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Abstract: European companies of public interest requested to comply with the Directive 2014/95/EU
on Non-Financial Information (NFI) are allowed to fulfil the regulatory obligation following the
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines, which constitute at present the most widely spread
framework for sustainability reporting. Given such prevalence, this paper examines the level of
disclosure on Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and its relationship with financial performance
over the period 2016–2018 for Italian-listed companies adopting GRI guidelines to convey NFI under
the Decree 254/2016. The research applies content analysis of the annual and sustainability reports
to measure the disclosure index on KPIs, and Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) to estimate the
financial performance. A Tobit-regression model explores the nexus between financial performance
and companies’ disclosure. Findings show a decrease in the disclosure levels in the early adoption of
mandatory NFI and a significant association with the financial performance of the sampled companies.
The study, assuming a comprehensive view of the financial indicators, improves our knowledge of the
relationship between sustainability disclosure and financial performance and adds to the literature
on the evolution of NFI in the transition from voluntary to mandatory regime.

Keywords: sustainability performance indicators; financial performance; GRI Guidelines; Italy; data
envelopment analysis

1. Introduction

This study investigates the use of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) in communicating companies’
commitment to sustainable development and the relationship between the disclosure level and financial
performance in the Italian case. More precisely, we aim to analyze the Global Reporting Initiative
(GRI) indicators adopted in Non-Financial Reporting (NFR) following the 254/2016 Legislative Decree,
issued to implement the EU Directive (2014/95/EU) on Non-Financial Information (NFI) and verify
if there is a significant association between the level of disclosure and the financial performance of
companies listed on the Italian Stock Exchange.

The discussion regarding the relationship between financial and non-financial reporting, together
with the search for an association between the two respective performance indicators, has existed
since the idea of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) [1–3] and the early adoption of voluntary
reporting have begun to take place in the international debate. Over the last few decades, the general
principles on CSR have gradually been assuming concrete shape in the definition of mission, policies
and processes by companies [4], although there is a certain resistance from those who claimed the
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primacy of profit on all social objectives and the existence of an unavoidable trade-off between the two
impacts of economic action [5,6].

In this process, a key role is attributable to the theme of sustainable development [7–9],
a revolutionary concept able to shift the focus from economic to ethical issues, contrasting traditional
models of growth, given the limited capacity of natural resources to bear the consequences of anthropic
activities in the long run, and the introduction of the “triple bottom line” principle in business
strategy [10–12].

Considerable research efforts and increasing institutional pressure, which peaked in the definition
of the Sustainable Development Goals, set up by the 2030 UN Agenda [13–15], have been fueling,
especially in the last decade, the enforcement of models based on the adoption of an integrated
approach [16–19] to both decision-making processes and external reporting, to encompass NFI in
management tools and to overcome the limitations of accounting systems in the evaluation of the
company’s overall performance.

Within this almost boundless area of interest, a recent stream of research has been initiated to
investigate the evolution of corporate reporting practices and how NFR is impacting on companies’
disclosure, in terms of quantity and quality of information [20–24].

At the crossroad of ideas on the usefulness of NFI for internal and external users and the urgency
to assure reliability and comparability of information provided in annual reports and voluntary reports,
we state that, according to our interpretation:

• The development of standards for social and sustainability reporting aimed to establish
convergence toward the use of a common set of information/indicators by the adopters of
corporate social and environmental/sustainable reports [25,26];

• The production of specific legal provisions aimed to extend the content of mandatory reporting to
social and environmental impacts of business, with the definition of a minimum level of disclosure
for large companies.

In light of the above, the transposition of the EU Directive 2014/95 on NFI [27] by the member states
in response to the harmonization principle is steadily impressing a change in mandatory reporting
for large companies, who are requested to include relevant NFI in a specific section of their annual
report [28–32].As a result of this regulation, we can observe a path of convergence between voluntary
and mandatory reporting, for those firms that had already experimented with the adoption of social
or sustainability reporting, given that the European Commission has acknowledged some national,
EU-based and international frameworks as appropriate for complying with the directive [33–36].

Among guidelines and standards for voluntary reporting aimed to improve the transparency,
credibility and comparability of CSR reporting [37,38], Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) guidelines,
issued for the preparation of the Sustainability Report (SR) have been given much prevalence in use at
the international level [39].

The presence of KPIs built to show the company’s economic, social and environmental performance
is the main characteristic of GRI guidelines, periodically updated, in the latest version (GRI-S) [40]
containing an extensive set of indicators, grouped in distinct categories, referred to as environmental,
economic and social aspects.

In confirmation of such prevalence, earlier studies on the first application of the EU Directive on
NFI have highlighted that the GRI standards and guidelines have become the widespread standards
used for mandatory NFI in different countries, including Italy [30,32,41–43].

The main aim of the study is to explore the potential effects of the mandatory requirement to
convey NFI after the transposition of the EU Directive in the Italian context, with reference to companies
of public interest already oriented toward sustainability reporting on a voluntary basis before the issue
of a specific regulation. Moreover, the research intends to investigate the relationship between the
level of Non-Financial Disclosure (NFD) and the financial performance in the investigated companies.
In other terms, as regards this nexus, the design of the study is addressed to verify if there is a significant
statistical association between the financial results and the level of sustainability disclosure.
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The study adds to previous literature on this issue because: (a) it assumes a longitudinal analysis
of disclosure in the period of transition (2016–2018, pre and post) the entrance in force of the Decree
254/2016, and (b) it performs multidimensional analysis of the financial ratios, through the elaboration
of an aggregate variable of financial performance based on the DEA method.

The results of our research are useful to highlight how companies adopting the GRI framework
are being changing their approach to disclosure after the adoption of mandatory NFR. The longitudinal
analysis performed documents a decrease of the overall level of disclosure, measured via GRI indicators,
that is evident in the first year in which the decree entered into force. Results contribute to research on
this field offering useful insights for policy-makers and companies on the effects of law on corporate
disclosure behaviors and reporting practices. It helps to better understand how the mandatory regime
is impacting on the disclosure of NFI. Moreover, the study also adds to previous literature in that it also
explores the nexus between disclosure and financial performance by considering a more comprehensive
assessment of the financial performance through the use of DEA.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the theoretical framework
and research questions. Section 3 sets out the research design: sample, data and statistical methods.
Section 4 describes the results of the analysis. In Section 5, we discuss findings. Section 6 concludes
the paper.

2. Background and Research Questions

Several studies explored various impacts of the sustainable profile of the companies on the
different accounting and market-based dimensions of their financial performance [44–47], as well as
regarding the country’s financial development [48,49].

In research on this relationship, the multidimensional and complex nature of the CSR impacted
on the same conceptualization of CSR performance and disclosure. These two aspects are strongly
interrelated and often used as synonymous in different constructs, measurements and determinants
of the adoption, extension and quality of CSR reporting [50–54]. Moreover, such ambiguity also
contributes to increasing the inconclusive results concerning the relationship between CSR practices
and financial performance [44,55–57].

Notably, in the research field on CSR performance, many studies have focused on CSR disclosure,
investigating its relationship with financial performance under the voluntary approach to reporting.
They tested the direction and strength of this relationship, producing contradictory results and different
interpretative perspectives, which do not allow us to reach unequivocal conclusions.

Empirical analyses showing a neutral relationship between the extent of CSR disclosure and
financial performance explained this result with the existence of many variables that prevent a direct
linear relationship between the two dimensions [58–60].

Other results that highlighted a negative relationship identified in the additional costs and
financial burdens required by the CSR activities the main deterrent for a greater commitment of
companies [61–63]. These factors impact financial performance of firms, namely the main traditional
objective of maximizing profit. Furthermore, the additional costs and excessive diversification of the
objectives from the CSR perspective can create sources of competitive disadvantage for companies and
risks for going concern.

As for the studies that found a positive association between CSR disclosure and financial
performance [59,64–66], in light of the stakeholder theory, they firstly interpreted the results of
considering all the positive social impacts arising from the satisfaction of the needs of the stakeholders.

