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Abstract: The inadequacy of financial reports for meeting the information needs of stakeholders
has prompted companies to adopt non-financial communication systems (also called non-financial
disclosure—NFD). Comparability of NFD is an issue as it allows making sense of the information.
Nevertheless, while some argue that comparability is particularly difficult to pursue in practice on
a general level, it can be achieved among companies belonging to the same industry. This study
aims to understand whether, at the empirical level, the comparability of NFD is achieved and to
what extent (macro, meso or micro). To achieve this aim, a text analysis of the NFD was performed.
The object of analysis is represented by the NFD published by the listed companies belonging to
the energy and banking industries, and that is part of the Dow Jones sustainability index. The main
results are the following. First, there is a de facto comparability in terms of adopted standards, but
not in terms of how the standards are applied. Second, the phenomenon of label creativity represents a
relevant barrier. Third, although content standardization is lacking, common information dimensions
in the reports seem to emerge. This appears to be an invitation to policymakers to transpose virtuous
behavior and to implement the desired harmonization of jure.

Keywords: non-financial disclosure; comparability; harmonization; standardization; reporting;
text analysis

1. Introduction

Literature and practice have highlighted a growing need for companies to legitimize
their activities and respond more appropriately to the growing information needs of
stakeholders [1–3]. The inadequacy of the traditional financial reporting tools to meet
these needs has pushed companies towards the disclosure, on a compulsory or voluntary
basis, of non-financial information [4–6]. Due to this, several national and international
organizations have proposed different frameworks useful to support companies in the
disclosure of non-financial information (e.g., social, environmental, governance, etc.) and
in the implementation of non-financial disclosure (NFD) practice. These frameworks
differ from one another in purposes, focus (on all ESG dimensions or only on some of
them), approach, content, structure, dimensions considered, etc. [7–9]. Despite this, all
these frameworks have at least one point in common: they all mention comparability as a
fundamental principle of NFD.

Comparability of NFD is generally considered as a relevant issue not only among the
producers of NFD but also among the users, i.e., all the stakeholders [6,10–13], as it allows
evaluating the overall organizational performance and being “able to make peer-to-peer com-
parisons” [12] (p. 71). In addition, recent surveys and empirical analysis have highlighted the
existence of a public interest in having comparable NFD [11] (p. 127) [14,15] (p. 8) [16] (p. 4).
Moreover, the relevance of this principle is also witnessed by the existence of several gov-
ernment initiatives that aim to improve the comparability of NFD. This kind of initiatives
have taken place in Europe [17,18], USA [19,20], Australia [21] and Asia [22]. The IFRS
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published, in September 2020, the “Consultation Paper on Sustainability Reporting” [23]
to define a single NFD framework and, therefore, promoting the standardization of non-
financial information. Even if the comparability is a desirable principle for standard setters,
academics, practitioners, and regulatory bodies as it allows to have efficient financial mar-
kets, various empirical analyses that have investigated the practices adopted by companies,
indicate that comparability is, in general, not concretely achieved [6,7,24–27].

The main reasons for the lack of inter-firm comparability are mainly related to the
presence of a high number of frameworks [28], the different degree of sensitivity to the
social and environmental issues of companies [29–31], the wide margins of discretion
granted to the preparers [32,33] as well as “greenwashing” practices and opportunistic
behaviors [34–41]. It must be pointed out that while comparability between firms belonging
to different industries appears difficult to achieve, some argue that it could be achieved
between companies operating in the same field. This can happen because the exogenous
contextual variables (normative, cultural, macro-economic, etc.) tend to impact less on the
NFD processes, and it seems reasonable to expect emulation behaviors between companies
and convergence towards common practices as well as practices to prove to be the “best in
class” [42,43]. In addition, some scholars have highlighted that mandatory NDF “increases
the comparability of reports among firms as well as over time” [44] (p. 3473) and “promotes
better comparability but may also help prevent some companies from “greenwashing” or
deliberately manipulating stakeholders’ perceptions through discretionary reporting” [45]
(p. 20). Other scholars [27,46] argue that sustainability ratings act to deter greenwashing
and that they also stimulate the adoption of comparable non-financial information.

