/2017 and Law 11/2018.
This new regulatory framework required certain large com-
panies to disclose NFI related to environmental, social, and
employee matters, respect for human rights, anti-corruption,
and diversity. Specifically, 2017 marked the first year in
which NFI disclosure became mandatory for certain com-
panies. Thus, by selecting 2015, 2017, and 2019, we are able
to examine firm behavior before the regulation (2015), at the

Quantity of NFI

Quality of NFI

onset of its implementation (2017), and in a subsequent post-
implementation phase (2019). Although our study does not
aim to directly analyze the regulatory impact—an issue al-
ready addressed in prior research (Grueso-Gala and Camison-
Haba 2025)—we deliberately incorporate these years to ensure
that regulatory changes are reflected in our sample and con-
sidered in the broader interpretation of our results. This 2-year
lag that we introduced also helps to mitigate reverse causality,
a form of endogeneity. The NFI reports are published after the
end of the year. This means, for example, that the 2015 NFI re-
port was published in 2016. In our study, we analyze how the
composition of the 2015 board affects the 2015 NFI reports,
which were published in 2016. Therefore, reverse causality is
not possible since a 2016 report cannot retroactively affect the
composition of the board in 2015.

3.2 | Variables
3.2.1 | Dependent Variables

The dependent variables in our study are the quality and quan-
tity of NFI reporting.

To measure them, we adopted an index from Castilla-Polo and
Ruiz-Rodriguez (2021). For quality, we measure two aspects: rel-
evance and accuracy of the information. In Table 1, we can see
all the information that was collected to measure it. For quan-
tity, we considered some options applied by previous research-
ers, such as counting words (Lee 2017) or sentences (Al-Shaer
et al. 2017), but finally, they were discarded. By counting words
or sentences, there are many informative charts or figures that
would be ignored (Unerman 2000); thus, counting the number
of pages solves this matter. However, we did not count all of the
pages, and we excluded the non-informative images from the
count, as we will explain later after Table 2.

All the data needed was manually collected from the reports
found on the firm's website.
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TABLE1 | Variables for the quality index.
1D Variable Type Description
RE1 SR strategy D Explicit reference to sustainability in business strategy (broad sense or specific contents)
RE2 SR committee D Presence or absence of a sustainability committee within the organization
RE3 SR awards D Awards or recognitions related to sustainability performance (broad or specific aspects)
L1.1 GRI D Preparing the report in accordance with the GRI guidelines
L1.2 UN Global Compact D Adhering to the principles of the UN Global Compact
L1.3 AA1000 D Adoption of the standard
L1.4 ITFR D Using the International Integrated Reporting Framework (IIFR)
L1.5 Other standards D Adoption of any other sustainability standard
L2 Assurance D If the company has had any external assurance of the NFI

Abbreviation: D, dichotomous variable.
Source: Own elaboration.

TABLE 2 | Variables for the quantity index.
1D Variable Type Description
R1 Annual report D Absence (=0) or presence (=1) of annual reports in
which sustainability issues were disclosed
P1 Annual report: pages N Number of pages dedicated to content related to sustainability in this type of report
R2 Integrated report D Absence (=0) or presence (=1) of integrated reports in
which sustainability issues were disclosed
P2 Integrated report: pages N Number of pages dedicated to content related to sustainability in this type of report
R3 Sustainability report D Absence (=0) or presence (=1) of sustainability reports

P3  Sustainability report: pages N

Number of pages dedicated to content related to sustainability in this type of report

Abbreviations: D, dichotomous variable; N, numerical variable.
Source: Own elaboration.

3.2.1.1 | Quality Index.
follows:

The quality index was created as

2= Score from REi + Score fromLj
X 100

uality index = -
Quality @x) Maximum score

As we mentioned, we measure two aspects for the quality
index. In total, five variables were used: three variables for rel-
evance issues (RE1 to RE3) and two for liability concerns (L1
and L2). The maximum possible total score in each year was
9=RE1/RE2/RE3/L1.1/L1.2/L1.3/L1.4/L1.5/L2 (as they are
dichotomous variables). The variables related to the type of
standards followed were included separately in the index (L1.1,
L1.2, L1.3, L1.4, and L1.5) because, as Castilla-Polo and Ruiz-
Rodriguez (2021) indicate, it is not the same to follow one stan-
dard or more than one standard in quality terms. The quality
index is a percentage that indicates the quality level detected for

« 9 “,.

the company “a” in the year “x.

