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A B S T R A C T

The Directive 2014/95/EU imposes new requirements regarding the disclosure of non-financial information
(NFI). The aim of this paper is to analyse the NFI disclosed by Spanish listed companies. This is a pioneering
study in Spain, since it was conducted during the first year in which NFI disclosure was mandatory, accord-
ing to the requirements of the Spanish adaptation of Directive. We determine whether decisions on NFI
reporting adopted in this respect (i.e. to do so within the management report or as a separate sustainability
report) depend on the company’s characteristics. In addition, we consider whether the content of such
reports differs significantly. Findings show that some Spanish companies do not disclose mandatory NFI.
Larger and more profitable companies, which belong to specific sectors and have a sustainability commit-
tee, are more likely to disclose this information in a sustainability report. The contents of management and
sustainability reports present significant differences.

©2022 ASEPUC. Published by EDITUM - Universidad de Murcia. This is an open access article under the
CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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La información no financiera en España. Los efectos de la adopción de la
Directiva de la UE de 2014

R E S U M E N

La Directiva 2014/95/UE impone nuevos requisitos en cuanto a la divulgación de información no financiera
(IFN). El objetivo de este trabajo es analizar la IFN divulgada por las empresas cotizadas españolas. Se trata
de un estudio pionero en España, ya que se realizó durante el primer año en el que la divulgación de IFN
era obligatoria, según los requisitos de la adaptación española a la mencionada Directiva. Determinamos
si las decisiones sobre la presentación de la información no financiera adoptadas al respecto (es decir,
hacerlo dentro del informe de gestión o como un informe de sostenibilidad independiente) dependen
de las características de la empresa. Además, estudiamos si el contenido de dichos informes difiere
significativamente. Los resultados muestran que algunas empresas españolas no divulgan la información
no financiera obligatoria. Las empresas más grandes y rentables, que pertenecen a sectores específicos
y que tienen un comité de sostenibilidad, son más propensas a divulgar esta información en un informe
de sostenibilidad. Los contenidos de las memorias de gestión y de sostenibilidad presentan diferencias
significativas.
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1. Introduction

The European Union gave a strong impulse to the disclos-
ure of non-financial and diversity information with the pro-
mulgation of Directive 2014/95/EU of the European Parlia-
ment and the Council (EU, 2014a)1. This EU initiative is sig-
nificant for three main reasons. Firstly, it contributes to cor-
porate information transparency, highlighting the impact of
organisations’ activities in areas such as the environment, so-
ciety, corruption and human rights (Yu, 2008; Husted, 2015).
Secondly, the requirement to publish non-financial and di-
versity information produces a strategic effect by improving
organisations’ communication with their stakeholders (Fon-
seca, 2010; Miska et al., 2013; Maroun, 2017). Finally, the
company’s analysis of its impact on society and its identific-
ation of the risks to sustainability, when appropriately acted
upon, can make a significant contribution to long-term eco-
nomic growth (Kolk, 2003; Morhardt, 2010; Spanish Min-
istry of Employment and Social Security, 2014).

Directive 2014/95/EU imposes new requirements regard-
ing the disclosure of non-financial information (NFI) and of
information on diversity. It applies to Public Interest Entit-
ies (PIEs) with more than 500 employees, which according
to the Commission means it will affect around 6,000 com-
panies and business groups (EU, 2014b). In this paper, we
analyse only the question of compliance with the NFI aspect
of the Directive, but it should be noted that a description of
the organisation’s diversity policy is required to be published
in the corporate governance statement.

According to this Directive, PIEs must publish a “Non-
financial statement”. One of the most interesting points
of the Directive is the mandatory publication of NFI either
within the management report or within a separate report. In
other words, the Directive stipulates the NFI that compan-
ies must publish but does not specify the report in which it
should be disclosed or require a standard publication format.
We believe it is important to examine why companies decide
to include this information in one report or the other, in or-
der to establish the communication strategies followed, tak-
ing into account both purely financial issues and aspects re-
lated to the way in which NFI is presented. Exploring the
communication of NFI could help us to understand how com-
panies use corporate documents to communicate with stake-
holders in a transparent manner (Merkl-Davies & Brennan,
2017). Accordingly, this empirical study focuses on the dif-
ferent types of reports in which companies publish the NFI
required by Directive 2014/95/EU, and the scope of this pub-
lication, seeking to highlight the crucial role played by com-
munication strategies in informing stakeholders (Matsumoto
et al., 2011; Brennan et al., 2013). The wide range of stake-
holders involved can make that presenting the information
was a complex process, requiring careful definition of issues
such as the volume of information provided and the graphics
and images to be included.

Spain is an interesting case for study because Spanish com-
panies achieve high scores in various sustainability indexes
(García-Sánchez et al., 2011; KPMG, 2011; KPMG, 2015;
Garrido-Miralles et al., 2016; Ortiz & Marín, 2017; Tarquinio
et al., 2018; Sierra-García et al., 2018). According to KPMG
(2015), 85% of the Spanish companies analysed published
sustainability reports, in comparison to the global average
of 73%. Considering these considerations, we believe it is
useful to examine how Spanish listed companies provide this
information and to detail their communication strategies.

1This Directive modifies Directive 2013/34/EU.

