FEMALE DIRECTORS ON BOARDS. THE IMPACT OF FAULTLINES ON CSR
REPORTING

Abstract

Purpose: This paper analyzes the role of female directors on CSR disclosure. It assumes the
existence of faultlines when studying gender diversity and classifies female directors into three
categories: industry experts, advisors, and community leaders. It also examines the influence
of the power of female directors as a moderator on the association between female director

categories and CSR disclosure.

Design/methodology/approach: The paper is based on a dynamic Generalized Method of
Moments panel estimator which allows the control of unobservable heterogeneity and

endogeneity and reduces estimation bias.

Findings: Results confirm the double-sided nature of gender diversity, noting different
behavior among female directors according to their experience and backgrounds. Moreover, the
dominating owner position of female directors can balance and moderate the effect of female
directors appointed for their technical knowledge or political and social ties. The results also
confirm the necessity to not consider all women directors as a homogeneous group and explore

the influence and interrelations of female faultlines on CSR disclosure.

Practical implications: The paper highlights the need to consider the specific skills, expertise,
and connections of female board members when analyzing the effect of board composition, and
supports the view that firms should emphasize the unique human and social capital of directors
to understand how boards impact on firm strategies. Specifically, we support the
recommendations of the European Commission (2011) regarding the need to increase skills and
expertise when selecting new non-executive female board members.

Social implications: At a time when most governments are introducing active policies that
require firms to nominate women to boards, the understanding of the consequences of women’s
presence on boards and the interrelations between female power and the diverse categories of
female directors is timely and important.

Originality/value: This is the first paper that provides empirical evidence to the scarcely-
studied area of the human and social capital of female directors’ roles in CSR disclosure,

providing an alternative view of the role of women in corporate board effectiveness.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Literature on gender diversity and CSR has usually reported a positive influence of
female directors on CSR practices (Bear et al., 2010; Set6-Pamies, 2015; Cuadrado-Ballesteros
et al., 2017), arguing that women are more sensitive to social needs, more aware of others, and
more stakeholder-oriented than men, as well as being more concerned about ethical issues (Tate
and Yang, 2015; Rao and Tilt, 2016). However, previous literature on gender diversity usually
examines the mere presence of women directors without analyzing differences among women.
The paper by Adams (2016) opens the door on this gap in the literature and argues the need to
better understand what female directors bring to boardrooms. After the recent economic crisis,
the inclusion of directors with specific knowledge and experience on boards has also become a
frequent recommendation (de Andrés et al., 2018). We advance on the premise that women’s
attitudes towards CSR can be affected by individual differences in personal styles, skills,
connections, and business knowledge (Hambrick and Mason, 1984), noting that it is necessary
to go beyond gender and consider other female qualities when analyzing gender effects on
company outcomes. In addition, we also suggest that when studying the role of gender diversity
in firm outcomes, it is important to consider the moderating role of female director power
because it can highly condition female influence over team decisions.

Considering the above, the main purpose of this paper is to analyze the role of the social
and human capital of female directors on CSR disclosure. We first use the board classification
of Hillman et al. (2000) and classify female directors into three main categories: industry
experts, advisors, and community leaders, according to their business, technical expertise, or
political and social ties, respectively. Then, we use resource dependence, the gender
socialization theory, and the faultline theory to explain the impact of these categories of female
directors on CSR disclosure. As a second objective, we examine the influence of female

directors’ power as a moderator on the association between the board gender diversity and CSR



disclosure. In summary, this paper addresses the following questions: Do female directors
promote CSR disclosure differently according to their knowledge, expertise, and ties? How can
female power moderate the influence of female directors on CSR disclosure?

We focus on Spain, where we examine a sample of Spanish listed firms during the period
0f2008-2014. Spain is an interesting country in which to study the role of board characteristics
in gender-diverse boards due to several factors. First, at the time of the study, the Conthe Code
(2006) recommended a balance of gender on boards, being the first time that a recommendation
on gender diversity had been explicitly included in Spain. Second, Spain is a very interesting
country in which to examine the Hillman categorization of boardrooms and the specific role of
female directors with political connections due to the fact that Spanish boardrooms have a high
number of directors with political connections, mainly explained by the high number of
privatizations carried out in Spain during the last few decades (Bona-Sanchez et al., 2014).
Finally, because of the high concentration of ownership of Spanish firms and the relevance of
institutional investors in this country (Bona-Sanchez et al., 2018), the analysis of the ownership
power of female directors is a very interesting issue.

Our findings suggest that companies characterized by female directors with technical
expertise are effective at pursuing CSR disclosure strategies. Results also confirm the two-sided
nature of gender diversity, demonstrating that female directors with political and social
connections reduce CSR transparency. In addition, the positive effect of advisors and the
negative effect of politically and socially connected female directors are both reduced in the
presence of female power in the company, suggesting that the dominating owner position of
female directors can balance and moderate the effect of female directors appointed for their
technical knowledge or political and social ties. Overall, the results suggest that board gender
diversity is two-sided because it can propel or impede CSR disclosure, depending on the

expertise, technical knowledge, network, and power of female directors on the board.



This study contributes to previous research in several ways. First, this is the first paper
that highlights the different roles of women directors in CSR disclosure, depending on their
knowledge, technical expertise, or connections. Particularly, this study confirms that not all
women directors are equally effective in improving CSR disclosure, and that some female
directors, especially community leaders, can reduce it. Second, this paper contributes to the
literature on politically connected firms, shedding light on the limited empirical evidence of the
effects of political ties on CSR reporting. Third, the paper highlights the need to consider the
specific skills, expertise, and connections of board members when analyzing the effect of board
composition, and supports the recommendations (European Commission, 2011, p. 7) regarding
the need to increase skills and expertise when selecting new non-executive board members.
Finally, this is the first paper that associates female power with board gender diversity, noting
how the effect of women directors on CSR disclosure is highly conditioned by the ownership

power of women directors.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

2.1. Theoretical background

Board diversity generally refers to the ethnicity, race, nationality, and gender of boards
of directors (e.g., Ruigrok et al., 2007). However, the notion of board diversity might be viewed
as the mixture of several factors on boards, rather than disparity (men/women) or geographic
characteristics, such as board members’ different skills, education, expertise, or knowledge of
other industries, among other things (Nekhili and Gatfaoui, 2013; Pechersky, 2016). When
board directors provide expertise, background, knowledge, or skills, for instance, they are
supplying human capital to the board. When directors are capable of obtaining external
resources and maintaining ties with external organizations, they are providing social capital, as

Hillman and Dalziel (2003) and Haynes and Hillman (2010) argue.