3.2.1.2 | Quantity Index. The quantity index, for the com-

pany “a” in the year “x” was created as follows:

Quantityindex, ,, = Z; Type of report (Ri) = Number of pages (Pi)

3.2.1.3 | Types of Report. We took into consideration dif-
ferent types of report as it is often the case that firms disclose
the information in more than just one document, or in more than
one format. Thus, we included in our count all the available reports
published on the firm's website that disclosed NFI: annual reports,
integrated reports, and other sustainability reports (GRI, corporate
governance reports, social reports, environmental reports...).

3.2.1.4 | Number of Pages. We wanted to be accurate
when counting the pages dedicated to NFI. Thus, we did
not include pages like the cover, the table of contents, the CEO
letter, other general or contextual information (‘about this
report’ section, history of the firm or business areas/divi-
sions), or information belonging to the financial statements.
As we mentioned earlier, the only way to include all the infor-
mative charts and figures of the report is by counting pages
and not counting words/sentences. However, in the reports
there are many non-informative images, which only serve as
decoration, and do not add any information about the topics.
By counting pages, we could be including them and not being
accurate with the actual amount of information disclosed.
Some firms focus on reporting just text, but others format
the document with many non-informative photos or big blank
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TABLE 3 | Control variables.

Control variable Description References
Profitability Return on assets (ROA) (Brammer and Pavelin 2008; Branco
and Rodrigues 2008; del Giudice and
Rigamonti 2020; Ortas et al. 2015)
Size Natural logarithm of total assets (TA) (Brammer and Pavelin 2008; Branco and
Rodrigues 2008; Ortas et al. 2015)
Sector Value of 1 if the firm belongs to (Kilian and Hennigs 2014;

environmentally sensitive industries

Niskala and Pretes 1995)

(ESI), and a value of 0 otherwise

spaces, which can lead to raising the number of pages signifi-
cantly: In some cases, they represent up to 40% of the exten-
sion of the reports included in our sample. To deal with this,
we corrected the total number of pages by subtracting a
percentage of each page according to the size of the image.
For example, if we found an image occupying half of a page,
we subtracted 50% of that page from the total count of pages.

3.2.2 | Independent Variables

In our study, the independent variables are independent direc-
tors, proprietary directors, and women directors. We measure
them as a percentage of the total members of the board. The data
about these variables were extracted manually from the corpo-
rate governance report of each firm for each year.

3.2.3 | Control Variables

We control for additional variables (Table 3) that are theoreti-
cally and empirically related to NFI reporting:

3.2.3.1 | Profitability. Financially healthy organiza-
tions can more easily fulfill their obligations (Brammer
and Pavelin 2008) and have more available resources to allocate
to this task. The firms' profitability or the levels of financial
performance are related to the levels of disclosure (Brammer
and Pavelin 2008; Branco and Rodrigues 2008; del Giudice
and Rigamonti 2020; Ortas et al. 2015). We downloaded from
the ORBIS database the return on assets (ROA) ratio of each
company for every year.

3.2.3.2 | Size. Organizational size is often proposed as a
determinant of sustainability disclosures (Ortas et al. 2015).
Large firms are more visible; hence they are subject to more
pressure and scrutiny from external groups (Brammer and Pav-
elin 2008; Branco and Rodrigues 2008; Ortas et al. 2015). Due
to this, large firms may pay special attention to sustain-
ability disclosure in order to demonstrate that their actions
are legitimate (Brammer and Pavelin 2008). This variable was
measured as a natural logarithm of total assets (TA). The infor-
mation about the TA of each company was downloaded from
the ORBIS database.