Moving from the abovementioned reflections—and also considering the call for re-
search on “the differences between de jure (rules) and de facto (practices), as understanding
their interactions can contribute to understanding whether “good quality reporting needs,
good quality regulation or whether good reporting can develop without good regula-
tion” [47] (p. 150)” [7] (p. 603)—this paper aims to investigate inter-firm comparability
of NFD at a macro (framework), meso (structure) and/or micro (indicators) level. The
analysis does not only aim to demonstrate the existence of the noncomparability issue, as
done by previous studies but also (and mainly) to understand whether comparability can
be identified at a macro, meso and/or micro level and the detailed differences between the
examined NFD.

To achieve this aim, a manual text analysis [48,49] of NFD will be performed. The
sampled companies are included in the Dow Jones sustainability index (DJSI) that tracks the
stock performance of the world′s leading companies in terms of economic, environmental
and social criteria. In particular, the analysis is focused on the companies operating in the
banking and energy industries.

In comparison to the extant studies, this one does not focus only on indicators among
a specific NFD framework [26] but offers a multilevel analysis (macro, meso, micro). Fur-
thermore, this study tries to propose a comparison between comparability at a conceptual
level (i.e., what is declared by the standard setters or what NFD comparability should
be) [7,50] and what happens in practice (i.e., what companies do). Moreover, this is not
based on quantitative analyses [6] but on in-depth textual analysis to identify processes
of convergence at an analytical content [51,52]. In addition, the study tries to investigate
comparability at an intraindustry level and not exclusively at an interindustry one [6,53].
Finally, this study considers a very specific sample of companies, i.e., the ones listed in the
DJSI operating in the energy and banking industries.

The structure of the paper is the following. First, a literature review that systematizes
the main contributions on the NFD comparability issue is presented. Then, the design of
the study and the results of the research are provided. In the final sections, the authors
attempt to make sense out of the case findings, present the theoretical arguments of the
study and lastly, propose future research opportunities.
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2. Literature Review

In recent years, an increasing number of scholars and practitioners have discussed the
social and managerial implications related to the NFD on a mandatory or voluntary basis.

This growing interest can be due to several factors such as the decreasing relevance
of financial reports and the consequent need and call for new accounting practices useful
for disclosing the organizational value creation process and/or the value realized by a
company more comprehensively, the worldwide introduction of mandatory reporting
practices such as King Code III in South Africa and the Directive 95/2014/EU in Eu-
rope as well as the pressure of corporate governance bodies and consulting and auditing
companies [6,34,54–57].

To support companies in the production of NFD, several national and international
organizations have proposed different frameworks, none of which can be considered as
generally accepted [6,7,58]. These frameworks differ from one another in several aspects,
among which it is possible to mention the following [7–9]. First, some frameworks provide
detailed guidelines and standards (close to a rule-based approach) (e.g., GRI, SASB, EFFAS,
etc.), whereas others tend to adopt a principle-based approach, which leaves more freedom
to the NFD preparers (e.g., IIRC, AA1000, etc.). Second, some frameworks are oriented
towards a range of stakeholder perspectives (e.g., GRI, AA1000 and ISO) while others
mainly focus on financial stakeholders (e.g., IIRC, SASB and EFFAS). Third, some tend to
be centered on the business model and the value creation process (e.g., IIRC) while others
on the value realized and how it is distributed among different stakeholders (e.g., GRI, etc.).
Forth, some frameworks aim to disclose the different ESG dimensions (e.g., IIRC, GRI, etc.)
while others only some of them, mainly the environmental ones (e.g., TCFD, UN Global
Compact, GHG, CDP, Eco-Management Audit Scheme and ISO14000, etc.). To give an
idea of the magnitude of this “new institutional global infrastructure” [7] (p. 606), Brown
et al. [28] perform an analysis of the modes that companies can adopt for preparing NFD
and identify 30 international frameworks. Similarly, Fiandrino recalls the existence of about
255 standards, codes of conduct and audit protocols worldwide to address sustainability
information [59] (p. 47). In all, a plethora of NFD frameworks can be identified.