Reviews of diversity research conclude that it is often associated with positive cognitive
and signaling consequences (e.g. better image and reputation, innovation, or creativity). In
diverse boards, their directors can be men or women, external or executive, with more or less
experience, or from different professional backgrounds. These are called faultlines (Lau and
Murnighan, 1998). Among all board diversity attributes, the combination of board gender
diversity (women directors on boards) and board’s characteristics merits our attention, since it
is relevant to the exploration of how the social and human capital of female directors on boards
affects CSR reporting.

According to the resource dependency theory, the board of directors is a significant tool
for allocating external resources and for maintaining ties with external organizations. This
approach claims that when board directors provide image, expertise, background, reputation,
capabilities, and outside links with other firms, they perform their duties and tasks more
efficiently. Thus, a board’s social and human capital might have a positive impact on strategic
business decisions such as encouraging CSR disclosure (e.g., Wang and Dewhirst, 1992;
Pechersky, 2016). Additionally, both types of capital (social and human) on boards provide
other relevant benefits to firms, because boards may play a significant advisory role (Dass et
al., 2014) and because each board member provides his/her individual professional background
and expertise. If they are outsiders, they can bring reputation, outside connections, and
engagement from outside agents (e.g., Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Baysinger and Butler, 1985).
Hence, firms with diverse boards will enhance the flow of information by better affecting the
decision-making process. These companies will therefore be more likely to disclose CSR
matters since this may strengthen links and relations with external stakeholders and
organizations. Furthermore, also drawing from a resource dependence perspective, the presence
of women directors on boards will provide positive benefits to firms because these directors

will bring individual and particular backgrounds, skills, knowledge, and expertise to the



decision-making process, and will be able to solve problems better than male directors
(Pechersky, 2016). In this regard, Mallin and Michelon (2011), who also draw on the resource
dependence approach, claim that female directors, as suppliers of relational and human capital,
might improve companies’ social outcomes such as CSR reporting, as well as their image and
reputation, maintaining ties and connections with companies’ stakeholders. Therefore,
according to the resource dependence theory, women directors on boards will be more likely to
promote the reporting of CSR issues.

The gender socialization theory (sociological, cognitive, and psychological
perspectives) argues that women’s leadership style is different from that of male directors
(Alonso-Almeida et al., 2015). The leadership style of women directors is distinguished by their
tendency to be more sympathetic, more receptive, more caring, and more cooperative (e.g.,
Kim, 2013). Female directors also show more responsible behavior and a more sensitive attitude
to CSR matters, given their sympathy for non-profit issues, training, laws, and rules (e.g., Bear
et al., 2010; Harjoto et al., 2015; Landry et al., 2016).

Finally, the faultline perspective states that a group or team can be split into
homogeneous subgroups which are based on the alignment of the members’ attributes
(Bezrukova et al., 2009; Lau and Murnighan, 1998, 2005; Li and Hambrick, 2005; Pearsall et
al., 2008). Therefore, women directors should not be considered as a homogeneous group, since
it is necessary to consider the differences among them according to their characteristics (i.e
existence or not of technical experience, business background, or political ties). As Lau and
Murnighan (2005) argue, members' group-related identities have more to do with their
subgroups than with their entire groups. Therefore, we hypothesize the existence of faultlines
among industry experts, advisors, and community leader female directors, since these

categories of directors share human and social capital values.



2.2. Hypotheses development

2.2.1. Female Industry Experts and CSR disclosure

Decisions such as CSR reporting might be influenced by the different capabilities, skills,
backgrounds, professional experience, and ability to solve problems of external directors
(Baysinger and Zardkoohi, 1986). According to the background and prior expertise provided
by each board director, they can be categorized in three ways: as industry experts, advisors, and
community leaders. This classification is based on the taxonomy of directors’ resource
dependence roles proposed by Hillman et al. (2000), which is also used by authors such as
Markarian and Parbonetti (2007), Bear et al. (2010) and Haynes and Hillman (2010), among
others.

Board directors who provide their past expertise, capabilities, and the professional
background acquired in other companies as executives to the boards on which they have sat are
defined as industry experts (Hillman et al., 2000). The human capital supplied by industry
expert directors might result in benefits for companies, affecting the decision-making processes
and board performance. In addition, they might identify risks and opportunities for the business,
given their professional background and the expertise previously acquired as insiders of other
organizations (Dass et al. 2014; Faleye et al., 2014).

This perspective is also suggested by Westphal (1999) and Shropshire (2010), among
others. They draw on the resource dependence approach to claim that industry expert directors
are able to provide improved human and social capital to boards. This may be due to their prior
expertise, knowledge, and professional backgrounds from other organizations; all of which
might promote CSR reporting. The above arguments and views are supported by prior empirical
research (e.g., Walls and Hoffman, 2013; Ben Barka and Dardour, 2015). This past evidence
reports that companies with better environmental and social performance have board directors

with expertise, professional backgrounds, and knowledge. Specifically, industry expert



directors are positively associated with environmental and social issues. Thus, boards made up
of industry expert directors might encourage CSR disclosure, which would be positively valued
by shareholders and stakeholders. However, among all the industry expert members, the role
played by female industry expert directors merits our attention, given, to the best of our
knowledge, the lack of research on this topic.