In brief, the aim of this paper is to analyse the NFI disclosed
by Spanish listed companies and their reporting strategies,
focusing on the first NFI reports disclosed in Spain in ac-
cordance with the requirements of the Spanish adaptation
of the Directive 2014/95/EU. These reports, which refer to
December 2017 and were made available from early 2018,
provide information on business policies regarding the dis-
closure of NFI. As part of our analysis of communication
strategies, we examined whether companies disclosed NFI
as part of the management report (MR) or within a separ-
ate sustainability report (SR). According to legitimacy theory,
the means of communication employed for information dis-
closure is determined, at least in part, by the nature of the
message (Branco & Rodrigues, 2008). In the present case,
one of the purposes of the communication is to help legitim-
ise the company’s actions before its stakeholders (Nurunnabi
et al., 2011; Rodríguez-Gutiérrez et al., 2013). Furthermore,
we analysed differences between MRs and SRs in terms of
length, tables, graphics, photos and infographics.

The results obtained from this empirical study, performed
using logistic and multilogistic regressions, show that some
Spanish companies do not disclose NFI and the likelihood of
disclosing NFI is higher among larger companies that operate
in specific sectors. Larger companies, belonging to a specific
sector, and which have a sustainability committee, are more
likely to disclose NFI in a SR. On the other hand, compan-
ies that are more profitable are more likely to reveal NFI in
the MR. The contents of MRs and SRs present significant dif-
ferences regarding document length, tables, graphics, photos
and infographics.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. After this
introduction, we describe the context of this research. The
following sections present an empirical study, showing the hy-
potheses proposed, the sample considered, and the method
applied. The next section shows the results of our empirical
study. The final section presents the main conclusions drawn.

2. Research context

The first major EU initiative to promote the disclosure of
NFI was Directive 2003/51/EU (2003), which emphasised
the need to analyse environmental and social aspects of busi-
ness performance to clarify companies’ development, per-
formance and position. In 2011, another important expan-
sion of NFI reporting in Europe took place with the public-
ation of the Communication on the Single Market Act (EU,
2011), which referred to investors’ need for more informa-
tion with respect to social and environmental corporate in-
formation. Nevertheless, companies located in EU Member
States still provided most of the non-financial and diversity in-
formation voluntarily (Wyatt & Frick, 2010; EU, 2011; Ortiz
& Marín, 2014; KPMG, 2017).

Perhaps the most important step taken in Europe to ad-
vance the disclosure of NFI in corporate reporting was the
publication of EU Directive 2014/95/EU (EU, 2014). This
document focused on the reporting of impacts and risks, and
required all large PIEs to publish a non-financial statement
with information relevant to the environment, society, meas-
ures to combat corruption and bribery, labour issues, hu-
man rights and diversity. In each of these areas, the PIE
should describe the policy pursued, its outcomes (including
due diligence processes implemented), the most important
sustainability-related risks identified, and key performance
indicators.

The new rules and requirements promote transparency
and are in line with international best practices of corpor-



M.-A. García-Benau, H.-M. Bollas-Araya, L. Sierra-García / Revista de Contabilidad Spanish Accounting Review 25 (1)(2022) 3-15 5

ate reporting. The disclosure items stipulated in Direct-
ive 2014/95/EU are in line with Global Reporting Initiat-
ive (GRI) standards, which place a strong emphasis on the
concept of materiality, to ensure that stakeholders play a sig-
nificant role in assessing this question.

Directive 2014/95/EU demands that PIEs publish a “Non-
financial statement”, addressing the following areas: envir-
onmental and social issues, employment, respect for human
rights and measures to combat corruption and bribery (Arts.
19a and 29a). This NFI reveals the sustainability risks facing
a company, and its communication is expected to enhance
confidence among stakeholders, as well as benefiting corpor-
ate performance (Hernández, 2017). According to the Dir-
ective, these elements should be presented in the manage-
ment statement or elsewhere, and if not provided, the reas-
ons for this should be explained. In 2017, the European Com-
mission published a Communication providing guidelines on
the presentation of high-quality NFI (Brammer & Pavelin,
2008; EU, 2017), setting out the following key principles:
the material disclosed must be fair, balanced and under-
standable; comprehensive but concise; strategic and for-
ward looking; stakeholder-orientated; and consistent and co-
herent. Moreover, according to Directive 2014/95/EU, in-
ternational recommendations in this respect, such as the
UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights, ISO
26000, the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises,
the Global Reporting Initiative and EU Eco-Management and
Audit Scheme, should be followed.

Under EU rules, Directive 2014/95/EU should have been
transposed into the national legislation of the Member States
by 6 December 2016, so that European companies would
publish their first non-financial reports referring to the fin-
ancial year starting in 2017. However, the Directive was
transposed into Spanish law by Royal Decree-Law 18/2017
of 24 November 2017, that is, almost one year after the stipu-
lated deadline. Consequently, Spanish companies have only
published the new EU requirements since 2018 (referring to
the information available at 31 December 2017). The Direct-
ive required PIEs, public limited companies and private lim-
ited companies, in every case employing at least 500 workers,
to provide the necessary information. In general terms, the
Spanish adaptation is in line with the provisions of the EU
Directive, and contains no additional requirements (Hernán-
dez, 2017).

However, although this paper is focused on Royal Decree-
Law 18/2017 of 24 November 2017, it is important to
point out that in late 2018, new legislation was passed (Act
11/2018, published in the Spanish Official Gazette on 29
December 2018), requiring the provision of new information
on non-financial issues and on diversity. This Act amended
the Code of Commerce, Corporation Law and Audit Law, and
produced major changes in how Spanish companies operate.
It came into force on the day after publication (i.e. 30 Decem-
ber 2018) and therefore affected the data for the fiscal year
starting 1 January 2018, which are reported from the start
of 2019. The impact of these changes will also be felt bey-
ond Spain’s borders, since they impose new requirements
concerning NFI disclosure and constitute a benchmark in
European legislation in this respect. Specifically, the Act ex-
pands the scope of regulatory requirements, affecting all com-
panies with more than 250 employees. It imposes mandatory
external assurance by an independent provider. It broadens
the content to be reported to include tax payments and issues
of diversity related to the wage gap. Finally, it obliges com-
panies to disclose NFI online within six months of year-end
and to maintain its availability for five years. These NFI dis-

closure strategies currently followed by Spanish companies
foreshadow the changes soon to be adopted in line with the
requirements of the EU Directive.