Despite contrasting results on these relationships, empirical analysis on the CSR management
and disclosure agree on the need to strengthen the adoption of integrated approaches to support the
financial analysis of sustainability issues [17,19,67]. In particular, as observed by Romero-Castro &
Pineiro-Chousa (2006) [19], integrated models need to recover a systematic application based on the
awareness of cause-effect relationships between a series of relevant ratios that reflect the financial,
environmental and social performance of the company.
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Assuming that the role of sustainability reporting—as a tool for integrated corporate
communication—is to support the investors’ decision-making, other studies examined the quality
of information and the usefulness of Integrated Reporting (IR) [68,69] by assessing the effects of its
mandatory adoption on the market value of listed companies [70–81]. IR has defined as a “process
founded on integrated thinking that results in a periodic integrated report by an organization about
value creation over time and related communications regarding aspects of value creation” [82]. The role
of IR has also been examined in-depth regarding its internal usefulness in promoting the adoption of
integrated thinking [83–85] and in its relationships with the intellectual capital disclosure [80,86–88].

More recently, research is focusing on disclosure of KPIs in the annual reports of listed
companies—representing the typical firms asked to comply with the EU Directive—and to investigate
the nexus between the adoption of financial and non-financial indicators by companies that fulfil the
regulatory obligation through the adoption of GRI guidelines [30–32,89–92].

Prior research on GRI-based reports, also in other international contexts, has tried to synthesize
the level of voluntary disclosure by a content index (sometimes named ‘compliance index’), testing
for significance its relationship with some financial ratios. Most studies verified such a relationship
considering the association of each selected financial ratio (leverage, ROI, ROA), and using some
variables for size and sector to test if, as generally argued, the scale and type of activity tend to increase
the level of firm’s disclosure [65,93–100].

Restricting our analysis to empirical studies contemplating the transition of firms toward the
mandatory regime on non-financial disclosure in Europe, it emerged that the regulation positively
affects the level of NFI in compliance with the legal requirements [29,30,41]. In contrast, a general
decrease of the disclosure index (DI) is found for companies already adopting GRI guidelines voluntarily
after the Directive entered in force [42,43,101]. As for the relationship between DI and traditional
financial indicators, previous studies provide diverging results [28,30,41]. In particular, in this latter
perspective, early contributions seem to confirm the same controversial relationships between the
broader CSR disclosure and the financial performance above mentioned. Hategan et al. (2018) [28],
using logistics regressions to investigate on Romanian companies, find that companies with a higher
commitment to CSR activities are more profitable. Mion & Louza Adaui (2019) [41], applying a
qualitative content analysis on sustainability report of Italian and German listed companies, explore the
determinants of the quality of NFI one year before (2016) and one year after (2017) the implementation
of the Directive 2014/95/EU. Their findings reveal that the quality of information increased in both cases
as a consequence of the mandatory requirement, which also seems to reduce differences in quality
disclosure in the two countries. Instead, the study did not find a significant relationship between the
determinants of NFD and profitability (measured only by ROA).

In the frame of this stream of research our study intends to focus attention, in the specific context
of Italian nonfinancial listed companies, on the observable trend in the level of disclosure assuming
a longitudinal perspective–pre (2016) and post (2017–2018) implementation of the EU Directive in
Italy through the Decree 254/2016, and on the relationship between financial ratios and the level of
sustainability disclosure. As regards the approaches to estimate the level of disclosure, we assume a
quantitative index, similarly to most studies on this subject.

It is worth highlighting that in the literature there is a wide debate on the concepts of quality
and quantity of non-financial disclosure. Some scholars identify quantity as a proxy of quality [102];
others do not clearly differentiate between quality and quantitative aspects of information [103]; finally,
some researchers consider quality as a multidimensional concept [104,105], which cannot be analyzed
only through the quantity of disclosed information [106]. Under another research lens, the quality
and the intensity of disclosure are considered to have not negligible relationships with financial and
sustainability performance, which can have an influence on sustainability disclosure [57]. From the
various positions in the scientific debate, the complexity of the theme emerges, which highlights how
variations in DI are not necessarily linked to variations of the same direction in the qualitative level
of information. Moreover, the quantity and quality of information are to be attributed to different
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significance whether sustainability reporting is voluntary or mandatory-based. In line with such
a position, we adopt a quantitative approach to measure through a DI the level of sustainability
disclosure, as it assures higher objectivity to the analysis. Hence, similarly to other recent contributions
on the evolution of disclosure under the mandatory adoption of NFI [24,41,106,107], our study fits more
directly into the field of research that investigates the quantitative aspects of the NFR. Nonetheless,
the quantitative measurement constitutes the premise for further considerations on the assessment of
the quality of information in a broader perspective.

As regards financial performance, previous studies investigated the relationship mentioned above
through the disaggregated use of significant financial ratios (i.e., ROA, Leverage, etc.). Adopting
a different research lens, we consider it useful to select and analyze some financial ratios through
the Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA), a research method able to combine the various indicators
systemically, under the input/output logic of economic efficiency. The choice is motivated by the
consideration that DEA enables us to overcome some disadvantages of traditional approaches (use of
single financial ratios, multicriteria evaluation of variance, statistical-econometric methods) since it
allows us to measure together and aggregate various factors impacting on economic efficiency [108].
In other words, DEA is coherent with the assumption that financial results are all embedded in the
overall performance, and they deserve to be examined in a multidimensional view. For this reason,
DEA was already intensively used for the evaluation of the companies economic efficiency [108–111],
while there is still a shortage of studies applying this method to analyze the relationship between
financial performance and disclosure index built on GRI indicators. Our research intends to fill this
literature gap in order to support a more comprehensive assessment of financial performance in its
relationship with sustainability disclosure.

To address the research aim, this study intends to answer the following research questions, with
reference to the Italian context and more specifically to listed companies already adopting a GRI
framework before the mandatory requirement of the 255/2016 Decree:

• RQ1—How has the transition to the mandatory regime of NFI impacted the level of disclosure
of KPIs?

• RQ2—Is there a significant association between the level of disclosure and financial performance
of the firms?

3. Methods and Data

3.1. Sample

The study is based on a longitudinal analysis [112] which covers the period 2016–2018. We refer
to Italian listed companies continuously adopting the GRI Guidelines for sustainability reporting
over the three years and operating in non-financial sectors. We exclude financial firms because they
differ significantly in the structure of the financial statements as for the types of indicators (and their
meaning) used to evaluate the performance [113]. Consistent with that, Table 1 describes the sample
selection. This process selects 44 companies, with 132 company/year observations.

3.2. Variables of the Statistical Analyses and Data Sources

The statistical models used for the analysis involve many variables. We provide the details on
these models in the next section.

Here, we present the list of all the variables and data sources, and explain the calculation process
for the variables that are a result of our elaboration.

The variables used are the following:

(a) Overall Disclosure Index (DI);
(b) Scores obtained from DEA applied to financial ratios;
(c) Size and business sector of companies.
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Table 1. Sample selection process.

A Companies included in the FTSE Italia All-Share index (December 2019) 242

B Companies not listed throughout the three years period −18

C Companies adopting a reporting standard different from GRI in at least one
of the three years under consideration −165

D Listed Companies adopting GRI guidelines over the period 2016/2018 (A-B-C) 59

% of D

E Financial companies −9 15.25%

D Companies declaring to adopt the GRI Guidelines but whose report shows a
partial application of the standard or lacks in GRI Index −3 5.08%

G Companies with data not available for all variables −3 5.08%

H Total Sample Size 44 74.58%

(a) Overall Disclosure Index

Many researchers used a disclosure index to study and analyze the CSR reporting. This index is also
applied to studies examining the sustainability reports based on GRI guidelines, in which the KPIs play
a central role in economic, social and environmental corporate communication [17,67,114]. As clarified
in previous analyses, the indicators are deemed useful to transform some qualitative information into
quantitative measures [25,41,96,115]. For these characteristics, the KPIs are a synthetic, structured
and comparable tool to analyze the companies’ reporting practices and the level of sustainability
disclosure [42,116].

In a similar vein, this study adopts a Disclosure Index (DI), which refers to indicators required by
GRI Guidelines, distinguishing between G4 and GRI Standard (GRI-S) versions (see Table 2).

Table 2. Categories of Indicators in Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Guidelines version.

Categories of GRI Indicators Number of Indicators

G4 GRI-S

1 • Economic (EC) 9 13
2 • Environmental (EN) 34 30
• Social

3 - Sub-Category: Labor Practices and Decent Work (LA) 16 21
4 - Sub-Category: Human Rights (HR) 12 11
5 - Sub-Category: Society (SO) 11 6
6 - Sub-Category: Product Responsibility (PR) 9 7

Total 91 88

We calculate the disclosure indexes “di” referred to each category of SPIs and, based on these, the
Overall Disclosure Index “DI”, as respectively shown in Formulas (1) and (2).

di =
1
n
∗

n∑
b=1

iub (1)

DI =
1
6
∗

6∑
c=1

dic (2)

where:

“b” = indicators (for each the category);
“n” = number of indicators (for each category);
“iu” = 1 if the company uses the indicator in the report (0 otherwise);
“c” = category of indicators.
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Data on the use of KPIs were collected from sustainability reports published by the companies.
For this, we used a content analysis [117,118] performed manually by each member of the research
team. The inconsistencies in results were verified and solved at the end of the process.