3.2.3.3 | Sector. The sector in which the company operates
has been studied as a driver of sustainability disclosures (Kilian

and Hennigs 2014; Niskala and Pretes 1995). Companies in sec-
tors that can potentially have a high impact on the environment
are considered to have greater pressures than companies in less
environmentally sensitive industries (ESI). Thus, the former com-
panies are more likely to disclose more sustainability informa-
tion than the latter. The sectors that are considered ESI, based on
prior literature (Branco and Rodrigues 2008; Djajadikerta and Tri-
reksani 2012; Kilian and Hennigs 2014; Morales-Raya et al. 2019;
Zeng et al. 2012), are: pharmaceutical; chemical; forestry, paper
and pulp mills; mining; oil and gas; steel and other metals; petro-
leum and plastic manufacturing; construction and building mate-
rials; electricity, gas distribution and water; transport; textile,
clothing and fur; and tourism. In our dataset, we assign a value
of 1 if the firm belongs to an ESI, and a value of 0 otherwise.

3.3 | Method

We built the database and then imported it into the software
RStudio for analysis. First, we summarize our sample data
with descriptive statistics. Second, we conducted a correlation
analysis to determine the relationship among the variables in
our study. Next, we performed a panel data analysis. Panel data
consists of repeated observations of a cross-section of compa-
nies over time. The use of this technique allows us to overcome
the limitations of the low explanatory capacity (Martinez-
Ferrero and Garcia-Sanchez 2017) of cross-sectional (different
companies in a period of time) and time series analyses (one
company for several periods). We employ three different meth-
ods of static panel data analysis to estimate our regression: the
pooled OLS, fixed effects (FE), and random effects (RE). To se-
lect which of the three is the best method for our model, we use
the Hausman test and the F-test. We also check for multicol-
linearity, heteroskedasticity, and autocorrelation.

4 | Results

4.1 | Descriptive Statistics

Table 4 reports the descriptive statistics of the dependent and
independent variables in our study. We have divided the re-
sults into the 3years of our sample to see the evolution of each

variable.

The mean of quality and quantity of NFI reporting increased
over the years, with page counts and quality scores showing
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TABLE 4 | Descriptive statistics.

2015 2017 2019
Variable Mean Min Max SD Mean Min Max SD Mean Min Max SD
Quantity 82.68 9.5 230.81 52.12  86.08 36.17 225.57 5249  98.98 16.03 373.07 68.63
Quality 58.61 0 88.89 1849  65.28 22.22 100 18.52  65.56 33.33 100 15.67

Independent 47.53 15.38 77.77 1472 48.53
directors (%)

Proprietary 29.96 0 7272 20.52  28.06
directors (%)

Women 18 0 41.66 1091  22.25
directors (%)

Sector 0.5 0 1 0.51 0.5
ROA 2.77 —20.92 16.26 591 4.31

Size 16.7 13.63 21.02 1.75 16.82

15.38 75 14.41 49.38 0 76.96 15.75
0 66.66 19.15 27.81 0 80 19.6
7.14 46.15 9.36 25.61 0 42.85 10.45
0 1 0.51 0.5 0 1 0.51

-0.12 16.09 4.22 2.06 —23.81 15.88 6.18

13.78 21.09 1.69 16.91 13.9 21.14 1.66

notable variation among firms. Independent directors com-
prised about 50% of BoDs, proprietary directors 30% (slightly
declining), and female directors rose from 18% in 2015 to 26%
in 2019. Regarding ROA, it has remained between 2% and 4%
more or less for the periods in our sample. Size, which is the
natural logarithm of TAs, has been quite constant every year.
Finally, sector is a dummy variable that indicates if a firm be-
longs to ESI or not. We can see that the values remain constant
over the 3years, as sector is a variable that is not commonly
changed in businesses.

4.2 | Correlation Analysis

Before Panel data analysis, Spearman correlation analysis was
performed to see the bivariate relationships among the vari-
ables (Table 5). Spearman correlation does not require normally
distributed variables (Schober et al. 2018). As our data does not
follow a normal distribution, Spearman correlation is indicated
instead of Pearson's correlation.

Women directors are positively associated with quantity and
quality. Nevertheless, independent directors and proprietary
directors present an insignificant relationship with the two de-
pendent variables.

There are also significant relationships among the three types
of directors: a negative association between independent and
proprietary directors; however, women are positively associated
with both independent and proprietary directors.