Before the EU Directive was adopted, some legislative ini-
tiatives were taken in Spain to foster the disclosure of NFI,
but with little success (Archel et al., 2011). For example,
Sustainable Economy Act 2/2011 (2011) was intended to
achieve a significant advance in the field of sustainability
(Luque-Vilchez & Larrinaga, 2016) but little real implementa-
tion was achieved. Nevertheless, in response to stakeholders’
demands, there has been some progress in the provision of
information on the impact of corporate activities (Moneva
& Llena, 1996; Moser & Martin, 2012). Thus, in 2014, the
Ministry of Employment and Social Security approved the
“Spanish Strategy on Corporate Social Responsibility Prac-
tices 2014-2010” aimed at promoting responsible practices
in companies and in public agencies. This Strategy document
recommended compliance with the OECD (2011) guidelines
for multinational enterprises.

3. Theoretical background and literature review

Although the question of corporate social responsibility
(CSR) has aroused great interest in recent years (Muttakin
& Khan, 2014), significant heterogeneity remains in the way
in which companies publish NFI (Fathi, 2013). Nevertheless,
in most cases, they provide this information in a document
termed “Sustainability Report” (Davis & Searcy, 2010; Mio &
Venturelli, 2013; Muhammad et al., 2013).

It has been argued that the communication of NFI helps
develop an equitable relationship between the company and
its stakeholders (Coombs & Holladay, 2012). However, ac-
cording to Ali et al. (2017), who conducted a literature re-
view of the determinants of sustainability disclosure, there
is no generally accepted theory in this respect. Most of the
studies considered use a specific theory or a combination of
theories to explain the determinants/motivations of sustain-
ability disclosure (de Villiers & van Staden, 2011; de Klerk &
de Villiers, 2012; Cho et al., 2015). In our opinion, the stra-
tegic behaviour of companies with regard to questions of sus-
tainability could be accounted for in the context of standard
approaches such as legitimacy theory or stakeholder theory.
The last one was introduced by Freeman (1984), who argued
that companies bear a responsibility towards a wide range of
stakeholders, not just those traditionally considered. In this
respect, May (2011) and Bartlett & Devin (2011) developed
approaches to explain how and why companies communicate
with their stakeholders, observing that most companies wish
to demonstrate their commitment to sustainability and other
social values related to stakeholders’ interests. An alternat-
ive approach is to address the question of corporate commu-
nication as a quest for legitimacy (Deegan, 2002; Lanis &
Richardson, 2012). According to legitimacy theory, a com-
pany generates a nexus of contracts, which align corporate
values with those of society (Archel et al., 2009). Thus, an or-
ganisation might perform sustainability-oriented activities in
order to retain or acquire legitimacy (Fernando & Lawrence,
2014) or to obtain and maintain its resources (Oliver, 1991).

Various studies have analysed the communication of NFI
(Lim & Greenwood, 2017; Kollat & Farache, 2017). In this
respect, Morsing & Schultz (2006) presented interesting the-
oretical advances, identifying three types of communication
strategies that companies use with their stakeholders: “one-
way symmetric”, “two-way asymmetric” and “two-way sym-
metric” (Block et al., 2015; Liao et al., 2017; Hossain et al.,
2018). Subsequently, Ziek (2009) added empirical research
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to this theoretical foundation, in order “to make sense of cor-
porate social responsibility communication”.

In the present paper, we focus on the first of these
strategies, also termed the stakeholder information strategy,
choosing not to discuss communication in terms of dialogue
with stakeholders, since the information available for ana-
lysis is still very recent and there has been little or no re-
sponse from stakeholders yet. However, some interesting pa-
pers have been published in this area, suggesting possibilities
for future research (Dhanesh, 2015; Investis, 2015; Yang &
Liu, 2017; Correa et al., 2018; Suárez-Rico et al., 2018).

Evidently, the information needs of different stakehold-
ers are not the same. Thus, certain stakeholder groups will
be particularly interested in specific types of NFI. Acknow-
ledging this reality, annual reports are usually intended for in-
vestors, sustainability/CSR reports address the broader pub-
lic, integrated reports are of particular interest to sharehold-
ers and combined reports target issues considered relevant
to employees (see Dawkins, 2004).

The transposition of Directive 2014/95/EU to the context
of each EU Member State provides a useful opportunity to ex-
amine the strategies adopted in different countries regarding
their commitment to sustainability. Nevertheless, despite the
relevance and timeliness of this topic, very few research stud-
ies have analysed the impact of the Directive’s requirements
on European companies to date. Among them, Venturelli et
al. (2017) focused on Italian companies to analyse the level
of NFI and diversity disclosure, and concluded that an import-
ant information gap remains to be addressed, even among
large entities. Matuszak & Rozanska (2017) focused in Pol-
ish listed companies to investigate the extent and quality of
CSR reporting, and observed that companies are still not com-
pliant with the EU requirements and put little emphasis on in-
formation regarding human rights and anti-corruption meas-
ures. Sierra-García et al. (2018) focused on the Spanish
IBEX-35 index (the benchmark stock market index in Spain),
and found that the business sector in which companies oper-
ate largely determines their level of regulatory compliance.
Mion & Loza (2019) conducted a content analysis of the sus-
tainability reporting practices of Italian and German compan-
ies in the top lists of stock exchanges and demonstrated that
the quality of sustainability reporting increased after imple-
mentation of the Directive. They also found that obligation
of non-financial disclosure, company size and industry type
affected sustainability reporting quality. Tiron et al. (2019)
focused on Romanian companies and evidenced a slight in-
creasing in NFI disclosure, after the entry into force of the
Directive. Their results also showed that the size of the com-
pany, its performance and the industry sector in which it op-
erates are the main factors influencing the level of disclosure.
Aureli et al. (2020) compared the transposition of Directive
among several countries and showed that despite their com-
mon points; in some instances, such convergence was just
apparent.