(b) Scores obtained from DEA applied to financial ratios

Differently from other studies on the value relevance of information [75,77,78,119–122], our research
does not intend to examine the usefulness of NFI for investors. For this aim, as is known, the field
of research on the value relevance aims to verify the existence, referring to different periods, of a
positive association between accounting information or NFI and some market measures (i.e., Market
Value, Tobin’s q). If this association exists—under the condition that the capital market is efficient
and adequately reflects the value of the company—it is possible to assume that investors use the
information as a basis for their investment decisions (that is to say information is value relevant). On
the contrary, we aim to verify whether the levels of financial performance influence the sustainability
disclosure. For this aim, we do not use measures of the company’s market value, but we refer to
accounting indicators used to express financial performance. This approach is also in line with previous
studies, which advocate that sustainability disclosure is more likely to have a strong correlation with
accounting results than with investors returns [54,123,124].

As we explained in the introduction, previous studies on the relationship between sustainability
disclosure and financial performance levels mainly use financial ratios suitable to catch specific aspects
of the financial performance (profitability, solvency, liquidity, etc.). This solution does not allow you
to get a complete view of financial performance by simultaneously taking into account the different
factors that express it. We find it reductive to use single financial ratios as explanatory variables in
the regression model, since it does not allow the necessary multidimensional analysis of the financial
performance. For example, it is difficult to comment on the explanatory capacity of leverage, if not
associated with the other aspects related to the capital structure of the business entity. Similarly, it
is limited to comment on the explanatory capacity of ROA without considering the other aspects of
profitability and economic efficiency of the firm.

Among the available statistical methods available to summarize the different aspects of financial
performance, in this study, we apply DEA, deemed suitable to support a systematic approach of
analysis on financial ratios, in view of the further investigation on their relation with disclosure. DEA
overcomes limitations of the use of specific financial ratios, which is not available for identifying the
simultaneous presence of several factors [108]. Compared to other econometric methods that are
suitable for this purpose, DEA has among others the following advantages:

• It does not require respect for numerous assumptions on the distribution of variables and their
relationships, as well as on the homogeneity of the variance/covariance matrices among the
various groups surveyed [125,126];

• It reduces the subjectivity of using output measurements in relation to input [108], because one
does not need to assume a priori the existence of a particular production function for weighting
and aggregating inputs or outputs [127];

• It is an effective tool for evaluating the relative efficiency of DMUs in the presence of multiple
performance measures [127]. This aspect, like the previous ones, is relevant in our case because the
variables that we use to summarize the levels of financial performance, even if all ratios, express
different aspects of the multidimensional financial performance.

For these characteristics, DEA was progressively applied for measuring efficiency in a perspective
of comparison between different sample units [108–111]. In fact, it is a method which enables
comparisons where units (Decision Making Unit-DMU) use multiple incommensurate resources
(inputs) to deliver multiple incommensurate outcomes (outputs), to yield a single measure of overall
performance. The efficiency of each DMU is measured with regard to the empirical efficient frontier
(that is the frontier built on the data observed in the sample). The evaluation score obtained by each
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DMU expresses its performance with respect to the best performance (Score of efficiency frontier = 1)
observed in the sample. Since the original formulations were applied to the measurements of productive
efficiency [128,129], this non-parametric method has been applied in many areas. It also helped the
evaluation of the financial performance through financial ratios [99,118,119], and even the evaluation
of corporate bankruptcy [125,126,130–132].

For this analysis, using a non-oriented model Slack-Based Measure of Efficiency (SBM) [133], we
obtain two synthetic financial performance scores used as independent variables in the regression
model (see next section). SBM models base the efficiency assessments on the measurement and
evaluation of the slacks, attributing an efficiency score that is based on the sum of the input and
output slacks. Compared to the additive models, of which they constitute an evolution, the SBM
non-oriented models have the advantage of not requiring justification for the chosen orientation (to
inputs or outputs) [134,135]. Another advantage of SBM models, which we consider useful to outline
even if it is not material in our case, is that the results of the analysis are independent of the different
units of measurement in which the model variables could be expressed. If DEA is applied to indices
calculated both as financial ratios and margins, this is a relevant strength of the SBM models.

For data processing, we use the open-source software “OSDEA”, selecting two sets of input/output
variables to express the different dimensions of financial performance in two correspondent synthetic
scores. Each set includes 4 financial ratios (2 outputs and 2 inputs) and provides a DEA score (see
Table 3):

• The first is obtained from financial ratios related to the capital structure (Interest coverage ratio,
Leverage ratio and Debt to Ebitda Ratio) and to liquidity (Current ratio). In the regression model
this score is named “Pfin”;

• The latter is obtained from financial ratios suitable to summarize the profitability and economic
efficiency of the firm. In the regression model, this score is named “Pec”.

Table 3. Output and input of Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA).

Indicator Formula Type

Pfin

Current Ratio Current Assets/Current Liabilities Output

Interest Coverage Ratio Ebit/Interest Expense Output

Leverage Ratio (Debt Ratio) Total Debt/Total Assets Input

Debt to Ebitda Ratio Total Debt/Ebitda Input

Indicator Formula Type

Pec

Return on Assets (ROA) Ebit/Total Assets Output

Return on Equity (ROE) Net Income/Equity Output

Operating Ratio Operating Expenses/Revenues Input

Ebit to Net Income Ratio Ebit/Net Income Input

The two scores are adopted as proxies for the overall firm’s financial performance.
As regards the financial indicators, among the many potentially usable, we chose the most

significant ones based on their specific informative function for catching the main aspects of
financial performance.

For “Pfin” we use “Current ratio”, which expresses the ability of the companies to pay its
short-term debts (liquidity). To this indicator, we add “Leverage ratio” to consider the extent to which
a company has depended upon borrowing to finance its operations, and “Interest Coverage Ratio”
to take into account how the company can handle its interest payments. Finally, we apply “Debt to
Ebitda Ratio”, which measures a company’s ability to pay off its incurred debt. Thus, by these four
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ratios, we envelop the variables most directly related to the financial position, which are useful for
expressing the Liquidity, Leverage, Solvency and Financial Structure of the companies.

For “Pec” we use ROA and ROE, which are the main ratios of profitability measure a company’s
capacity to generate income relative to revenue, operating costs and balance sheet assets. Moreover, we
apply the “Operating Ratio” as a measure of the efficiency that shows the company’s ability to keeping
costs low in relation to revenue. Finally, we use “Ebit to Net Income Ratio” to consider the incidence of
Non-Operating Expenses on Net Income. Then, we envelop, by these four ratios, the variables most
directly related to the company’s Profitability and Efficiency.

The choice of input and output variables for DEA is motivated by the operating logic of this
method. As is well known, in constructing the efficiency frontiers, the variables of the model must be
selected as follows:

• output variables. Financial ratios whose increase expresses a higher performance level;
• input variables. Financial ratios whose reduction expresses a higher performance level.

Accounting data useful to run the financial ratios were collected from the “Thomson Reuters
Datastream Database”, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Items used to calculate financial ratios and data source.

Values from Balance Sheet Id Code Datastream Values from Income Statement Id Code Datastream

Current Assets WC02201 Revenues WC01001

Total Assets WC02999 Operating expenses WC01249

Current Liabilities WC03101 Interest Expense WC01075

Total Debt WC03255 Ebitda WC18198

Equity WC03501 Ebit WC18191

Net Income WC01706

(c) Size and business sector of companies

As stated above, the size of the business and the type of sector (sensitive, non-sensitive) have
been widely used in literature as explanatory variables in the regression models applied to the
study of sustainability disclosure. In our regression model, we consider these two characteristics as
control variables.

Different variables express the size of the company: total assets, revenues, equity, number of
employees, etc. In many studies on the value relevance of accounting information [77,136,137],
the variable adopted is total assets, frequently used also in studies strictly related to sustainability
disclosure [138–140]. In our analysis, we adopt the natural logarithm of “total assets” (id code
datastream WC02999, Table 4) as a proxy of size.