Regarding the control variables, sector is positively associated
with quantity. Size is significantly related to all the other vari-
ables: It presents a negative relationship with proprietary direc-
tors, sector, and ROA, and a positive relationship with all the
other variables.

The assumption of no perfect multicollinearity was tested by using
the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance. A VIF value
greater than 10 (O'Brien 2007; Thompson et al. 2017), or a tolerance

below 0.20 (O'Brien 2007; Thompson et al. 2017) indicates serious
collinearity problems. We can see in Table 5 that the VIF values
for the variables range from 1.073 to 3.190, and the tolerance from
0.313 to 0.932. We can conclude that there is no multicollinearity
concern among the input variables in our study.

4.3 | Regression

To select which of the three static panel data models—OLS,
FE and RE—is more appropriate, we run the F-test and the
Hausman test. The Hausman test is also used to detect endog-
eneity in regression models (Gullason 1998; Guo et al. 2018;
Patrick 2020; Qorraj et al. 2025). It examines if the regressor is
exogenous (uncorrelated with errors) or endogenous (correlated
with errors). If the null hypothesis is rejected, it indicates endog-
eneity. If the null hypothesis is not rejected, the REs (or OLS)
model is preferred since it is efficient and exogeneity is assumed.

We also check for autocorrelation and heteroskedasticity.

4.3.1 | Quantity Regression

F-test is used to determine which model is more appropriate be-
tween OLS and FE model. The null hypothesis is that all FE con-
stants are zero. The test results indicate that the F-test =(55,073;
p=1.685e-10). Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected; thus,
the FE model is selected.

To select between FE and RE we continue to use the Hausman
test (Hausman 1978). We test the null hypothesis that the RE
model is appropriate. The results (15,367; p=0.9088) show that
the null hypothesis is accepted, and also exogeneity is assumed.
Therefore, the findings of the RE model were considered for fur-
ther discussion below.

In the selected model, we check for autocorrelation issues. We
perform the Durbin-Watson (DW) test to detect serial cor-
relation. The null hypothesis of the test is that autocorrelation
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TABLE 6 | Regressions results using the RE models.