3.1. Development of hypotheses

The Directive 2014/95/EU required European companies
to publish non-financial information. This is a pioneering
study in analysing what factors influence NFI reporting since
it is mandatory in Spain. As far as we know, only Mion &
Loza (2019) focusing on Italian and German companies and
Tiron et al. (2019) focusing on Romanian companies de-
veloped similar works in a mandatory context. Nonetheless,
previous works have studied what factors influence voluntary
CSR/sustainability reporting.

One of the most analysed factors is industry. Numerous
studies have reported that the business sector in which a com-
pany operates is significantly associated with its level of social
and environmental information disclosure (Fernandez-Feijoo
et al., 2014; Fortanier et al., 2011; Kolk & Perego, 2010;
among others). According to the legitimacy theory, com-
panies operating in sensitive business sectors, that is, with
high social and/or environmental impacts, are more visible
to the public and, consequently, they have a greater need to
demonstrate that they are socially responsible and to legitim-
ise their role in society (Fernandez-Feijoo et al., 2015). As
consequence, they often publish more detailed NFI (Simnett
et al., 2009). According to the stakeholder theory, companies
from different sectors report on CSR in accordance to their
stakeholders’ expectations (Sweeney & Coughlan 2008; Re-
verte 2009). Thus, levels of stakeholder pressure in this re-
spect determines the degree of NFI disclosure (Brammer &
Pavelin, 2008; Fortanier et al., 2011).

Previous research works also considered listing status as a
determinant to disclose NFI (Haniffa & Cooke, 2005). In line
with legitimacy theory, publicly listed companies can be more
actively engaged in sustainability practices in order to obey
to certain regulations, adopt good practice by competitors,
and/or to accomplish with stakeholder pressure (Dowling &
Pfeffer, 1975).

We took into account that, in line with the legitimacy the-
ory, the existence of a sustainability committee could increase
the control to mitigate social and environmental risks and
to manage perception of firms’ NFI practice (Rodrigue et al.,
2013; Kend, 2015; Law Chapple et al., 2017; Merkl-Davies
& Brennan, 2017).

We also considered the use of the GRI framework, since it is
the most used standard to prepare sustainability reports. Ac-
cording to KPMG (2017), 74% of the Global 250 companies
follow GRI. From the point of view of the stakeholder theory,
the presence of the dominant shareholder is positively associ-
ated with the adoption of the GRI guidelines (Prado-Lorenzo
et al., 2009).

Moreover, we took into consideration assurance given that,
in some countries, it is required in order to enhance the reli-
ability and credibility of the information presented (Simnett
et al., 2009; Kolk & Perego, 2010; Mock et al., 2013; Junior et
al., 2014; De Beelde & Tuybens, 2015). Assurance corrobor-
ates the quality of the information disclosed (AccountAbility,
2008a, 2008b, 2011; Manetti & Becatti, 2009; IAASB, 2013;
Cho et al., 2014; GRI, 2014; Gürtürk & Hahn, 2016; Boiral
et al., 2019). The assurance process has an important role
in establishing legitimacy (O’Dwyer et al., 2011), and it is a
necessary tool for satisfying the social demands that ensure
the survival of an organisation (Martínez-Ferrero & García-
Sánchez, 2017).

Other determinant of information disclosure generally
taken is company size (Patten, 2002). According to the legit-
imacy theory, large companies have a higher political visibil-
ity, so they are expected to engage more heavily in a legitim-
ating behaviour (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). From the stake-
holder theory perspective, larger companies are subject to
greater pressure from stakeholders; hence, they are expected
to report more fully on non-financial issues in order to meet
users’ needs. Moreover, most own higher-grade information
systems, which ease information disclosure and creation of
corporate reports (Tagesson et al., 2009; Melis et al., 2015).

Research often assumes a positive relation between ROA
and NFI disclosure, because companies that are more profit-
able are more likely to face NFI costs and consequences of
disclosing possibly damaging information (Cormier & Mag-
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nan, 2003; Haniffa & Cooke, 2005; Kent & Monem, 2008).
According to Haniffa & Cooke (2005), profitable companies
disclose social information to show their contribution to so-
ciety’s well-being and, thus, legitimise their existence. On
the contrary, a high level of leverage makes it difficult for
companies to face these costs and consequences (Cormier &
Magnan, 2003; Stanny & Ely, 2008). However, Haniffa &
Cooke (2005) argued that high leveraged companies should
disclose more information to legitimise their actions toward
creditors and shareholders.

Finally, we considered the measure of liquidity, as an in-
dicator of risk, which is calculated by current ratio, which as-
sess a firmt’s ability to redeem current liabilities (Kim & Im,
2017). Some researchers (Khan, 2010; Kamil & Herusetya,
2012) found a positive association between liquidity and CSR
reporting. According to stakeholder theory, companies with
greater liquidity are more likeable for investors, and there-
fore, they would reveal more non-financial information to at-
tract investors (Gantyowati & Agustine, 2017). Thus, those
companies that have a higher ratio offer more legitimacy.