In this regard, Singh et al. (2008) argue that women directors usually acquire board
expertise from small companies and do not tend to have previous experience as COOs or CEOs.
The gender socialization theory also stresses some qualities of women which cause female
leadership to differ from that of their male counterparts. Among these characteristics, the
educational and professional backgrounds of women and men directors are different. As
Hillman et al. (2000) support, female directors increase board expertise principally for two
reasons. Firstly, because they have advanced degrees and their prior occupational experience
and backgrounds come from outside the area of business, and secondly, because they are
generally more oriented toward social and environmental issues. Thus, boards with women
directors that provide social and human capital such as education and knowledge focused on
social matters, may diversify the board and bring broader views and opinions. Accordingly,
boards with female industry expert directors might be more likely to engage with stakeholders’
interests and needs, and they will show a more positive attitude toward disclosing CSR
information. Shrader et al. (1997) also posit that human capital provided by women directors
on boards will be beneficial because they will aid in solving problems among board members.
Furthermore, Giannarakis (2014) claims that past experience provided by female directors on
boards results in more diverse and unique leadership styles and perspectives in comparison to
their male counterparts, which might promote CSR reporting.

Hence, based on the above perspectives, we predict that women directors on boards with

prior expertise, skills, and background will have greater orientation toward stakeholders and



social issues. Thus, they will be more likely to support CSR reporting. In this regard, we propose
the following hypothesis:
H1: Female industry expert directors on boards are positively associated with CSR

disclosure.

2.2.2. Female advisors and CSR disclosure

Advisor directors differ from industry experts because the former allocate particular
skills, experience, and backgrounds in fields such as financial issues, different sectors, or
environmental and social matters to boards (Shaukat et al., 2016). This is in line with the
description of advisors given by Hillman et al. (2000), who are defined as board members
supplying particular past occupational backgrounds and experience. This human capital was
gained when these directors developed their roles as insiders in auditing, accounting, financial,
marketing, and consulting companies. This specific human capital is expected to have a positive
effect on strategic decisions like CSR disclosure. However, in comparison to industry expert
directors, who have general expertise in management issues, advisors do not (e.g., Hillman et
al., 2000).

The particular expertise, and occupational backgrounds allocated to boards by advisor
directors allows them to make relevant decisions on strategic issues not associated with markets
or business, and in line with CSR disclosure (Knonrad et al., 2006; Galbreath, 2016). Consistent
with this idea, Helfaya and Moussa (2017) report that directors with financial expertise in audit
committees are more likely to report sustainability and environmental information. But how
women advisors on boards behave regarding CSR disclosure is a question which still remains
unclear.

According to Adams and Ferreira (2009) the mere presence of female directors on

boards is not sufficient to impact on business decisions, but board gender diversity must also



exist in a qualified board. This means, for example, that women directors should have
significant and specific expertise as senior officers, or individual backgrounds or skills which
empower them to impact on the decision-making process, as Smith and Parrota (2018) suggest.
Therefore, the specialized expertise of female advisors shows an orientation toward social and
environmental issues, rather than toward financial, business, and market matters. This provides
diverse resources of human and social capital to boards, and, consequently, they will be more
likely to give counsel on CSR matters and affect strategic decisions such as CSR reporting
(Galbreath, 2016).

Rosener (1995) also posits that females possess more specific ability in social relations
than males, and show a higher commitment and engagement with the needs and demands of
others, in line with female advisors’ attributes. Boards with women who are sensitive toward
others will be better able to become involved with their socials needs and demands and to
support decisions concerning CSR disclosure (Konrad et al., 2006).

Accordingly, boards with specific resources provided by female advisors are presumed
to be more involved with CSR policies and activities such as CSR disclosure. The particular
skills and orientations of this type of woman director are also expected to produce empathy
with different stakeholders’ needs and demands, such as social and environmental matters.
Thus, women advisors on boards are more likely to encourage the reporting of CSR
information. In this regard, we suggest the following hypothesis:

H2: Female advisor directors on boards are positively associated with CSR disclosure.

2.2.3. Female community leaders and CSR disclosure
When directors are community leaders, they provide resources such as social standing,
reputation, legitimation, or close relations with relevant stakeholders (Dang et al., 2014).

Hillman et al. (2000) state that community leader directors have experience and professional
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backgrounds which they acquired when they developed their tasks in organizations or
communities such as political parties or social organizations. This means community leaders
serving on boards may maintain links and relations with non-business or social communities.
Most community influentials on boards are ex-politicians or have held a relevant position in a
significant community. In this regard, these directors are well-known, valued, and have
influence in non-profit environments (Li et al., 2008).

Community influentials can be considered to be significant providers of social capital,
because they are able to provide credibility, transparency, and significant external relations with
other organizations. This perspective is also suggested by Tsai and Ghoshal (1998), Hillman
and Dalziel (2003) and Chen (2014), who argue that the role played by community leader
directors on boards is to supply resources (social capital) from external communities and
organizations. Furthermore, Tian et al. (2011) show that community leaders serving
simultaneously on several boards allocate significant social capital by maintaining contacts with
other board members, as Kor and Sundaramurthy (2009) and Ortiz-de-Mandojana et al. (2012)
also report. In comparison to advisors, community leaders can be appointed on boards without
having professional backgrounds in business or accounting, or financial knowledge. For this
reason, the presence of community leaders or community influentials on boards is so high (e.g.,
Braiotta and Sommer, 1987; Peterson and Philpot, 2007).

Female community influentials will be better able to maintain networks with other
organizations and interact with other board directors. This might lead companies to gain several
benefits, not only focused on acquiring resources, but also on a better monitoring, viewpoint,
and orientation toward more social and environmental matters. In this regard, Nielsen and Huse
(2010) show that female directors are usually more tolerant than male directors. This can be
due to the fact that they accept the positions and opinions of others, are involved with the

problems of others, support others, and tend to solve interpersonal and relational matters. The
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authors suggest that “women may be particularly sensitive to — and may exercise influence on
—decisions pertaining to certain organizational practices, such as corporate social responsibility
and environmental politics’” (Nielsen and Huse, 2010, p. 138).