[~-] —
Dependent variable Quantity Quality
;C-’/ Independent variables  Coefficients Coefficients
*
~ — *8 Intercept —194.3527%* —0.0349
<t
cla' ) Independent directors 81.6364** 16.2439
;33 Proprietary directors 75.2371* 17.5086
™~ g
S 8|z Women directors 25.0135 20.6073*
S =15
-] = o}
N - Sector 49.5038%+* 0.918
= &
S % ROA 13,201%* ~0.1401
<
S ~ =8 Size 10.9409%* 2.5082*
R & 3|
S g S| s 2017 —0.3783 58,878**
n - g % |2
8 8 =z 2019 13.1596* 4.8322
S 2 afz
! S| N 120 120
< N R? 0.2009 0.1267
=2 9 8|:
S & g S = Wald X2 27.9106%** 16.1105**
= O S 3
< — £ I g ;i £ *p<0.10.
492 <o a2 **p <0.05.
s s 9 g E #5p <0.01.
' e
8
= ) ©| g does not exist in the model. The results of the DW test (18,645;
= Al S . . ..
% *9/ g g g Ef p=0.1893) indicate that the null hypothesis is accepted; thus,
o - ’flg g NG i‘g’ there are no serial correlation issues in this model.
~ — N = ')len o
3 n S 2 4=z
o .
[ S 9 7 2|2 We also aim to test the null hypothesis that there is no het-
g eroskedasticity in the model. We use the Breusch-Pagan test,
a o g a = ’g S which results (51,869; 1.981e-09) indicate that the null hypoth-
o
@ ® g ﬁ ? g B esis is rejected; thus, there is a heteroskedasticity issue in our
~ - S S 5 % % bl model. To deal with the heteroskedasticity problem, we obtain
* * =1
% g % 8 S 5l s heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors and their correspond-
S S § T 9 SEEE ing t values (Zeileis 2004). The robust REs model is provided in
e e 2 Table 6.
2
= <) S 3 & 3|t
3 © S S 2 2|3
. = S 5/ ;o/ S ;O/ 5 4.3.2 | Quality Regression
© g £ ¥ T fE |
S & 5§58 5|2
2 g S = g Qs The results of the F-test (3904; p=2.435e-07) and the Hausman
o o S .§ test (6.2596; p=0.2818) indicate that we should consider the RE
" s model as explained previously, and that exogeneity is assumed.
w = o § S The results of the DW test (19,238; p=0.2809) indicate that there
Q
22 8 g E g § — k= are no serial correlation issues in this regression. Although the
9 :':E g = § ‘8’ 2 ‘g kS % 8 8 g Breusch-Pagan test (21,412; 0.0015) indicates that the null hy-
}g =t 5 8« i3] % é" 5 é B K~ § pothesis is rejected, thus we confirm there is a heteroskedastic-
E |7 A= A S 5 ity issue in our model. The robust regression results are provided
~§ 2 2 in Table 6.
= S
S) < ) ~ a a olf=
S | = g .
= | 5 ¢'74 g &3 g 55 ﬁ 2 4.3.3 | Regression Results
g .s o (] e =] o o 8
s | & = . .
i & In the following table we can see the results for both regressions
f B el < T 08 @ f (quality and quantity) using the RE models. We provide the ro-
w |7 b = 8 =2 2 3|5 bust REs models, where the heteroskedasticity issue is solved.
=]
= «
) : 4
I ] g According to the results, independent directors have a posi-
< |Z|~ & o <+ n o ~ o3 . R . .
= Z tive significant effect on the quantity of reporting (8=75.83;
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p<0.10); however, it does not show a significant relationship
with quality. In accordance, H1 is accepted and H2 is rejected.
Prior literature also presented a positive relationship of indepen-
dent directors on the quantity of NFI (Barako and Brown 2008;
Cucari et al. 2018; Rao et al. 2012), but no significant relation-
ship on the quality of the disclosure (Khan et al. 2021). Moving
to proprietary directors, we find the same results as with inde-
pendent directors. There is a positive significant effect on quan-
tity (8=73.90; p<0.10), but insignificant on quality. Thus, H3
is accepted, which is in line with Cabeza-Garcia et al. (2018),
Fuente et al. (2017) and Garcia-Torea et al. (2017); and H4 re-
jected, as there is no significant effect, which was also indicated
previously by Prado Lorenzo et al. (2009).

When it comes to the effect of women directors, we find the op-
posite results: The effect on quantity is insignificant; however,
we find a positive relationship with the quality of the reporting
(8=31.03; p<0.05). Hence, H5 is rejected but H6 is accepted.
These results are in line with prior studies indicating the in-
significant effect of women on the quantity of NFI disclosure
(Giannarakis 2014; Khan 2010) and a positive effect on the qual-
ity (Al-Shaer and Zaman 2016; Katmon et al. 2019).

5 | Discussion & Conclusion

The BoD is a key element in taking decisions regarding the
firm's strategy. Many authors indicate that the composition of
the BoD has an influence on the CSR and CSR reports, as they
emanate from it (Afeltra et al. 2022). This study aims to deepen
the knowledge on the impact that certain BoD characteristics
have on the quantity and quality of NFI reports. Specifically, we
study independent, proprietary, and women directors. We exam-
ine firms in the Ibex-35 index, which is the main national and
international reference of the Spanish Stock Exchange.

The panel data analysis reveals the following results.
Independent directors present a positive and significant influ-
ence on the quantity of NFI, which is in line with previous stud-
ies such as Barako and Brown (2008), Cucari et al. (2018) and
Rao et al. (2012). Proprietary directors also seem to have a pos-
itive significant effect on the quantity of NFI, matching previ-
ous studies too, for example, Cabeza-Garcia et al. (2018), Fuente
et al. (2017) and Garcia-Torea et al. (2017).

We expected these results because, as we argued earlier, inde-
pendent and proprietary directors are inclined to comply with
the firm's CSR and regulation because it will affect their reputa-
tion (Lorenzo et al. 2009), and in the case of proprietary direc-
tors, it will also affect their capital (Prado Lorenzo et al. 2009).