Furthermore, we examined in detail how companies
present their NFI in each case (MRs and SRs). According
to stakeholder theory perspective, companies face different
stakeholders. Therefore, considering the stakeholder inform-
ation strategy, diverse types of reports address different stake-
holders. Some papers have analysed self-presentation and
identity management through selected items (photos, graphs
etc.) (Litt et al., 2014; Young & Quan-Haase, 2013). In
this line, we analyse the specific form of self-presentation
about NFI by examining length, tables, graphs, photos and
infographics contain in the NFI report.

Accordingly, we addressed the following hypotheses:

H1: The decision to disclose NFI is associated with the
company’s characteristics (Industry, IBEX-35, Sus-
tainability Committee, Size, Leverage, ROA, Current
Ratio).

H2: The way in which NFI is presented (in a MR
or a SR) is associated with the company’s character-
istics (Industry, IBEX-35, Sustainability Committee,
GRI, Assurance, Size, Leverage, ROA, Current Ratio).

H3: MRs and SRs present significant differences in
terms of length, tables, graphs, photos and infograph-
ics.

4. Methods

4.1. Sample description

This paper analyses Spanish companies’ compliance with
the requirements of Directive 2014/95/EU with respect to
non-financial reporting. In this study, we focus on the com-
panies listed on the Madrid Stock Exchange at June 2018,
using their 2017 non-financial reports, issued in 2018. By
analysing corporate communication strategies, we also de-
termine whether companies disclose NFI as part of the MR
or within a SR.

To test the study hypotheses, we considered four different
samples (Table 1). The initial observation identified 130 com-
panies but six were foreign-based and hence we excluded
them from the analysis. Thus, sample 1 consisted of 124 com-
panies. Sample 2 was composed of the 104 companies that
issued non-financial reports. Finally, sample 3 contained the
79 companies that provided NFI in a MR, whereas sample 4
included the 54 companies that issued NFI in a SR.

Table 1. Definition of Variables

Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4
Madrid Stock Exchange
at June 2018 130 130 130 130

Less foreign companies 6 6 6 6
Companies without NFI - 20 20 20
Companies without NFI
in the management re-
port

- - 25 -

Companies without NFI
in a sustainability report - - - 50

Total 124 104 79 54

As shown in Table 2, 79 companies disclosed NFI in a MR,
54 in a SR, and 29 in both reports. On the other hand, 20
companies did not report NFI, failing thus to comply with the
Directive.

Table 2. Definition of Variables

Sustainability Report
Yes No Total

Yes 29 50 79
Management Report

No 25 20 45
Total 54 70 124

Table 3 describes, by sector, the companies that reported
NFI. Among those doing so by means of the MR, 25 were in
the basic material, industry or construction sectors. Among
companies that revealed NFI in a SR, 13 were in financial
services or real estate sectors.

Table 3. Management Report vs. Sustainability Report by sector

MR % Total SR % Total
Consumer goods 17 60.71 28 11 39.28 28
Basic materials, industry
and construction 25 80.64 31 11 35.48 31

Petroleum and energy 3 33.33 9 6 66.66 9
Consumer services 13 65.00 20 10 50.00 20
Financial services and
real estate 12 55.55 27 13 48.15 27

Technology and telecom-
munications 7 77.78 9 3 33.33 9

Total 79 63.70 124 54 43.55 124
Note: we established the above business sectors following the classification of the
Madrid Stock Exchange.

4.2. Models

In order to test the hypotheses 1 and 2, we formulated the
following models. Thus, we applied the first model over the
sample 1 to analyse whether the decision to disclose NFI de-
pends on company’s characteristics. Meanwhile, we applies
the second model over the sample 2 to analyse whether the
way in which NFI is presented (in a MR or a SR) depends on
company’s characteristics.

Sample 1 : N F I = α + β1 Indust r y + β2IBEX-35 +
β3Sustainabil i t y Commit tee+β4Size+β5 Leverage+
β6ROA+ β7Current Ratio+ ϵ

Sample 2 : MR/SR/Both = α + β1 Indust r y +
β2IBEX-35 + β3Sustainabil i t y Commit tee + β4GRI +
β5Assurance + β6Size + β7 Leverage + β8ROA +
β9Current Ratio+ ϵ

Furthermore, to test the hypothesis 3, we applied the
Mann-Whitney-U test and the Kruskal-Wallis test over the
samples 3 and 4 to analyse whether MRs and SRs present
significant differences.
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4.3. Variables

According to the hypotheses 1 and 2, we considered the
dependent variables NFI and MR/SR/Both. As independent
variables, we took into account INDUSTRY, IBEX-35, SUS-
TAINABILITY COMMITTEE, GRI and ASSURANCE. Moreover,
we add SIZE, LEVERAGE, ROA and CURRENT RATIO as
control variables. In line with the hypothesis 3, we took
into consideration the dependent variables PAGES, PHO-
TOS, GRAPHS, TABLES and INFOGRAPHICS. All variables
are defined in Table 4.

Table 4. Definition of Variables

VARIABLES MEASUREMENTS

NFI A dichotomous variable that takes the value 1 if the com-
pany disclosed NFI and 0, otherwise.

MR/ SR/ Both

A categorical variable that takes the value 1 if the com-
pany disclosed NFI in the management report, the value
2, if it did so in a sustainability report (CSR, integrated or
annual report), and the value 3, if it did so in both.