Past research conducted by Harrigan (1981) and Kesner (1988) reported that the
education of women directors was more connected to non-profit or educational fields than that
of men directors. Sometime afterwards, Hillman et al. (2002) also demonstrated that women
directors appointed as community leaders have non-CEO backgrounds, given that their
expertise comes from financial institutions, law, educational organizations, and government. In
line with Hillman et al. (2002), women community leaders will bring non-business approaches
and views to the decision-making process, in addition to power, outside ties, and experience
related to influential collectives in the community. These arguments and evidence seem to
support the idea that female community leaders might be board members sensitive to CSR
issues, and therefore be useful for allocating a social approach to boards when addressing CSR
disclosure.

However, in most Spanish boards, directors serving as community influentials have
been politicians or still have personal ties with political parties. These political links are
negatively perceived by shareholders and stakeholders, and as a result, their perspectives and
opinions concerning companies where these directors serve tends to be negative. In general
terms, politicians or ex-politicians, particularly in Spain, are seen by society as being corrupt
and bad managers. In addition, they are considered to be individuals who take advantage of
their influence to do business, or benefit at citizens’ expense. In this regard, Chen et al. (2011)
support this thesis by reporting that boards with a high presence of community leader directors
with political ties prevail in companies domiciled in environments where corruption takes place.
This seems to suggest that community influentials with political connections may employ these

political resources in order to gain personal benefits. Accordingly, these community leader
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directors will be less likely to support the reporting of CSR information (Bona-Sanchez et al.,
2014). Furthermore, these connected firms could reduce the disclosure of CSR information if
they feel less sensitive to market pressure (Chaney et al., 2011).

These arguments could lead to the supposition that community leaders with political
connections will not encourage CSR disclosure. Concerning female community leaders with
political connections, as far as we know there is no past research exploring their relationship
with CSR reporting. However, we extend the perspectives and ideas provided for the whole
group of community leaders with political ties to the role performed by women with political
links. Although there is evidence showing that the leadership styles of women and men are
different (e.g., Alonso-Almeida et al., 2015) and, consequently, might affect CSR reporting in
a different way, society and stakeholders’ scrutiny of directors with political connections will
be the same for men and women. Politicians are stigmatized by society and stakeholders,
irrespective of whether they are females or males since the mere fact of being a politician is
negatively perceived by society, as suggested above (see Mavin et al., 2010, for a more in-depth
review).

We predict that female community leader directors will have a negative impact on CSR
reporting. Accordingly, drawing on the above views, we propose the following hypothesis:

H3: Female community leader directors on boards are negatively associated with CSR

disclosure.

2.2.4. The moderating role of institutional female directors

When conducting research that analyzes the relationship between corporate governance
and CSR disclosure, it becomes relevant to adopt a holistic approach (Jain and Jamali (2016).
This allows us to explore how different interactions among distinct corporate governance

mechanisms affect CSR reporting. Corporate governance mechanisms should be considered “as
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bundles rather than piecemeal” (Jain and Jamali, 2016), and the examination of the effects of
all corporate governance dimensions on CSR outcomes, such as CSR disclosure, should merit
our attention.

According to Triana et al. (2013), the effect of women directors on firm outcomes is
highly conditioned by the power of women directors; defined as the ability to influence
decisions. One of the main dimensions of this female power is ownership power. Daily and
Johnson (1977) note that women have greater influence when they hold a large shareholding
position. In this regard, we suggest interdependency between institutional female directors who
represent dominant shareholders with significant ownership concentration on Spanish boards
and the role of female directors on CSR disclosure, drawing on a holistic approach. The amount
of stocks held by female institutional investors will give rise to changes and affects the decision-
making process through their voting blocks, as well as causing them to play a more active or
passive role as shareholders. According to Cornett et al. (2007), dominant shareholders such as
institutional investors might have incentives and the power to impact on board composition.
Thus, institutional directors may be relevant moderators of the association between board
capital and CSR disclosure.

There is scarce literature on the moderating role of institutional investors, and no papers
analyze the moderating role of female institutional directors (Guizani, 2013; Che and Zhang,
2017; Oh et al., 2017) In this research, we support the view that institutional investors, and
specifically women who represent them, might have a positive or negative moderating role in
board characteristics and business outcomes. Specifically, we suggest that the effect of female
power is complementary or substitutive depending on the role that women have on boards and
depending on the category of female directors on boards. We expect that the positive role of
industry experts and advisory female directors will be higher with a high presence of powerful

females on boards (complementary role). On the other hand, we also expect that the negative
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influence of community leader female directors will be compensated by female directors who
represent dominant shareholders, so for this category of women directors, we expect that female
power has a substitutive role.

Based on above perspectives, we predict that powerful female institutional directors will
influence the effect of the rest of female directors on CSR. Thus, we propose the following
hypothesis:

H4: The impact of female industry experts, female advisors, and female community
leaders on CSR disclosure is moderated (with a complementary or substitutive role) by the

presence of powerful female directors.

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The analysis is conducted on 152 non-financial firms listed on the Spanish stock market
for the years 2008-2014.

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is an international non-profit organization that
helps companies to improve the quality, rigor, and relevance of sustainability reports
voluntarily (Fuente et al., 2017). Through a set of global sustainability reporting standards, GRI
aims to harmonize the different reporting systems. It allows companies to employ a common
language when communicating on their sustainability policies and strategies. The SABI?
database provides us with the financial and accounting information. We personally collected
information about board characteristics from both the website of the Spanish government
agency which is in charge of the financial regulation of the securities markets in Spain (National
Securities Market Commission, or CNMV) and from the corporate websites. Our final sample

consists of an unbalanced panel with 763 firm-year observations.