As regards the business sector, several studies highlighted that the company’s affiliation within
the “sensitive” sectors (with high socio-environmental impact) is a variable capable of influencing CSR
disclosure [52,74,104,105].

More specifically, it emerged that these companies tend to disclose a higher number and type of
GRI indicators than companies operating in “non-sensitive” sectors [95,96,101,141]. In our analysis,
we use a dummy variable to distinguish “sensitive” companies from “non-sensitive” ones (Table 5).
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Table 5. Sensitive and non-sensitive sectors.

Sector (According to Industry Classification on the Italian Stock Exchange) Coding Dummy Variable

Industrial (IND) Sensitive 1

Utilities (UTL) Sensitive 1

Basic Materials (BM) Sensitive 1

Oil and Gas (OG) Sensitive 1

Consumer Services (CS) Non-sensitive 0

Consumer Goods (CG) Non-sensitive 0

Health Care (HC) Non-sensitive 0

Technology (TEC) Non-sensitive 0

Telecommunications (TEL) Non-sensitive 0

3.3. Statistical Methods

In order to answer the research questions, the research adopts various statistical methods.
For RQ1, we use descriptive statistics tools to examine the evolution of sustainability

disclosure—for “D.I.” (overall) and “di” (each category of KPIs)—in the transition from voluntary
(2016) to mandatory adoption (2017–2018).

For RQ2, in order to investigate if any association exists between “DI” (dependent variable) and
the explanatory variables (ad discussed in the previous section), a regression model is used.

Taking into account nature “Panel” of data, which refer to 44 companies observed over the three
years (2016–2018), and the characteristics of the variable DI, that is within range 0–1, we choose a Panel
Data Tobit Model [142,143] with left-censored dependent variable and random effects.

The Panel Data Tobit Model with random effects is defined by the Formula (3)

y∗it = β′xit + vit + εit (3)

where:
vi represents random effects

vi ∼ NID
(
0, σ2

v

)
) ; εit ∼ NID

(
0, σ2

ε

)
and the dependent variable is

yit =

{
y∗it i f y∗it > 0
0 otherwise

Therefore, in this analysis the Formula (3) assumes the following functional form:

DIit = αit + β1P f init + β2Pecit + β3Sizeit + β4Sectorit + uit (4)

where:

t = 1, . . . , 3;
i = 1, . . . , 44;
uit = vit + εit. With reference to uit, we highlight that, theoretically, it could be correlated over time.
However, in our model it is divided in a random effect invariant over time (vit) and a random error
variable over time (εit);
y is left-censored, so yit ≤ y∗it for values of the variable DI ≤ 0.2 and the correct estimates of the model
are obtained by the Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLE) method.
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4. Results

4.1. Research Questions 1

For RQ1, as already mentioned, we use descriptive statistics tools.
Table 6 shows the correlation matrix for each variable and year of the analysis.

Table 6. Correlation matrix per year.

2016

DI Pfin Pec Size Sector

DI 1
Pfin −0.35205 1
Pec −0.02449 0.490348 1
Size 0.490838 −0.22749 0.056131 1

Sector 0.149851 −0.06646 0.012986 0.33471 1

2017

DI Pfin Pec Size Sector

DI 1
Pfin −0.14406 1
Pec −0.01069 0.62785 1
Size 0.558431 −0.11489 0.172165 1

Sector −0.02061 −0.10119 0.087151 0.335798 1

2018

DI Pfin Pec Size Sector

DI 1
Pfin −0.20149 1
Pec −0.00283 0.563111 1
Size 0.498535 −0.35141 −0.12842 1

Sector −0.0556 −0.29611 −0.27865 0.337904 1

Table 7 shows mean, median, first quartile and third quartile of the frequency distributions of
“DI” and “di”.

Table 7. Disclosure indexes “DI” and “di”: summary statistics.

2016 2017 2018

Disclosure
Indexes

1st
Quartile Median 3rd

Quartile Mean 1st
Quartile Median 3rd

Quartile Mean 1st
Quartile Median 3rd

Quartile Mean

Overall
(DI) 0.282 0.406 0.595 0.456 0.234 0.302 0.489 0.393 0.264 0.334 0.445 0.407

EC 0.288 0.444 0.714 0.506 0.231 0.385 0.635 0.432 0.231 0.385 0.692 0.437

EN 0.265 0.423 0.529 0.448 0.235 0.333 0.468 0.398 0.233 0.350 0.500 0.407

LA 0.375 0.500 0.688 0.540 0.286 0.375 0.619 0.418 0.286 0.381 0.619 0.461

HR 0.000 0.216 0.511 0.324 0.083 0.182 0.426 0.298 0.091 0.182 0.386 0.300

SO 0.273 0.455 0.659 0.462 0.182 0.364 0.534 0.406 0.167 0.333 0.542 0.424

PR 0.194 0.437 0.694 0.456 0.143 0.333 0.560 0.404 0.143 0.429 0.571 0.412

Results highlight a low value for all the disclosure indexes. They confirm findings of similar recent
studies led on the same topic by other scholars [60,144] on the European context. Indeed, the Overall
Disclosure Index presents a mean value 0.456 for the year 2016, in line with the results obtained for the
previous year (2015) by Venturelli et al. [144] on a more extensive sample including financial firms and
non-sensitive sectors operating in Italy.

However, the perspective here adopted allows us to examine the evolution of the phenomenon
over time. Moreover, our study observes the transition from the last period of voluntary (2016) to the
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early years (2017 and 2018) of the mandatory regime in Italy. This longitudinal analysis allows for
consideration of the possible influence of the mandatory regime on indicators’ disclosure.

Figure 1 graphically displays the trend of the statistics measures in Table 7 over the three years
under investigation.

Figure 1. Trend analysis of disclosure indexes.

Two clear trends emerge.
The first trend is that all observed statistical values, with the only exception of the first quartile

referred to “di” for Human Rights (HR), show variously significant reductions from the last financial
year of voluntary reporting (2016) to the early year (2017) of the mandatory regime.

As can be seen from Table 8, the nonparametric tests used confirm that both variables (“Pfin” and
“Pec”) for the two reference years (2016 and 2017) were extracted from populations having the same
median. In order to confirm the test result of the medians, we run the Mann-Whitney test, which takes
its cue from the Wilcoxon test and fully uses the information of the ranks. Furthermore, considering
that these two tests allow comparing two sets of data by intercepting only the differences in the location
rather than in the form of the two distributions, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was also used to verify
the shape of the sample distributions. Even this last test confirms that the null hypothesis (H0) cannot
be rejected. Therefore, there is no discrepancy between the two sample distributions. In conclusion, it is
possible to affirm that, for the “Pfin” variable, as well as for the “Pec” variable there are no differences
between the years 2016 and 2017 due to central tendency, dispersion, symmetry and, to a certain
extent, kurtosis.

The second trend which lies ahead is that the disclosure indexes—with a few exceptions—tend to
stabilize in 2018 compared to the previous year.

We will comment on these empirical findings in the next section dedicated to discussion
and conclusion.
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Table 8. Nonparametric tests on the distributions of “Pfin” and “Pec” (significance level of 0.05).

Median Test

- H0: Me1 =Me2 (The two groups of observations belong to two populations with the same median)

Pearson chi2 p-value

“Pfin” 0.7273 0.394
“Pec” 0.0455 0.831

Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney Test

- H0: Me1 =Me2 (the two groups of observations belong to two populations with the same median)

Test z Prob > |z|

“Pfin” 1.161 0.2458
“Pec” −0.067 0.9466

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

- H0: The two samples follow the same distribution

D p-value

“Pfin” 0.091 0.961
“Pec” 0.182 0.423

4.2. Research Questions 2

As clarified in Section 3.3, for RQ2 we use a Panel Data Tobit Model with left-censored dependent
variable and random effects. The results of our regression model are shown in Table 9.

Table 9. Panel Data Tobit Model results.