Industry

A categorical variable that reflects the business sector, tak-
ing the value 1 if the company belongs to the consumer
services sector, 2 for basic materials, industry and con-
struction, 3 for consumer goods, 4 for petroleum and en-
ergy, 5 for financial and real estate, and 6 for technology
and telecommunications.

Ibex-35 A dichotomous variable that takes the value 1 if the com-
pany forms part of the IBEX-35 and 0, otherwise.

Sustainability
committee

A dichotomous variable that takes the value 1 if the com-
pany has a sustainability committee or similar and 0, oth-
erwise.

GRI A dichotomous variable that takes the value 1 if the com-
pany follows GRI standards and 0, otherwise.

Assurance A dichotomous variable that takes the value 1 if the com-
pany assured the NFI and 0, otherwise.

Size Natural log of total assets.
Leverage Total debt divided by equity.
ROA Profit divided by total assets.
Current ratio Total current assets to total current liabilities.
Pages Number of pages in the MR and in the SR.
Photos Number of photos in the MR and in the SR.
Graphs Number of graphs in the MR and in the SR.
Tables Number of tables in the MR and in the SR.
Infographics Number of infographics in the MR and in the SR.

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive statistics

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for the continuous
variables considered. The average company size was 14.34
(natural logarithm of total assets). The mean asset value was
24.9 billion euros, with individual values ranging from 2 mil-
lion to 690 billion euros. The average ROA was 6.8% and the
minimum value was -35.7%. The mean leverage was .680
and individual values ranged from .060 to 1.58. Finally, the
mean current ratio was 2.12 with a minimum of .451 and a
maximum of 31.01.

Table 5. Descriptive - Continuous Variables

Variable Mean Standard
deviation Min Max

Size (Ln assets) 14.34 2.41 7.98 20.35
Assets (million €) 24,900 87,500 2 690,000
ROA .068 .266 -.357 2.58
Leverage .680 .313 .060 1.88
Current ratio 2.12 3.72 .451 31.01

N: 124

Table 6 shows the descriptive results obtained for the
dummy variables. By industry, 28.85% of the companies
belonged to the basic material, industry or construction sec-
tors, followed in importance by consumer services (20.19%)
and financial services and real estate (19.23%). The sector
with the fewest companies in our sample was that of tech-
nology and telecommunication (7.69%). The IBEX-35 con-
tained 33.65% of the companies in our sample. Only 18.27%
of the companies in the sample had a sustainability commit-
tee. On the other hand, over 65% applied the GRI standard
and almost 40% assured their NFI.

Table 6. Descriptive - Dummy Variables

Variables
Industry Freq. % Cum.
Consumer Goods 21 20.19 20.19
Basic materials, Industry and Construction 30 28.85 49.04
Petroleum and Energy 8 7.69 56.73
Consumer Services 17 16.35 73.08
Financial Services and Real Estate 20 19.23 92.31
Technology and Telecommunications 8 7.69 100

IBEX-35 Freq. % Cum.
Yes 35 33.65 33.65
No 69 66.35 100

Sustainability Committee Freq. % Cum.
Yes 19 18.27 18.27
No 84 81.73 100

GRI Freq. % Cum.
Yes 68 65.38 65.38
No 36 34.62 100

Assurance Freq. % Cum.
Yes 41 39.42 39.42
No 63 60.58 100

Total 104 100 -

Table 7 shows the average length of the MRs and SRs pub-
lished, with 51 and 110 pages, respectively. However, there
is a high level of variability within these mean values: the
documents contain among 5 and 521 pages, and among 8
and 444 pages, respectively. On average, there are 3.87 pho-
tos in each MR, but the minimum is 0 and the maximum, 98.
In the SRs, the average is much higher, 35.37 photos, and the
maximum number, 153. The content of graphics, tables and
infographics is also higher in the SRs than in the MRs.

Table 7. Descriptive - Continuous Variables

Management Report. N: 79 Sustainability Report. N: 54
Variables Mean S.D. Min Max Mean S.D. Min Max
Pages 51.99 67.67 5 521 110.53 90.87 8 444
Pages (Ln) 3.546 .8481 1.61 6.25 4.416 .7828 2.08 6.09
Photos 3.87 15.01 0 98 35.37 37.77 0 153
Graphics 8.27 19.10 0 128 20.07 19.59 0 101
Tables 18.16 34.71 0 220 37.70 38.49 0 220
Infographics 2.91 7.30 0 38 9.94 14.05 0 60
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5.2. Empirical results

Table 8 shows the logistic regression results obtained, in
which the dependent variable is whether the company pub-
lished NFI. The model is statistically significant, with Prob
> chi2 = 0.000. The pseudo R2 is 0.5374. NFI disclosure
is positively related to the financial services and real estate
industries (β: 0.2747298, P > z: 0.007) compared to con-

sumer services industry. Furthermore, the size variable is sig-
nificantly and positively related to the disclosure of NFI (β:
1.518126, P > z: 0.000). In summary, larger companies and
those operating in the financial services and real estate sec-
tors are the most likely to disclose NFI.