Another surprising finding is that, although independent and
proprietary directors have a positive influence on quantity, they
seem not to have any significant effect on the quality of the re-
port. These could be due to different reasons. As indicated by
Lorenzo et al. (2009), outside directors will be keen on comply-
ing with the firm's CSR and regulation, because it will directly
impact their reputation. CSR reports have been voluntary since
their beginnings and nowadays it still remains like that in many
countries around the world (Yang et al. 2021). However, in the
last decade, there have been some changes in the European

context (Garcia-Sanchez et al. 2023; Mazzotta et al. 2020),
which affect the Spanish firms that we include in our study. The
EU Directive 2014/95/UE was incorporated in Spain with the
Royal Decree-Law 18/2017 and the Law 11/2018. The Directive
requires firms to report information on six topics: environmen-
tal; social; employee matters; respect for human rights; anti-
corruption; and bribery matters. Firms are required to report on
these topics; however, other aspects such as following a reporting
framework/standard (like the Global Reporting Initiative [GRI]
or the Integrated Reporting [IR] framework) or the verification
by independent assurance providers are optional. Many authors
(Al-Shaer and Zaman 2016; Avram et al. 2019; Garcia-Sanchez
et al. 2019; Odriozola and Baraibar-Diez 2017) consider that
these optional aspects are related to the quality of the report, as
they are usually included as items in the quality measurements
in their studies (as we also do in this study). This is due to the
fact that following a certain reporting standard or assuring the
content of the report enhances comparability, reliability, accu-
racy, and clarity (Castilla-Polo and Ruiz-Rodriguez 2021).

To improve the quality of the report, following these practices
is a costly and time-consuming task. Being verified by an exter-
nal assurer will bring economic costs to the firm, and disclos-
ing according to a specific standard will require the firm to go
through a learning process in order to adapt the report to the re-
quirements. Thus, this process will also cost time and economic
efforts.

As these aspects are not mandatory by law, independent and
proprietary directors might want to save the firm's resources
(Prado Lorenzo et al. 2009). They might just focus on complying
with the legal requirements (disclose information about the six
topics we have mentioned). Not complying with the law would
have a negative impact on the directors' reputation; therefore,
they have a positive impact on the quantity of NFI. However, not
providing more quality will not harm their reputation, as it is a
voluntary aspect of the law, and it will also save economic and
time resources for the firm.

Another possible explanation of why outside directors do not
have a significant effect on the quality of NFI is explained by
Dwekat et al. (2021) and Fuente et al. (2017). As they are outside
directors and are considered external professionals, they might
“not know the company perfectly and have a lack of suitable
training in social and environmental issues that do not tradi-
tionally comprise their responsibilities” (Fuente et al. 2017, 747).
As Dwekat et al. (2021) indicate, independent directors could be
more concerned with corporate financials than CSR or may not
have enough experience and knowledge to improve CSR.

We also find with our analysis the effect of women directors on
NFIreporting: They have a positive impact on the quality, but they
do not show a significant relationship with the quantity of NFI.
Previous literature studying the effect of women in the BoD on the
quantity and the quality of CSR reports shows the same conclu-
sions: no significance on quantity (Giannarakis 2014; Khan 2010),
but a positive effect on quality (Al-Shaer and Zaman 2016).

These findings could be explained by the above-mentioned female
leadership style. We saw that women tend to have a transforma-
tional leadership style, and men are associated with a transactional
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style (Eagly and Carli 2003; Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt 2001;
Gibson 1995; Taleb 2010). Transformative style is future oriented,
and these leaders tend to innovate even when the firms is gener-
ally successful (Eagly and Carli 2003). On the other hand, transac-
tional leadership is based on a system of reward and punishment
(Gibson 1995). This style is also more present oriented.