Random-Effects Tobit Regression Group Variable: Company
Random Effects u_i~Gaussian

Number of Obs. = 132
Number of Groups = 44

Integration Method: Mvaghermite Integration Pts. = 12

Log Likelihood = 12.332014 Wald chi2 (4) = 31.74
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

DI Coef. Std. Err. z P > |z| [95% Conf. Interval]

Pfin 0.1348 0.0254 5.30 0.000 0.0849 0.1846

Pec −0.1385 0.0599 −2.31 0.021 −0.2560 −0.0209

Size 0.1482 0.0266 5.56 0.000 0.0959 0.2004

Sector −0.0568 0.0401 −1.42 0.156 −0.1355 0.0217

Cons −0.4890 0.1712 −2.86 0.004 −0.8246 −0.1535

/sigma_u 0.0863 0.0260 3.31 0.001 0.0352 0.1374

/sigma_e 0.1823 0.0145 12.51 0.000 0.1537 0.2108

rho 0.1832 0.1018 0.048 0.4401

LR test of sigma u = 0: chibar2 (01) = 3.67 Prob ≥ chibar2 = 0.028

12 left-censored observations

From the observation of the results, in statistical terms we can highlight that:

• All coefficients are different from zero, therefore the model can be considered acceptable (Wald
chi2(4) = 31.74 with p_value = 0.000);

• The variables “Pfin” and “Size” are significant at the 0.01 level and the variable “Pec” is significant
at 0.05 level;

• The intraclass correlation coefficient (rho) suggests that 18.3% of the variance is due to the
differences between panels.

A likelihood-ratio test (LR test) compares the pooled estimator (Tobit) with the panel estimator.
In this case, we reject the null hypothesis that there are no panel-level effects.
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The partial regression coefficients βi represent the average effect of the variables Xi on the
dependent variable DI, when the Xi coefficients change over time and between companies.

As for RQ1, we will comment on the results of the regression model in the next section.

5. Discussion

In this section, we propose some considerations to discuss the results obtained from data processing
separately for our two Research Question, in relation to prior studies on the same subject.

The descriptive statistics used to understand the evolution of the disclosure levels of KPIs in the
transition from the voluntary to the mandatory regime, (RQ1) show two clear trends (see Section 4.1
and, in particular, Figure 1):

• A generalized reduction in the use of KPIs from the last year of voluntary (2016) to the early year
(2017) of the mandatory regime;

• A tendential stabilization in the use of KPIs in 2018 compared to 2017.

We can explain changes in the use of the KPIs as a possible effect of variation in the materiality
perimeter orienting the selection of indicators. However, it is unlikely that companies which continue
to carry out the same activity from year to year, and that use the same framework for sustainability
reporting (GRI) over time, show a significant reduction in the number of indicators deemed “material”
in the specific phase of transition to the mandatory regime. This doubt is also confirmed by the
tendential stabilization, in our sample, in the levels of disclosure from 2017 to 2018. On the other
hand, one can presume that consistent with what argued in the literature about the transition toward
mandatory CSR reporting [145], there is a general decrease of information and the pro-active behavior
in experimenting social disclosure by companies falls sharply down.

Given such evidence, our findings can be interpreted in the light of the literature on the effect of
mandatory NFI in modifying the company’s behavior in response to the law.

Early studies on the transposition of Directive 2014/95/EU provide various results regarding the
dynamic in the disclosure levels of NFI to convey in accordance to the new regulation.

Mion & Loza Adaui (2019) [41] observed that the quality of sustainability disclosure—assessed
applying a quantitative scale to codified categories of information—increased in the Italian context
more than in Germany after the introduction of mandatory NFD. Similar results are found in the study
by Caputo et al. (2020) [29] referred to an extensive sample of large Italian companies, performing a
nonfinancial score through content analysis of the annual report, integrated report and sustainability
reports, comparing the year 2015 against 2017.

The outcomes of these studies lead authors to identify in regulation a factor that is sharply boosting
standardization in sustainability reporting practices, as well as already observed in the studies on the
process of accounting standardization induced by law [32,146]. They frame the results emerged by
interpreting the approach of companies as aimed at being compliant with the law according to the
“tick-box” method suggested by the literature [147,148].

Findings on the effects of the EU Directive are consistent with what emerged in preliminary
critical analysis aimed to assess the information gap for large companies in view of the adoption of the
transposition of the Directive, from which emerged that in the Italian case the gap to cover was on
average higher than in other European countries [30,91,144].

Other studies focused on the use of KPIs in the sustainability reporting based on GRI guidelines
found a reduction of DI in the transition from the voluntary to the mandatory regime (2015–2017) in
the case of companies operating in sensitive sectors [101]. Another study [42], comparing the financial
year 2017 against 2012, documented a reduction of the quantity of GRI indicators disclosed in each
category between these two years and that companies seem to focus only on indicators considered
more “relevant” according to the Directive. Similarly, a further study [43] conducted on a sample of
Italian listed companies including financial services, based on a principal content analysis of NFR
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and on descriptive statistics confirms the same decreasing trend in the first year of transition to the
mandatory regime.

These preliminary studies highlight that the abovementioned lower degree of DI is directly linked
to the legal requirement, and to the attitude toward compliance that drives firms to focus attention on
some aspects in view to give an adequate response to the legal provision.

Our research confirms the existence of a generalized reduction in the use of KPIs in the first
year (2017) the decree entered in force. Furthermore, it is one of the first studies extending the
period of analysis on a longer trend, which also includes the second year (2018) of the mandatory
regime. The comparison between the first two years of the compulsory reporting shows an apparent
stabilization in the use of KPIs, similarly to Tarquinio et al. (2020) [43]. The longitudinal analysis
provides a more robust demonstration of the conclusion that the legal requirements in the field of
external reporting have been critical factors of the companies’ behavior. The outcomes of this research
are significant, especially considering that they concern companies already adopting the GRI guidelines
well before the regulation requirements, thus witnessing to have a high level of orientation towards
sustainable goals and expertise in this field.

The analysis of the complex and multifaced relationship between qualitative and quantitative
aspects of information allows us to affirm that it has not to take for granted that a lower number of
indicators (quantity decrease) means necessarily a lower reliability of information (quality decrease).
On the contrary, in a contingent phase of transition, it is possible to reject the idea that the higher is
the disclosure index, the better is the quality of information. Considering that the mandatory regime
for sustainability reporting implies the mandatory assurance for KPIs, the assessment of information
reliability gains more prominence, creating a prudent stance towards the disclosure of quantitative
information. This situation may arise, likely, in the case when the information is not easy to quantify
nor to verify. In general terms and line with previous studies, this confirms that making non-financial
disclosure compulsory by law could affect the quality of reporting variously [107,145].

Therefore, we argue that such a conservative stance in the companies’ communication can be
reflected in the reliability of information disclosed, which is a relevant aspect of sustainability
reporting [103]. In this perspective, the observed negative trend could be associated with an
improvement of reliability, that is an important feature affecting the quality of the information,
thus resulting in a positive effect of regulation.

For RQ2, our results show a negative relationship between the level of disclosure and the score of
profitability and performance ratio (“Pec”), and a positive relationship between leverage and other
financial ratios related to the capital structure (“Pfin”) with disclosure (DI). These results are some way
in line with previous findings, though they are not fully comparable to our study, in terms of the method
used to synthesize the financial performance and of the context of the analysis [28,44,61–63,149].

Whether or not such results are consistent with rational behavior, and the selection of indicators
follows a deliberate choice or is an emerging fact, the association found is significant and allows us to
formulate some possible general explanations.

Since the lower is the level of profitability and performance score, the higher is the level of
disclosure, we can sustain that is realistic for those companies revealing good financial results that the
need to add more information in compliance to the legal requirement is moderate. On the contrary,
when performance and profitability ratios stay at a lower score, there is the risk to reduce returns
expectations by investors, so that a higher degree of non-financial disclosure could play a key role,
increasing the credibility of management and providing another lens to assess the business results.
From those findings, we can argue that, if such interpretation is plausible, NFI confirms to be assigned
an integrative function, increasing transparency and credibility of the firm.

On the other side, the positive relationship between the score of financial position and the level of
disclosure seems to be confirmative of the idea, on which similar positions are found in abovementioned
studies, that good conditions of Liquidity, Leverage and Solvency justify a larger amount of resources
to allocate to CSR initiatives.
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As regards the positive relationship between DI and the size of the sampled companies, our
results confirm previous studies [41,150]. This relationship is likely associated with the link between
the wider scale of business and the perimeter of materiality.

Contrary to other studies that found a positive association between the type of sector (sensitive vs.
non-sensitive) [89,94,95,151] and DI, we cannot propose any consideration on this aspect, since the
variable sector was shown not to be statistically significant in our model.

As for the analysis of the relationship between DI and financial performance (RQ2), we have to
distinguish the considerations for “Pec” and “Pfin”.