1 lberian Balance Sheet Analysis System which includes general and financial information from the companies
listed on the Spanish Companies Registration Office.
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3.1.Variables

3.1.1. Measuring CSR disclosure

To generate the dependent variable, we use the CSR information transmitted by the
companies through their corporate reports. Based on previous literature, we use a
multidimensional construct in order to gather all the CSR information disclosed by the
companies.

Based on this information, an index of the CSR information disclosed by companies is
used as dependent variable. The composition of the CSR index is based on the aggregation of
the following items (Garcia-Meca and Pucheta-Martinez, 2018; Ramén-Llorens et al., 2018):
a) CSR information disclosure which takes the value 1 if the company discloses any social,
environmental, or economic information and zero otherwise; b) Informal preparation of CSR
reports with non-GRI reports that equals 1 if the company does not report CSR issues using the
report recommended by the GRI, but instead uses other types of reports or other ways of
reporting different from the GRI suggestions such as their own reports or those on the firm’s
website, and zero otherwise; ¢) GRI report, which takes the value of 1 if the company discloses
CSR information using only the GRI format and zero otherwise; d) GRI certification is coded
1 if the company presents the CSR report certified by the GRI and O otherwise; e) External
assurance of the CSR report will take the value 1 if the CSR information disclosed is audited
by independent third parties or external bodies and 0 otherwise. External assurance is a vital
step for those firms that want to increase confidence, credibility, and reliability in the quality
of the CSR content and data disclosed in their report, as it provides an independent, third-party
view of the thoroughness and importance of their sustainability systems and approach. In line
with Birkey et al. (2016), this kind of assessment allows firms to improve their credibility and
reputation because the reported information is usually certified by external and independent

providers, such as accounting or consultancy firms or quality assurance consultants, among
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others; and f) Assurance scope, which will take the value 1 if the entire or whole sustainability
or CSR report is assessed and 0 otherwise. When the sustainability or CSR report is partially
assessed, or only some sections of these reports are assessed, this item will be coded as 0.

The information for our CSR index was collected from two sources: (1) from the GRI
webpage, where companies voluntarily indicate whether they follow the GRI report for
disclosing CSR information or if the CSR report’s content is certified by the GRI or another
external assurance, among others, and (2) from the companies’ websites, where firms can
provide information about CSR using informal reports (the report does not follow any formal
pattern like the GRI report, for instance) or formal reports (the report follows a formal pattern
such as the GRI report). We have checked whether each of the items considered in the
construction of the CSR index occur in each firm of our sample, assigning 1 point if the item is
present and O otherwise. Therefore, our CSR index is measured by the unweighted aggregation
of these six dummy variables. This way of calculating our CSR index is consistent with past
research (Toffel, 2005; Reid and Toffel, 2009; Kayser et al., 2014; Marquis et al., 2016)

It is important to highlight that following the GRI format is recommended but not
compulsory for Spanish companies and that sometimes, due to the large number of indicators
proposed and the fact that it is quite expensive for companies to prepare the report in accordance
with GRI standards, companies tend to reject this framework and present the information in

other formats (Bonson and Bednarova, 2015).

3.1.2. Independent variables

The proportion of independent female outsiders categorized as industry experts (IE),
advisors (ADV) and community leaders (CL) over the board size serve as the independent
variables in this study. Based on the taxonomy of director roles proposed by Hillman et al.

(2000), IE are current and former female senior officers who provide the company with their
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professional background, experiences, advice, and alternative positions about internal business
affairs (Markarian and Parbonetti, 2007; Hillman et al., 2000). The ADV group is made up of
professionals specialized in individual fields, such as law, finance, or marketing, among others,
who offer companies their knowledge and expertise (Hillman et al., 2000). Finally, CL are non-
executive directors who can be classified as politicians, heads of non-profit foundations, clerics,
and other public celebrities who bring reputation opportunities and networking to the firm

(Hillman et al., 2000).

3.1.3. Control variables

We control for individual characteristics shown to be influential in our dependent
variable. Board of director size (BoardSize) is the number of directors serving on a board (Jizi
2017). The logarithm of the total assets is used to measure company size (Size) (McGuinness
et al., 2017). Ownership concentration (OwnConc) is proxied as the percentage of shares held
by the largest and second largest shareholders (Ghazali, 2007). CEO Duality (Duality) is a
dummy variable coded 1 if the CEO is also the chairperson and zero otherwise (Michelon and
Parbonetti, 2012; Arayssi et al., 2016). Return on assets (ROA) is our measure of profitability.
It is the quotient between the earnings before taxes and total assets (Garcia-Meca and Pucheta-
Martinez, 2018). The leverage ratio (Leverage) is the total debt scaled by total assets (Michelon
et al., 2015). The board meetings variable (Bmeetings) is the number of board meetings held
per year in the company (Haslinda et al., 2016). Additionally, we control for firm age
(Firm_Age), measured by the years a firm has been in existence (Amato & Falivena, 2019).
The Herfindahl-Hirshman Index (Competitiveness) is used to measure industry
competitiveness. A positive relationship between CSR and competitiveness is expected

(Battaglia et al., 2014; Luo & Du, 2015). Based on Borghesi et al. (2014), the index indicates
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the extent to which the sales of a given firm within a particular industry are dominated by a
single firm:

Y Sales?

Herfindahl = ——=
erfinda (3 Sales,)?

Ranging from 0 to 1, lower levels mean many competitors, and higher values indicate
higher market concentration and monopoly power as well as decreased competitiveness
(Borghesi et al., 2014). The 1bex35 is the benchmark stock market index of the Spanish capital
markets, representative of Spanish economic development. It includes the largest 35 Spanish
companies quoted on the stock market (Sierra et al., 2013). It is considered a dummy variable
that equals 1 if the company is listed on the Ibex-35 index and 0 otherwise (Gallego-Alvarez et
al., 2010; Garcia-Sanchez, 2008; Odriozola and Baraibar-Diez, 2017).

Finally, a set of dummy variables to control for industry (pi) and year effects (u) are

included in the models.