We believe that the drivers to improve the quantity and quality of
NFI information could be related to the leadership styles. As we
have mentioned earlier, regulation on NFI disclosure has specified
the aspects that firms must provide information about; thus, it in-
creases the quantity of information that firms will have to disclose.
A transactional leader will worry about complying with the law
as they do not want to be punished for inadequate performance.
There are other aspects such as the use of standards for reporting
and the external assurance of the reports which have been consid-
ered voluntary by the law. Thus, there is no reward nor punishment
for these aspects. Following this idea, a transactional leader would
not demonstrate interest in them as they are voluntary; on the con-
trary, transformational leaders would do. Even when the organiza-
tion is already successful (which we can understand in this case as
disclosing all the NFI that the law requires), this type of leader will
be future-oriented and will consider the voluntary aspects that
could increase the quality of the information disclosed. To sum
up, the female transformational leadership style could explain the
positive impact that women have on the quality of the NFI reports,
and the non-significant relationship with the quantity. In line with
these results, previous articles indicate that female leadership style
encourages CSR practices (Harjoto et al. 2015; Landry et al. 2016;
Pucheta-Martinez et al. 2018; Set6-Pamies 2015).

Our results are relevant for researchers in different ways. We
contribute to clarifying the relationship between certain types/
characteristics of directors (independent, proprietary, and
women directors) and the NFI reports. Independent and women
directors were largely studied but still presented mixed results.
Also, we have found only a small body of literature focusing on
proprietary directors and their impact on NFI reporting. Thus,
we contribute to deepening the knowledge on this topic.

Although literature about the BoD has focused on the impact
on the quantity of NFI, studies regarding the quality are scarce.
Hence, we also provide more insights about this matter, measur-
ing and including both concepts: quantity and quality.

Our study makes a methodological contribution as well.
Previous authors indicated that longitudinal studies are needed
to provide more insight into the changes across time on CSR an-
nual reports (Khan 2010). As indicated in the review by Banno
et al. (2021) and Rao and Tilt (2016) most of the studies use cross-
sectional data; hence, they might have more difficulties finding
causality between the BoD composition and the firm's perfor-
mance. Therefore, we perform a panel data analysis, which can
overcome the limitations of cross-sectional studies (Martinez-
Ferrero and Garcia-Sanchez 2017).

The results also have important implications for practitioners and
policymakers. Even when this was not one of our aims, our find-
ings are useful to set the criteria for the best composition of the
BoD that can support the firm's strategic objectives. The results
show the importance of the CG when it comes to emphasizing one

or another dimension of information transparency. To improve
not only the quantity, but also the quality of NFI, they need to be
aware of the role that the different types of directors play in the
BoD and take this into account for the composition of the board in
each firm. The findings suggest that firms aiming to increase the
volume of their NFI disclosures—perhaps to enhance transpar-
ency or meet regulatory benchmarks—should consider strength-
ening the presence of independent and proprietary directors on
their boards. However, if the strategic objective is to improve the
quality, depth, or credibility of these disclosures, increasing the
representation of women directors may be more effective.

From a policy perspective, these insights are highly relevant for
legislators who should take into account the different contribu-
tions that board members can make. If the policy goal is not only
to encourage firms to disclose more NFI, but also to disclose it
better, regulators and public agents should consider differentiated
strategies. For instance, legislative initiatives or corporate gover-
nance recommendations could promote board diversity not only
in terms of independence but also gender. Regulatory incentives
or recommendations could be designed to encourage the appoint-
ment of women directors, especially in roles connected to sustain-
ability or reporting oversight. The political agreement reached in
the European Union in 2022 to impose a gender quota of at least
33% among all directors by 2026 (European Commission Press
Release 2022) represents an important step in this direction.

For further research, we suggest combining directors’ charac-
teristics (Dwekat et al. 2021) while looking for a moderating
effect between the variables. For example, instead of just ana-
lyzing independent directors as a homogeneous group, it could
be enriching for the literature to check if there are different im-
pacts when considering their experience, gender, age, or other
characteristics of the director. In other words, study if there are
differences between women and men independent directors, or
classify them with respect to their age or their previous experi-
ence. This could be applied not only to independent directors but
also to other types of directors.

Finally, we are aware that this study is not without limitations.
We have considered just one country: We include in our sam-
ple only Spanish firms. Also, the quantity and quality index we
used, although we relied on previous literature (Castilla-Polo
and Ruiz-Rodriguez 2021), might affect the results obtained as
they are constrained to this research design.
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