About the score through which we have summarized the aspects of the profitability and economic
efficiency (“Pec”), our results showed a negative relationship with the level of disclosure. In a first
approximation, we can say that these results are in line with evidence provided by Jennifer Ho et al.
(2007) [62] and Prado-Lorenzo et al. (2009) [63], but they differ from those emerging in Sotorrío et al.
(2010) [66], Chen et al. (2015) [100] and Hategan et al. (2018) [28], who recorded a positive relationship
with profitability.

As for the score “Pfin”—which in our study envelops Liquidity, Leverage, Solvency and Financial
Structure of the companies—our findings recorded its positive relationship with (DI), confirming
similar results obtained in Clarkson et al. (2008) [149], but in contrast with those of Brammer and
Pavelin (2006) [61].

However, it has to be stressed that our study, to achieve a more comprehensive assessment of
financial performance in its relationship with sustainability disclosure, used systemic measures of
financial performance levels provided by DEA. Therefore, our findings are not fully comparable with
them of prior studies. On the one hand, this confirms the significant criticality already outlined in
the literature that differences in methods adopted to measure the level of performance could be a
non-negligible determinant of diverging empirical results [52,63,136,150].

6. Conclusions

In this research, we explored the effects on the disclosure level of NFR based on GRI guidelines by
a longitudinal analysis covering a period pre (2016) and post (2017–2018) implementation of the EU
Directive in the Italian context. Furthermore, using a Panel Data Tobit Model, we investigated the
existence of a significant relationship between the disclosure level of NFI and financial performance in
the sampled companies.

Findings allow us to draw some conclusions on how the transition to the mandatory regime of
NFI impacted on the level of disclosure of KPIs for Italian listed companies adopting GRI Guidelines
(RQ1), which contribute to the previous literature on the subject.

The study makes several theoretical and practical contributions with implications for researchers,
management and policymakers.

Our results add to the literature on the effect of mandatory NFI, helping gain a better understanding
of how the law can influence the company’s stance and commitment to corporate communication. The
study showed a decrease in the level of KPIs disclosure in the transition to the mandatory regime of
NFI, supporting evidence found in previous research in this specific field. We think that companies
already adopting a standardized model of reporting in advance of the compulsory regime constitute
a suitable test bench to explore the effect of regulation on NFI, as generally, it is likely that they
have a high commitment toward sustainable goals and expertise in this field. The research, based on
longitudinal analysis, improves knowledge on the evolution of disclosure in the transition to mandatory
NFI, enabling us to envisage a possible path of the process of institutionalization in sustainability
reporting practices.

We commented on the decrease in KPIs disclosure, observing that the conservative approach
in the companies’ communication can be reflected in the reliability of the information, which is a
relevant qualitative aspect of sustainability reporting. It is useful to point out this aspect since it can
contribute to the research on the relationships between quality of reporting and disclosure levels,
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which analyzed aspects such as disclosure credibility, reliability and comparability of information
provided in mandatory as well in voluntary reports [25,41,79,106,138].

In addition, the outcomes of the study reduce a gap in the CSR management and reporting
literature, as they shed light on the performance measurement process along with the usefulness
and reliability of KPIs reporting, in coherence with the need to adopt an integrated approach in both
decision-making and external communication.

The study also adds to previous literature on the relationship between DI and financial performance,
in that it adopts DEA to summarize the financial performance from a multidimensional perspective.

As for the main implications for researchers, it would be useful to go deeper into the consequences
of mandatory disclosure of nonfinancial information and its relationship with the financial performance
of companies, extending the adoption of DEA. This model of analysis may increase the robustness
of results, preventing distortions related to biases and errors in the selection of indicators, in the
search for significant relations with disclosure. This point makes clear the opportunity to test the
usefulness of this model in further research–together or in alternative to other methods–to assure
higher comparability and significance to results.

From this study, there also emerges a positive association between the level of disclosure on
KPIs and financial performance, giving evidence that larger amounts of financial resources affect the
propensity positively toward the development of information systems. Moreover, the negative
association found between the profitability performance and the level of disclosure seems to
confirm that nonfinancial performance has a prominent role in providing supplementary information,
whose relevance can be higher just when the economic performance appears to be more vulnerable.
On the standpoint of managers, this study highlights what seems to be the dominant behavior in this
field. As regards the effectiveness of such information, in terms of ‘value relevance’, specific studies
are addressed to verify their usefulness for investors, taking in consideration the market value of
companies investigated.

Findings of our study suggest to policymakers that in a globalized context, the enforcement on
the use of KPIs could improve the transparency and the harmonization of NFI. The role of regulation,
in this aspect, could go well beyond indicating a list of information that represents the minimum
information content. The development of effective reporting practices could find an essential driver in
the push towards more significant codification and standardization of the indicators for each area of
information, following in the wake of the evolution marked in this field by the GRI.

There are certain limitations in this study, as with all other studies, which open the way to potential
extensions of research. First, the empirical setting focuses on the case of Italy. Results may differ across
other countries and may change depending on the main characteristics of the institutional contexts.

Besides, we assumed a quantitative perspective to estimate the level of disclosure on KPIs.
Qualitative analysis of nonfinancial reports could provide further elements to test the evolution of
disclosure and its relationship with financial performance.

Finally, our analysis allows us to appreciate the effect of the compulsory regime in the specific
transition phase, and to glimpse through it a possible evolutionary path. Further studies could
investigate in the long-term the evolution in mandatory reporting practices and specific features of
institutionalization of compulsory NFI practices.
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24. Hąbek, P.; Wolniak, R. Assessing the quality of corporate social responsibility reports: The case of reporting
practices in selected European Union member states. Qual. Quant. 2016, 50, 399–420. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1979.4498296
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41165018
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10082823
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1062726X.2016.1261702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2058-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.1761
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1748-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3516-4
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-05-2017-2929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.1910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2007.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2008.05.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2015.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bse.539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0959-6526(99)00235-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.213
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.1296
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0155-z


Sustainability 2020, 12, 5195 19 of 24

25. Olsthoorn, X.; Tyteca, D.; Wehrmeyer, W.; Wagner, M. Environmental indicators for business: A review of the
literature and standardisation methods. J. Clean. Prod. 2001, 9, 453–463. [CrossRef]

26. Skouloudis, A.; Evangelinos, K.; Kourmousis, F. Development of an evaluation methodology for triple
bottom line reports using international standards on reporting. Environ. Manag. 2009, 44, 298–311. [CrossRef]

27. European Union Directive 2014/95/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 22 October 2014
Amending Directive 2013/34/EU as Regards Disclosure of Non-Financial and Diversity Information by
Certain Large Undertakings and Groups. 2014. Available online: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/
%0AEN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L:2014:330:FULL&from=EN (accessed on 16 April 2020).

28. Hategan, C.D.; Sirghi, N.; Curea Pitorac, R.I.; Hategan, V.P. Doing Well or Doing Good: The Relationship
between Corporate Social Responsibility and Profit in Romanian Companies. Sustainability 2018, 10, 1041.
[CrossRef]

29. Caputo, F.; Leopizzi, R.; Pizzi, S.; Milone, V. The Non-Financial Reporting Harmonization in Europe:
Evolutionary Pathways Related to the Transposition of the Directive 95/2014/EU within the Italian Context.
Sustainability 2019, 12, 92. [CrossRef]

30. Venturelli, A.; Caputo, F.; Leopizzi, R.; Pizzi, S. The state of art of corporate social disclosure before the
introduction of non-financial reporting directive: A cross country analysis. Soc. Responsib. J. 2019, 15,
409–423. [CrossRef]

31. Dawid, G.; Magdalena, K.; Karolina, K. CSR Practices in Polish and Spanish Stock Listed Companies:
A Comparative Analysis. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1054. [CrossRef]

32. Aureli, S.; Salvatori, F.; Magnaghi, E. A Country-Comparative Analysis of the Transposition of the EU
Non-Financial Directive: An Institutional Approach. Account. Econ. Law Conviv. 2020. [CrossRef]

33. Luque-Vílchez, M.; Larrinaga, C. Reporting Models do not Translate Well: Failing to Regulate CSR Reporting
in Spain. Soc. Environ. Account. J. 2016, 36, 56–75. [CrossRef]

34. Manes-Rossi, F.; Tiron-Tudor, A.; Nicolò, G.; Zanellato, G.; Manes-Rossi, F.; Tiron-Tudor, A.; Nicolò, G.;
Zanellato, G. Ensuring More Sustainable Reporting in Europe Using Non-Financial Disclosure—De Facto
and De Jure Evidence. Sustainability 2018, 10, 1162. [CrossRef]

35. Doni, F.; Bianchi Martini, S.; Corvino, A.; Mazzoni, M. Voluntary versus mandatory non-financial disclosure:
EU Directive 95/2014 and sustainability reporting practices based on empirical evidence from Italy. Meditari
Account. Res. 2019. [CrossRef]

36. European Commission. Guidelines on Non-Financial Reporting (Methodology for Reporting Non-Financial
Information) (2017/C 215/01); EU Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2017.