3.2.Econometric model
In order to check the above hypotheses, the following regression model can be
constructed:
CSRit = Bo + B1 CSRit.1 + B2%IE it + B3 %ADV it + Pa %CL it + Bs BoardSize it + Bs Size
it + Bz OwnConcit + Bg Duality it +po ROA it+ P10 Leverage it + B11 Bmeeting it+ B2 1bex35it + +

B13 Competitivenessit+ Pia Firm_Ageit + Y Bjindustry i + > Bk year ¢ + ni + Uit

Endogeneity concerns are frequent in empirical analysis due to the correlation between
explanatory variables and error terms. This leads to biased and unreliable results. Previous
empirical literature indicates the possible existence of endogeneity problems in the study of
CSR and corporate governance due to the fact that both practices are influenced by

unobservable firm-specific heterogeneities (Wooldridge, 2010), which through an ordinary
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least squares regression analysis is difficult to identify. According to Dang et al., (2018), there
are several econometric techniques to deal with endogeneity issues, with Generalized Method
of Moments (GMM) considered to be more reliable than the others, because it has extreme
effects for coefficient correction.

For this reason, we use a dynamic GMM panel estimator (Arellano and Bond, 1991;
Blundell and Bond, 1998) for our empirical research which requires considering the individual
(1) and the point in time (t). Additionally, the error term is decomposed into the stochastic error
term, varying the cross-time and cross-section combined effect (lit,), and the unobserved time-
invariant, firm-specific effect (n;) which varies among individuals, but is constant over time.
Unlike many other techniques, it is considered to be highly consistent and efficient because it
controls for the three sources of endogeneity; namely, unobserved heterogeneity, simultaneity,
and dynamic endogeneity (Wintoki et al., 2012), by modeling it as an individual effect, ni,
which is then eliminated by taking the first differences of the variables. It arises because of the
particular behavior pattern generated when the decision of disclosing CSR information is taken
by specific individuals within a firm (Martinez-Ferrero and Garcia-Sanchez, 2014). Moreover,
this technique allows us to control the dynamics of the process by using lagged values of the
variables (Wintoki et al., 2012).

A correlation test order i (m2) to check the second-order serial correlation in the first-
difference residuals is used (Arellano and Bond, 1991). As shown in the following tables
(Tables 3 and 4), this hypothesis is always rejected. Furthermore, the Hansen test of over-
identifying restrictions is applied, which confirms the rightness of the instruments used in the
estimation. The Wald test (z) confirms the joint significance of the coefficients and of the time

dummies.
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4. RESULTS

4.1. Descriptive Statistics
Table 1, Panel A shows the annual percentage of independent and institutional women directors
in our sample (2008-2014). As can be seen, the percentage is growing every year, probably due
to the Conthe Code (2006), the first Governance Code that explicitly includes a
recommendation on gender diversity.

Panel B reports the descriptive statistics for all the variables used in the regression
models. When our dependent variable, CSR disclosure (CSR), is described, it is indicated that
the CSR index is constructed by the aggregation of the 6 items analyzed. The following
classification can be used to determine the level of CSR disclosure of the companies in our
sample: a CSR index of 0 shows that company CSR disclosure is null, a CSR index between
0.1 and 2.5 shows that company CSR disclosure is moderate, a CSR index between 2.6 and 4.9
shows that company CSR disclosure is high, and a CSR index of 5 shows that company CSR
disclosure is complete regarding 5 out of 6 items explored in our CSR index. As appreciated in
Panel B, our CSR index ranges from O (minimum) to 5 (maximum) and is, on average, 0.956
out of 5. This figure suggests that, on average, the level of CSR disclosure of firms in our sample
is moderate. This leads us to conclude that Spanish firms should improve CSR disclosure since
this value is far from 5. Regarding board composition, on average, the largest represented group
is ADV, followed by IE and CL. The average value of board director size is 10.312 members,
with 21 members for the largest board. Company size expressed in thousands of euros, is
13.157. Ownership concentration (OwnConc) is 42.9%; Leverage and ROA are 75.5% and
39.8%, respectively. 36.9% of the CEOs are also the chairperson of the board (duality), 18.6%
of the companies are listed on the 1bex35 index, 3.684 is the mean age of companies and 9.917

is the average number of annual meetings, ranging from 2 to 28. Finally, the mean of the
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Competitiveness variable is 0.035, which indicates that the companies in our sample live in a
competitive environment.

Insert table 1 about here

Moreover, Table 2 indicates that all the variables present low correlation coefficients
<0.80), thereby confirming that multicollinearity should not be a concern.

Insert table 2 about here

4.2. Univariate Results

For an exploratory analysis, in Table 3, we divide the sample into two groups depending
on the presence of female board members classified as industry experts, advisors, or community
leaders. Then, in Panel A, we conduct a test of means comparison to explore whether firm CSR
disclosure is different between the different groups, supporting the influence of the three
categories of female directors.

In panel B, we present the univariate Student t-test. It identifies statistically significant
differences in means between firms where gender diversity is present and firms where it is not.
Gender diversity boards are those in which there is at least one woman on the board. Non-
Gender diversity boards include those in which there is no woman. The evidence indicates that
boards with gender and non-gender diversity differ to a statistically significant extent across the
main variables of our study (p<0.01). Particularly, we would like to note that the mean CSR of
non-gender diverse boards is higher than the mean CSR of gender-diverse boards and is
statistically significant. Female directors on boards in our sample are classified into industry
experts, advisors and influential, who have different interests, aims and orientations toward
CSR issues. This could lead to power struggles among them affecting negatively the disclosure

of CSR information in comparison to boards made up only by male directors, who show the
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same positive attitude toward the reporting of CSR information. It seems that male directors on
boards tend to align regarding CSR matters, which may be the result of a power alliance existing
among them.