Table 9 shows the results obtained for the multinomial lo-
git model, in which the dependent variables are the compan-

Table 8. Logistic Regression. Dependent variable: NFI

Variables Coef. Std. Err. z P > z [95% Conf. Interval]
Industry (Reference: Consumer Services)
Basic materials, Industry and Const. 1.948062 1.256722 1.55 0.121 -.5150683 4.411193
Petroleum and Energy -1.458862 1.558801 -0.94 0.349 -4.514055 1.596331
Consumer Services .2747298 1.43879 0.19 0.849 -2.545247 3.094707
Financial Services and Real Estate 3.182715 1.173231 -2.71 0.007∗ -5.482207 -.8832243
Technology and Telecommunications -.7765997 1.519873 -0.51 0.609 -3.755496 2.202296
Sustainability Committee -.4917843 1.595064 -0.31 0.758 -3.618052 2.634484
Size 1.518126 .3980677 3.81 0.000∗ .7379282 2.298325
ROA .3658621 14.824 0.25 0.805 -2.539588 3.271312
Leverage -.8059068 1.958835 -0.41 0.681 -4.645152 3.033338
Current Ratio .1267389 .3974681 0.32 0.750 -.6522843 .905762
∗1%

Number of obs. = 124
LR chi2 (14) = 58.89
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -25.340201
Pseudo R2 = 0.5374

Note: we excluded IBEX-35 because it predicted success perfectly, i.e. all companies belonging to this index disclose non-financial information.

Table 9. Logistic Regression. Dependent variable: NFI

Variables Coef. Std. Err. z P>z [95% Conf. Interval]
0 (Base outcome: Both reports)
Dependent variable (Management Report)
Industry(Reference: Consumer Services)
Basic materials, Industry and Const. 1.435786 .8610301 1.67 0.095∗∗∗ -.2518021 3.123374
Petroleum and Energy .0994914 1.239672 0.08 0.936 2.330221 -2.529204
Consumer Services .1593572 .8351008 0.19 0.849 -1.47741 1.796125
Financial Services and Real Estate .5227982 1.153599 0.45 0.650 -1.738214 2.78381
Technology and Telecomm. 1.389667 1.10888 1.25 0.210 -.7836979 3.563032
IBEX-35 .2635234 .8356674 0.32 0.752 -1.374355 1.901401
Sustainability Committee -.2044778 .7027481 -0.29 0.771 -1.581839 1.172883
GRI -1.501417 .838238 -1.79 0.073∗∗∗ -3.144333 .1414993
Assurance .2548957 .8188547 -0.31 0.756 -1.859821 1.35003
Size -.0847903 .2263771 -0.37 0.708 -.5284812 .3589007
ROA 7.248872 4.340117 1.67 0.095∗∗∗ -1.257602 15.75535
Leverage 1.021723 1.154303 0.89 0.376 -1.240669 3.284115
Current Ratio .0979116 .1058912 0.92 0.355 -.1096313 .3054545
Dependent variable (Sustainability Report)
Industry(Reference: Consumer Services)
Basic materials, Industry and Const. 2.497879 1.190841 2.10 0.128 .1638739 4.831885
Petroleum and Energy 4.162319 1.558982 2.67 0.008∗ 1.10677 7.217868
Consumer Services 1.667865 1.095218 1.52 0.036∗∗ -.4787227 3.814453
Financial Services and Real Estate 4.356147 1.422019 3.06 0.002∗ 1.569041 7.143252
Technology and Telecomm. 2.156641 1.694057 1.27 0.203 -1.163649 5.476932
IBEX-35 .830884 1.185213 0.70 0.483 -1.49209 3.153858
Sustainability Committee .5429894 .87766 0.62 0.039∗∗ -1.177193 2.263171
GRI .5291399 1.054267 0.50 0.616 -1.537185 2.595464
Assurance -1.977092 1.068989 -1.85 0.064∗∗∗ -4.072272 .1180883
Size .6517978 .313667 -2.08 0.038∗∗ -1.266574 -.0370216
ROA 9.744913 4.721649 2.06 0.536 .4906501 18.99918
Leverage -1.626288 1.756987 -0.93 0.355 -5.069921 1.817344
Current Ratio .0259414 .1318934 0.20 0.844 -.2325649 .2844478
∗1% ∗∗5% ∗∗∗10%

Number of obs. = 104
LR chi2 (39) = 48.45
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000
Log likelihood = -85.066
Pseudo R2 = 0.2217
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Table 10. Descriptive - Continuous Variables

PAGES PHOTOS GRAPHICS TABLES INFOGRAPHICS
MR SR MR SR MR SR MR SR MR SR

N 79 54 79 54 79 54 79 54 79 54
Mean Rank 51.69 89.40 46.69 92.32 51.87 89.13 52.90 88.50 52.75 87.85
Sum of Ranks 4083.5 4827.5 3925.5 4985.5 4098.0 4813.0 4132.0 4779.0 4167.0 4744.0
Mann-Whitney U 923.500 765.500 938.000 972.000 1007.000
Wilcoxon W 4083.500 3925.500 4098.000 4132.000 4167.000
Z -5.542 -7.013 -5.549 -5.325 5.388
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000∗ .000∗ .000∗ .000∗ .000∗
∗1%

ies that published NFI in a MR, in a SR or in both formats; the
independent variables are the characteristics of the company.
In this analysis, we took the companies using both reports as
the reference value. The parameter estimated indicates the
probability ratio with respect to the latter category. The res-
ults obtained show that the model presents a good fit, with
Prob > chi2 significant and pseudo R2 = 0.2217.

With respect to how these companies reported NFI, our res-
ults show that the companies in the basic materials, industry
and construction sectors are more likely to publish their NFI
in a MR (β: 1.435786, P> z: 0.095). In addition, companies
that do not follow the GRI standards are more likely to use
a MR (β: -1.501417, P > z: 0.073). Moreover, profitability
is significantly and positively related to NFI disclosure in a
MR (β: 7.248872, P > z: 0.095). In contrast, the companies
operating in the petroleum and energy (β: 4.162319, p > z:
0.008), consumer services (β: 1.667865, p > z: 0.036) and
financial services and real estate (β: 4.356147, P> z: 0.002)
sectors are more likely to publish NFI in a SR. Moreover, the
creation of a sustainability committee is positively associated
with the decision to publish NFI in a SR (β: .5429894, P > z:
0.039). NFI disclosure in a SR is negatively associated with
assurance (β: -1.977092, P > z: 0.064). Finally, the size of
the company is also associated with NFI publication in a SR
(β: .6517978, P > z: 0.038).