37. GRI. Sustainability Reporting Guidelines on Economic, Environmental, and Social Performance; GRI: Amsterdam,
The Netherlands, 2000.

38. International Integrated Reporting Council. The International <IR> Framework. 2013. Available online:
http://integratedreporting.org/resource/international-ir-framework (accessed on 25 March 2020).

39. KPMG. The road ahead. In The KPMG Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting; KPMG: Zurich,
Switzerland, 2017.

40. Global Sustainability Standard Board (GSSB). Consolidated Set of GRI Sustainability Reporting Standards; GRI:
Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2016.

41. Mion, G.; Loza Adaui, C.R. Mandatory Nonfinancial Disclosure and Its Consequences on the Sustainability
Reporting Quality of Italian and German Companies. Sustainability 2019, 11, 4612. [CrossRef]

42. Raucci, D.; Tarquinio, L. Sustainability Performance Indicators and Non-Financial Information Reporting.
Evidence from the Italian Case. Adm. Sci. 2020, 10, 13. [CrossRef]

43. Tarquinio, L.; Posadas, S.C.; Pedicone, D. Scoring Nonfinancial Information Reporting in Italian Listed
Companies: A Comparison of before and after the Legislative Decree 254/2016. Sustainability 2020, 12, 4158.
[CrossRef]

44. Waddock, S.A.; Graves, S.B. The corporate social performance-financial performance link. Strateg. Manag. J.
1997, 18, 303–319. [CrossRef]

45. Benlemlih, M. Corporate social responsibility and firm financing decisions: A literature review. J. Multinatl.
Financ. Manag. 2017, 42–43, 1–10. [CrossRef]

46. Lee, W.J. Corporate social responsibility disclosure level, external assurance and cost of equity capital. J.
Financ. Report. Account. 2018, 16, 694–724. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0959-6526(01)00005-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-009-9305-9
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/%0AEN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L:2014:330:FULL&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/%0AEN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:L:2014:330:FULL&from=EN
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10041041
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12010092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-12-2017-0275
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11041054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/ael-2018-0047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0969160X.2016.1149301
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10041162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-12-2018-0423
http://integratedreporting.org/resource/international-ir-framework
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11174612
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/admsci10010013
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12104158
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199704)18:4&lt;303::AID-SMJ869&gt;3.0.CO;2-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mulfin.2017.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-12-2017-0112


Sustainability 2020, 12, 5195 20 of 24

47. Jiménez, J.R.G.; Grima, G.A.Z. Corporate Social Responsibility and Cost of Equity: Literature Review and
Suggestions for Future Research. J. Bus. Account. Financ. Perspect. 2020, 2. [CrossRef]

48. De Villiers, C.; Marques, A. Corporate social responsibility, country-level predispositions, and the
consequences of choosing a level of disclosure. Account. Bus. Res. 2016, 46, 167–195. [CrossRef]

49. Piñeiro-Chousa, J.; Vizcaíno-González, M.; Caby, J. Financial development and standardized reporting:
A comparison among developed, emerging, and frontier markets. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 101, 797–802. [CrossRef]

50. Ullmann, A.A. Data in Search of a Theory: A Critical Examination of the Relationships among Social
Performance, Social Disclosure, and Economic Performance of U.S. Firms. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1985, 10,
540–557. [CrossRef]

51. Admiraal, M.; Nivra, R.; Turksema, R. Reporting on Nonfinancial Information. Int. J. Gov. Audit. 2009, 36,
15–20.

52. Hahn, R.; Kühnen, M. Determinants of sustainability reporting: A review of results, trends, theory, and
opportunities in an expanding field of research. J. Clean. Prod. 2013, 59, 5–21. [CrossRef]

53. Brooks, C.; Oikonomou, I. The effects of environmental, social and governance disclosures and performance
on firm value: A review of the literature in accounting and finance. Br. Account. Rev. 2018, 50, 1–15.
[CrossRef]

54. Platonova, E.; Asutay, M.; Dixon, R.; Mohammad, S. The Impact of Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure
on Financial Performance: Evidence from the GCC Islamic Banking Sector. J. Bus. Ethics 2018, 151, 451–471.
[CrossRef]

55. Griffin, J.J.; Mahon, J.F. The Corporate Social Performance and Corporate Financial Performance Debate:
Twenty-Five Years of Incomparable Research. Bus. Soc. 1997, 36, 5–31. [CrossRef]

56. Chatterji, A.; Levine, D. Breaking Down the Wall of Codes: Evaluating Non-Financial Performance
Measurement. Calif. Manag. Rev. 2006, 48, 29–51. [CrossRef]

57. Pineiro-Chousa, J.; Romero-Castro, N.; Vizcaíno-González, M. Inclusions in and Exclusions from the S&P 500
Environmental and Socially Responsible Index: A Fuzzy-Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis. Sustainability
2019, 11, 1211. [CrossRef]

58. Hackston, D.; Milne, M.J. Some determinants of social and environmental disclosures in New Zealand
companies. Account. Audit. Account. J. 1996, 9, 77–108. [CrossRef]

59. Clarkson, P.M.; Overell, M.B.; Chapple, L. Environmental reporting and its relation to corporate environmental
performance. Abacus 2011, 47, 27–60. [CrossRef]

60. Dyduch, J.; Krasodomska, J. Determinants of Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure: An Empirical
Study of Polish Listed Companies. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1934. [CrossRef]

61. Brammer, S.; Pavelin, S. Voluntary Environmental Disclosures by Large UK Companies. J. Bus. Financ. Account.
2006, 33, 1168–1188. [CrossRef]

62. Jennifer Ho, L.C.; Taylor, M.E. An Empirical Analysis of Triple Bottom-Line Reporting and its Determinants:
Evidence from the United States and Japan. J. Int. Financ. Manag. Account. 2007, 18, 123–150. [CrossRef]

63. Prado-Lorenzo, J.; Rodríguez-Domínguez, L.; Gallego-Álvarez, I.; García-Sánchez, I. Factors influencing
the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions in companies world-wide. Manag. Decis. 2009, 47, 1133–1157.
[CrossRef]

64. Roberts, R.W. Determinants of Corporate so-cial responsibility disclosure: An application of stakeholder
Theory. Account. Organ. Soc. 1992, 17, 595–612. [CrossRef]

65. Yang, Y.; Orzes, G.; Jia, F.; Chen, L. Does GRI Sustainability Reporting Pay Off? An Empirical Investigation
of Publicly Listed Firms in China. Bus. Soc. 2019, 1. [CrossRef]

66. Sotorrío, L.L.; Sánchez, J.L.F. Corporate social reporting for different audiences: The case of multinational
corporations in Spain. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2010, 17, 272–283. [CrossRef]

67. Schaltegger, S.; Burritt, R. Contemporary Environmental Accounting: Issues Concepts and Practice; Greenleaf
Publishing: Sheffield, UK, 2000.

68. De Villiers, C.; Rinaldi, L.; Unerman, J. Integrated reporting: Insights, gaps and an agenda for future research.
Account. Audit. Account. J. 2014, 27, 1042–1067. [CrossRef]

69. Rivera-Arrubla, Y.A.; Zorio-Grima, A.; García-Benau, M.A. Integrated reports: Disclosure level and
explanatory factors. Soc. Responsib. J. 2017, 13, 155–176. [CrossRef]

70. Eccles, R.G.; Serafeim, G. Accelerating the Adoption of Integrated Reporting; De Leo, F., Vollbracht, M., CSR Index,
InnoVatio Publishing Ltd, Eds.; InnoVatio Publishing Ltd.: Boston, MA, USA, 2011; pp. 70–92.

http://dx.doi.org/10.35995/jbafp2020015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2015.1039476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.12.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4278989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.07.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3229-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/000765039703600102
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/41166337
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11041211
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09513579610109987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.2011.00330.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su9111934
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5957.2006.00598.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-646X.2007.01010.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/00251740910978340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(92)90015-K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0007650319831632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-06-2014-1736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SRJ-02-2016-0033


Sustainability 2020, 12, 5195 21 of 24

71. Solomon, J.; Maroun, W. Integrated Reporting: The Influence of King III on Social, Ethical and Environmental
Reporting; The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants: London, UK, 2012.