Insert table 3 about here

4.3. Regression results

Table 4 provides the estimates for our main hypothesis. Models 1, 2, and 3 measure the
effect of the women directors classified as industry experts (IE), advisors (ADV), and
community leaders (CL) on corporate social responsibility disclosure.

Model 1 results do not support hypothesis 1 regarding the positive effect of industry
expert female directors on CSR disclosure. According to the results, the fact that women are
industry experts does not lead to a higher disclosure of CSR information. Therefore, when
female directors sit on boards as previous executives of firms from similar industries, they
provide past expertise, capabilities, and professional background acquired in other companies
as executives, but our findings note that this does not guarantee that their attitude toward CSR
is going to be different with respect to the rest of female directors. This could be explained by
their previous roles as CEOs or managers of similar firms. When females reach these usually
“male executive positions”, they may possess attributes that do not differ from their male
colleagues, so that when they break the glass ceiling and adapt to a male-dominated culture,
some features such as their predisposition toward CSR disclosure may vanish.

Model 2 presents a positive and significant relationship between women board advisors
and CSR disclosure, confirming that the positive influence of female advisors on boards is
translated into a higher probability of CSR information being disclosed (Prado-Lorenzo et al.,
2009). Therefore, according to our results, the human capital of advisory female directors
already has a positive effect on strategic decisions like CSR disclosure. These female directors,

who act as decision supporters, usually possess expertise, knowledge, and occupational
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backgrounds relative to non-markets and non-business areas, which favors their orientation
toward social and environmental issues and their increased preference for CSR matters. Thus,
the higher specific ability of women in social relations and their larger commitment and
engagement with the needs and demands of others are more remarkable when females act as
advisor directors.

In model 3, we see a reversed relationship, where the proportion of women community
leaders CL members is negatively linked to CSR disclosure. This confirms our Hypothesis 3.
The members of this group do not usually have previous business experience, and they often
sit on boards as a continuation of their careers as community influentials. As we previously
noted, in most Spanish boards, directors serving as community influentials have been
politicians or still have personal ties with political parties. We observe that when women
directors were previously politicians or even members of well-known communities, they may
behave opportunistically with the main aim of fulfilling their self-interest and private agendas,
avoiding the disclosure of competitive advantages to competitors. Our results suggest that these
female directors may be more interested in maintaining their reputation and preserving the
competitive advantages of firms, or they may even feel that they are not as pressured by the
market to be transparent because of their connections. We think that this feeling of preserving
competitive advantages or the relevance given to their connections overtake the expected
positive female attitude toward greater CSR disclosure. Although we do not really expect
different behavior between men and women CL with respect to CSR disclosure, we already
find a different attitude of CL women in relation to the rest of female directors, especially with
respect to those who act as advisors and decision supporters (ADV), who already have a positive
influence on CSR disclosure.

Model 4 tests a global model including all the types of women directors. It confirms

previous results.
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With regard to the control variables, in the general model, the variables 1bex35, ROA,
Leverage, Size, Bmeetings, and Competitiveness present a positive and significant sign, as
expected. These results also note that larger companies, leveraged, with big boards, and those
with high returns on assets, and that are operating in a highly competitive market, present a
positive effect on CSR disclosure. The opposite effect is presented for the remaining control
variables.

In addition to the above, the highest Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) for each
independent variable included in our model is 2.05, so we confirm that our model is not skewed
due to multicollinearity (Kutner et al., 2005)2.

Insert table 4 about here

4.4. Additional Analysis

In this section, we test the moderating effect of female power under the premise that
women exhibit greater influence on CSR disclosure when they have a large shareholding
position. To test our Hypothesis 4, a moderator variable (female power) is generated. Female
Power (PowerF) is a dummy variable equal to 1 if the ratio of the total number of female
institutional directors to the total number of directors on board takes a value higher than its
mean value and 0, if otherwise. Based on previous literature (Lépez-lturriaga et al., 2015;
Garcia-Meca and Pucheta-Martinez, 2018), institutional directors are those appointed by
institutional investors who represent insurance and banking firms or investment funds. These
directors are highly relevant in Spain and other civil-law countries, where they represent a
significant category of board directors along with internal, independent, and executives.

In this respect, we regress our dependent variable on the directors’ classification and the

interaction between these variables to examine the moderator effect, as follows:

2 Since the variance inflation factor (VIF) statistics are employed in ordinary least squares (OLS) linear models,
our estimations for VIF are obtained by estimating the final model using linear regression (Orser et al., 2010)
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CSRit = 60 + 81 CSRit1 + 82 WIE it + 63 %ADV it + 64 %CL it + 05 PowerF it + O
PowerF*IE it + 67 PowerF*ADV it + 6s PowerF*CL it + 89 Size it + 610 BoardSize it + 011
OwnConc it+ 812 Duality it+ 613 ROA it+ 14 Leverage itt 815 Bmeeting i+ 816 10ex35 it + 817

Competitivenessit + 818 Firm_Ageit + Y §jindustry i + 3 Sk year ¢ + ni + Hit

Table 5 presents the results of the new GMM regression analysis. In Model 1, we report
that the effect of the interaction between PowerF and IE does not have a significant influence
on CSR reporting. The results in Model 2 show that female directors with specific knowledge
(ADV) do not have a stronger effect on CSR disclosure if there is high institutional female
power on the board. In other words, the positive effect of ADV on CSR reporting is weaker in
the presence of female institutional power, which suggests a substitutive role of female
institutional directors in firms with a high presence of female advisor directors, and not a
complementary role, as we expected.

With respect to CL, Model 3 shows the negative effect that CL has on CSR reporting
changes, demonstrating that this negative relationship is weaker for firms with high-powered
women. This suggests that the presence of female institutional power weakens (and substitutes)
the negative effect of female politician directors. This can be explained by the stewardship role
played by institutional directors, their long-term perspective, and their objective of protecting
the interests of the investors they represent. Therefore, with the negative effect of female
influential directors on CSR disclosure, female institutional directors compensate that effect

and promote disclosure through their influence in the board decision-making process.