The final aspect of our analysis is to determine the differ-
ences between MRs and SRs in terms of content. In this re-
spect, the SRs have more pages, photos, graphics, tables and
infographics than the MRs, and according to the results of
the Mann-Whitney U test and the Kruskal-Wallis test, these
differences are significant (see Table 10).

6. Conclusions

The European 2020 strategy consolidates transparency as
a fundamental principle, making this a priority area of ac-
tion within the Community’s legislative policy. Directive
2014/95/EU on the disclosure of NFI and on diversity is a
major reference in terms of corporate information disclos-
ure, and creates a new scenario of business transparency in
Europe, requiring PIEs to report on the social, environmental
and governance impacts of their activities.

Before the transposition of the EU Directive, Spain was
already committed to corporate transparency, and many
large companies published online reports in line with GRI
guidelines. Thus, in the 2015 CDP Global Climate Change
Report, Spanish companies were ranked first in the report-
ing of environmental impacts and remedial activities.

The main aim of this paper is to analyse the NFI disclosed
by Spanish listed companies and to determine the reporting
strategies used in this process, in the understanding that the
way in which companies communicate is an essential element
in the provision of this information and in companies’ engage-

ment with their stakeholders. The paper is based on the le-
gitimacy and stakeholders’ theories. Academics notably used
these theories because they explain the importance of a bet-
ter social disclosure practice. From the perspective of the
legitimacy theory, the paper shows the NFI disclosure of the
companies analysed within a socially constructed system of
values and rules. From the perspective of the stakeholder’s
theory, the paper shows the management actions that are fo-
cused on improving stakeholderst’ interests towards the or-
ganisation by pointing out their needs and expectations.

Our empirical research shows that some Spanish compan-
ies still fail to disclose NFI. In contrast, those most likely
to comply with information disclosure obligations are large
companies in the financial services and real estate sectors.
This conclusion shows that, despite disclosure of NFI is man-
datory since the implementation of the EU Directive, the de-
cision to disclose this information could be explained by the
legitimacy and stakeholder theories. Thus, large companies
would be more prone to disclose NFI because of their higher
political visibility and their greater pressure from stakehold-
ers. Meanwhile, companies from the financial services and
real estate sectors would be more likely to reveal NFI, since
they operate in ‘socially-sensitive sectors’, that is, sectors
with high social impact (Seguí-Mas et al., 2018), and con-
sequently, they need to show their legitimate behaviour.

Our study also analyses the stakeholder information
strategy, the so-called “one-way symmetric” strategy, that
companies follow to communicate their NFI. The results re-
veal that larger companies that operate in the petroleum and
energy, consumer services, and financial services and real es-
tate sectors, and have established a sustainability committee
are more likely to disclose this information in a SR. This con-
clusion means that the strategies followed by these compan-
ies to disclose NFI address to a broader public. On the other
hand, companies that are more profitable, and operate in the
basic materials, industry and construction sectors more often
publish NFI in a MR. The meaning of this conclusion is that
the strategies of these companies to publish NFI focus on in-
vestors. We also found that companies that do not follow the
GRI standards are more likely to reveal NFI in a MR. Fur-
thermore, the MRs and SRs considered present significant
differences regarding NFI presentation. Thus, the quantity
of photos, graphics, tables and infographics provided is con-
siderably higher in the SRs than in the MRs. In this line, the
decision to disclose NFI in a MR or SR and the content of
these reports could be explained by the stakeholder theory,
since companies from different sectors, with certain charac-
teristics (profitability, size. . . ), and therefore, with different
stakeholders, present different types of reports and contents.
Hence, the way of communicating NFI responds to the in-
terests and pressure of stakeholders.

With regard to the outcomes in situations of mandatory
compliance, our results are in line with Sierra-García et al.
(2018), who found that the business sector influence IBEX-
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35 companies to issue NFI. As regards the outcomes in situ-
ations of voluntary compliance, our results agree previous
studies that also found that the business sector in which com-
panies operate is an important determinant of a company’s
decision to disclose NFI (Brammer & Pavelin 2008; Fortanier
et al., 2011; among others). Our results are also consistent
with Simnett et al. (2009) who found that large companies
and those from the financial services sector are more likely
to publish NFI.

This study presents certain limitations. Firstly, the sample
is very small, composed of only 124 companies, and therefore
we cannot generalise the results obtained. In future research,
we will expand the scope of our analysis to include compan-
ies in other EU countries. Secondly, 2018 was the first year
during which NFI disclosure was mandatory; consequently,
companies might not have had a sufficient preparation for
this. In future research, we will obtain data both for the year
prior to the legislation and for the two years after its imple-
mentation.

In our opinion, the present study is timely and relevant.
The promulgation of Act 11/2018 heightens the relevance
of the present study, since the restricted period of the study
data analysed highlights the effects of a transitory situation
between non-mandatory publication of NFI and the require-
ments set out in the new legislation.

For academics, this research contributes to an emerging
body of literature seeking to understand how and why com-
panies disclose NFI in a mandatory context, such as that
found in Spain. From a managerial perspective, NFI is un-
questionably a chance to signal the company’s commitment
to sustainability and thus to enhance its accountability to
stakeholders. This research may also be of interest to regu-
lators, concerning “where” NFI should be published and pos-
sibly reducing the duplication of information across different
documents.
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