72. Loprevite, S.; Ricca, B.; Rupo, D. Performance Sustainability and Integrated Reporting: Empirical Evidence
from Mandatory and Voluntary Adoption Contexts. Sustainability 2018, 10, 1351. [CrossRef]

73. Loprevite, S.; Rupo, D.; Ricca, B. Does the voluntary adoption of integrated reporting affect the value
relevance of accounting information? Empirical evidence from Europe. Int. J. Manag. Financ. Account. 2019,
11, 238–268. [CrossRef]

74. Cho, S.Y.; Lee, C.; Pfeiffe, R.J., Jr. Corporate social responsibility performance and information asymmetry.
J. Account. Public Policy 2013, 32, 71–83. [CrossRef]

75. Lourenco, I.C.; Callen, J.L.; Branco, M.C.; Curto, J.D. The value relevance of reputation for sustainability
leadership. J. Bus. Ethics 2014, 119, 17–28. [CrossRef]

76. Middleton, A. Value relevance of firms’ integral environmental performance: Evidence from Russia. J. Account.
Public Policy 2015, 34, 204–211. [CrossRef]

77. Baboukardos, D.; Rimmel, G. Value relevance of accounting information under an integrated reporting
approach: A research note. J. Account. Public Policy 2016, 35, 437–452. [CrossRef]

78. Lee, K.W.; Yeo, G. The association between integrated reporting and firm valuation. Rev. Quant.
Financ. Account. 2016, 47, 1221–1250. [CrossRef]

79. Bernardi, C.; Stark, A.W. Environmental, social and governance disclosure, integrated reporting, and the
accuracy of analyst forecasts. Br. Account. Rev. 2016, 50, 16–31. [CrossRef]

80. Ahmed Haji, A.; Anifowose, M. Initial trends in corporate disclosures following the introduction of integrated
reporting practice in South Africa. J. Intellect. Cap. 2017, 18, 373–399. [CrossRef]

81. Barth, M.E.; Cahan, S.F.; Chen, L.; Venter, E.R. The Economic Consequences Associated with Integrated
Report Quality: Capital Market and Real Effects. Account. Organ. Soc. 2017, 62, 43–64. [CrossRef]

82. International Integrated Reporting Council. 10 years of Integrated Reporting <IR>. Available online:
integratedreporting.org.

83. Tianyuan, F.; Lorne, C.; Dale, T. Exploring integrated thinking in integrated reporting—An exploratory study
in Australia. J. Intellect. Cap. 2017, 18, 330–353. [CrossRef]

84. Hoque, M.E. Why Company Should Adopt Integrated Reporting? Int. J. Econ. Financ. Issues 2017, 7, 241–248.
85. La Torre, M.; Bernardi, C.; Guthrie, J.; Dumay, J. Integrated Reporting and Integrating Thinking: Practical

Challenges. In Challenges in Managing Sustainable Business; Arvidsson, S., Ed.; Palgrave Macmillan: Cham,
Switzerland, 2019.

86. Dumay, J. A critical reflection on the future of intellectual capital: From reporting to disclosure. J. Intellect.
Cap. 2016, 17, 168–184. [CrossRef]

87. De Villiers, C.; Hshiao, P. Integrated and the Connection between Integrated Reporting and Intellectual
Capital. In The Routledge Companion to Intellectual Capital: Frontiers of Research, Practice and Knowledge;
Dumay, J., Ricceri, F., Guthrie, J., Christian Nielsen, C., Eds.; Routledge: London, UK, 2017; pp. 483–491.

88. Renato, C.; Alex, A.; Umberto, S. Strategic information disclosure, integrated reporting and the role of
intellectual capital. J. Intellect. Cap. 2019, 20, 125–143. [CrossRef]

89. Gallego-Álvarez, I.; Lozano, M.B.; Rodríguez-Rosa, M. An analysis of the environmental information in
international companies according to the new GRI standards. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 182, 57–66. [CrossRef]

90. Sierra-Garcia, L.; Garcia-Benau, M.A.; Bollas-Araya, H.M. Empirical Analysis of Non-Financial Reporting by
Spanish Companies. Adm. Sci. 2018, 8, 29. [CrossRef]

91. Pizzi, S.; Venturelli, A.; Caputo, A. The “comply-or-explain” principle in directive 95/2014/EU. A rhetorical
analysis of Italian PIEs. Sustain. Account. Manag. Policy J. 2020. [CrossRef]

92. Mazzotta, R.; Bronzetti, G.; Veltri, S. Are mandatory non-financial disclosures credible? Evidence from Italian
listed companies. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2020. [CrossRef]

93. Legendre, S.; Coderre, F. Determinants of GRI G3 Application Levels: The Case of the Fortune Global 500.
Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2013, 20, 182–192. [CrossRef]

94. Hahn, R.; Lülfs, R. Legitimizing Negative Aspects in GRI-Oriented Sustainability Reporting: A Qualitative
Analysis of Corporate Disclosure Strategies. J. Bus. Ethics 2014, 123, 401–420. [CrossRef]

95. Del Mar Alonso-Almeida, M.; Llach, J.; Marimon, F. A Closer Look at the ‘Global Reporting Initiative’
Sustainability Reporting as a Tool to Implement Environmental and Social Policies: A Worldwide Sector
Analysis. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2014, 21, 318–335. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su10051351
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJMFA.2019.104131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2012.10.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1617-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2014.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2016.04.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11156-015-0536-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2016.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-01-2016-0020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2017.08.005
integratedreporting.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-06-2016-0068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-08-2015-0072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JIC-02-2018-0048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.01.240
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/admsci8030029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/SAMPJ-07-2019-0254
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.1935
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.1285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1801-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/csr.1318


Sustainability 2020, 12, 5195 22 of 24

96. Tarquinio, L.; Raucci, D.; Benedetti, R. An Investigation of Global Reporting Initiative Performance Indicators
in Corporate Sustainability Reports: Greek, Italian and Spanish Evidence. Sustainability 2018, 10. [CrossRef]

97. Slacik, J.; Greiling, D. Compliance with materiality in G4-sustainability reports by electric utilities. Int. J.
Energy Sect. Manag. 2019, 14, 583–608. [CrossRef]

98. Nurlan, O.; Monowar, M. Determinants of GRI-based sustainability reporting: Evidence from an emerging
economy. J. Account. Emerg. Econ. 2019, 10, 140–164. [CrossRef]

99. Loza Adaui, C.R. Sustainability Reporting Quality of Peruvian Listed Companies and the Impact of Regulatory
Requirements of Sustainability Disclosures. Sustainability 2020, 12, 1135. [CrossRef]

100. Chen, L.; Feldmann, A.; Tang, O. The relationship between disclosures of corporate social performance and
financial performance: Evidences from GRI reports in manufacturing industry. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2015, 170,
445–456. [CrossRef]

101. Raucci, D.; Tarquinio, L.; Rupo, D.; Loprevite, S. Non-financial performance indicators: The power of
measures to operationalize the law. In Sustainability and Law: General and Specific Aspects; Volker, M., Rupo, D.,
Tarquinio, L., Eds.; Springer International Publishing: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2020.

102. Marston, C.L.; Shrives, P.J. The use of disclosure indices in accounting research: A review article.
Br. Account. Rev. 1991, 23, 195–210. [CrossRef]

103. Beretta, S.; Bozzolan, S. Quality versus Quantity: The Case of Forward-Looking Disclosure. J. Account. Audit.
Financ. 2008, 23, 333–376. [CrossRef]

104. Core, J.E. A review of the empirical disclosure literature: Discussion. J. Account. Econ. 2001, 31, 441–456.
[CrossRef]

105. Dominique, D.; Olivier, B. The quality of sustainability reports and impression management: A stakeholder
perspective. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2017, 30, 643–667. [CrossRef]

106. Akrum, H.; Mark, W.; Chandana, A. Exploring the quality of corporate environmental reporting: Surveying
preparers’ and users’ perceptions. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2019, 32, 163–193. [CrossRef]

107. Jackson, G.; Bartosch, J.; Avetisyan, E.; Kinderman, D.; Knudsen, J.S. Mandatory Non-financial Disclosure
and Its Influence on CSR: An International Comparison. J. Bus. Ethics 2020, 162, 323–342. [CrossRef]
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