Insert table 5 about here
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4.5. Robustness Tests

In order to check the robustness of our model, an alternative proxy for the dependent
variable is created. To do so, we use the Corporate Reputation Business Monitor (Merco),
which analyzes the Spanish companies with the best practices in social responsibility and good
corporate governance through the Merco Responsibility and Corporate Governance Ranking,
used in previous research (Ramoén-Llorens et al., 2018).

It is based on the opinion of executives, experts from different areas (social
responsibility, financial analysts, economic journalists, governmental authorities, NGOs,
unions and consumers associations, influencers and social media managers, among others), and
citizens. The reports collect and analyze evaluations from the different interest groups in order
to diagnose the dimensions measured. Additionally, this study is audited by an external
company. The top firm in the ranking receives a maximum score of 10,000 points, while the
bottom one receives a maximum value of 3,000 points. In order to reduce difficulties in the
interpretation of the results, the scores have been divided by 1,000.

Based on this index, we create a new variable (newCSR), which takes the value given
by the Merco-Responsibility and Corporate Governance rank and 0 otherwise.

Table 6 reports the results of our analysis. It confirms our previous results, ratifying the
positive impact of female IE and ADV and the negative influence of female CL directors on
CSR reporting, independent of the variable used.

Insert table 6 about here

We have also estimated the model using an alternative proxy for our dependent variable:

the logarithmic transformation of the CSR index. Our findings, not provided for the sake of

brevity, are robust to this alternative measure.
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5. CONCLUSIONS

This study provides empirical evidence to the scarcely-studied area of human and social
capital of female directors’ roles in CSR disclosure, providing an alternative view of the role of
women in corporate board effectiveness.

Based on the Hillman et al. (2000) taxonomy of board members, we have classified
female outside directors into three categories (industry experts, advisors, and community
leaders) in order to analyze whether professional experience, technical expertise, or the
connections of female directors influence greater disclosure of CSR information. We also
examine the moderating role of female power, assuming that it can highly condition female
influence over team decisions.

Our results confirm that the technical expertise and specific skills of female advisor
directors favor greater orientation toward stakeholders and social issues, and lead them to
support the disclosure of CSR matters. However, our findings also confirm the two-sided nature
of gender diversity, noting that females with political and social connections do not contribute
to increased CSR transparency, but to reducing it. These results can be explained by the interests
of these directors in avoiding the disclosure of information that society may perceive negatively,
in regards to their behavior, or the reporting of activities that a company’s competitors might
use to their benefit. The feeling of being more protected and less pressed to be transparent
through their connections can also justify the negative influence of female community leaders
on CSR disclosure.

Our results confirm the moderating role of female power. The positive effect of advisors
and the negative effect of community leader female directors on CSR disclosures are both

reduced with the presence of female power in the company, suggesting that the dominating
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owner position of female directors plays a substitutive role and reduces the negative effect of
female directors appointed for their technical knowledge or political and social ties.

The results of this study have different practical implications. Recent calls for increasing
female board presence can lead to more socially responsible corporations, which has important
implications for policy makers and companies interested in the role of women directors
(European Commission, 2011). Moreover, our results confirm the importance of appointing
female board members with specific knowledge and technical qualifications, especially in the
context of current governance scandals and increasing criticism over opacity and lack of
transparency in social and environmental activities. Our findings also provide important
implications for countries with a widespread presence of connections between firms and
politicians. In these countries, investors, stakeholders, and regulatory authorities are generally
interested in increasing transparency, so they should recommend the reporting of the political
connections of board members in governance reports, as this information can condition CSR
reporting. Finally, this paper suggests the importance of not considering all women directors as
a homogeneous group and exploring the influence of these factual faultlines (experience and
power) on CSR disclosure.

This study also shows a more precise process for understanding CSR disclosure strategy
and its interrelations with board gender diversity and female power. Thus, our research has
practical merit, as it helps firms, managers, shareholders, investors, and stakeholders analyze
how female directors impact on CSR disclosure in a different way; according to their
experience, expertise, and political ties. From our results, stakeholders can understand how
firms with diverse boards behave towards CSR disclosure and meet their social and
environmental demands. However, they must also be aware that firm orientation towards their
CSR demands also depends on female power. Therefore, this study is relevant for managers

and owners by showing that there may be strategic reasons to consider not just appointing

29



qualified women directors, but also appointing them to powerful positions (i.e. as institutional
directors) in order for them to be more influential in strategic decisions such as CSR disclosure.

The results of this study should be interpreted carefully, since this research is subject to
certain limitations. First, one limitation of this research is our proxy of CSR. Despite believing
this measure to be reliable and tested in other studies (e.g. Prado Lorenzo et al., 2009; Garcia-
Meca and Pucheta-Martinez, 2018), we should be cautious about the possible bias it includes
because the final assessment is conditioned by the person who processes the information.
Moreover, it is a fact that when working with binary information, indicators do not take the
quality of the information into account and only measure the quantity of disclosure (Leitoniene
and Sapkauskiene, 2015). However, some items that we have included to create the index, such
as whether the CSR information is audited by an external and independent entity, allow
companies to enhance the quality and reliability of the information provided and enhances
stakeholders’ engagement process. Notwithstanding, we must say that our results are robust to
alternative proxies of CSR based on the Merco Corporate Reputation Business Monitor
(Merco), which analyzes the Spanish companies with the best practices in social responsibility
and good corporate governance. The classification of outside directors can also be considered
to be a limitation of the study. It has been based on the biographical information available, so
once again, the final classification of each director depends on the person who processes the
information. For future research, more evidence examining the implications, motivations, and
effects of these categories of directors on firm outcomes would be useful to better understand
the role of women directors in the governance and reporting strategies of companies. Moreover,
although data were collected in Spain, which limits the possibility of generalizing our results,
this also opens up promising avenues for future international studies. Therefore, we recommend
researchers explore our evidence in international samples as well as with non-listed and small

and medium-sized firms.
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