To help organizations in the selection of an NFD framework, the Federation of Euro-
pean Accountants [60] has reviewed the different models and officially recognized them as
NFD eligible frameworks emanating from Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), International
Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB),
AccountAbility1000 (AA1000), United Nations Global Compact (UNGC), Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), European Federation of Financial Ana-
lysts Societies (EFFAS) and International Standards Organization (specifically ISO26000).
Moreover, to this, also models for reporting specific environmental or social aspects should
be mentioned: Carbon Disclosure Project, Greenhouse Gas Protocol Corporate Standard,
tripartite declaration of principles concerning multinational enterprises and social policy of
the International Labor Organization, ISO9000 and SA8000. Among all these frameworks,
the GRI Guidelines and IIRC Framework are the most widely used [5,56,61,62]. Even if, as
mentioned, the different standards present several differences, they all share a few aspects.
One of these is comparability.

While in the financial reporting domain, the issue of comparability has been deeply
investigated and has now reached a maturity level of conceptualization and applica-
tion [63–66], in the NFD, it is an argument still debated. Even if with different nuances,
comparability tends to be defined by the different standards as a reporting quality that
allows performing temporal and/or inter-firm comparisons. In this study, the focus is on
inter-firm comparability. All the standards consider inter-firm comparability as a funda-
mental principle of NFD, a “promise” that all the standards formulate to their adopters and
supporters. In this respect, the IIRC, for example, envisages among its basic principles of
information comparability “The framework... enabling a sufficient degree of comparability
across organizations to meet relevant information needs.” (IIRC Framework, 2013, p. 7).
Similarly, the GRI states, “The GRI Standards create a common language for organizations
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and stakeholders, with which the economic, environmental, and social impacts of organi-
zations can be communicated and understood. The Standards are designed to enhance the
global comparability and quality of information on these impacts, thereby enabling greater
transparency and accountability of organizations.” (GRI 2016: GRI 101). Regard this [67]
(p. 268) note that “GRI claims to provide the basis of worldwide standardized, compa-
rable, reporting on the sustainability of (particularly business) organizations.”. Finally,
several studies are based on the “grand theory” that the NFD should be comparable from
both a temporal and spatial perspective [6,42,53] In fact, some scholars have recognized
that mandatory NDF “increases the comparability of reports among firms as well as over
time” [44] (p. 3473).

The relevance of this principle is also witnessed by several facts.
For example, the EU Directive 2014/95/EU calls explicitly for inter-firm NFD compara-

bility as it aims to “enhance the consistency and comparability of non-financial information
disclosed” [33,68]. Moreover, the European Commission (EU) has recently launched an
international consultation regarding NFD: the majority of respondents (71%) believe that
the non-financial information reported by companies is deficient in terms of comparabil-
ity [17]. Drawing upon these pieces of evidence, the EU is working on “future standards
on non-financial reporting” and declared the intention to “require some or all companies
under the scope of the legislation to use a non-financial reporting standard” [18]. A few
years before, the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), concerning the U.S.
NFD regulation, has highlighted the request of investors for more comparability of sus-
tainability information [19]. The U.S. Council of Institutional Investors, more recently, calls
“clearer and more comparable information about key ESG” and thinks that “adoption by
investors and issuers of common ESG disclosure standards would be a highly significant
market improvement” [20]. In Australia, the Minister recommended consideration of an
“agreed reporting framework (...) to allow for greater comparability” [21]. In addition, in
the Asian continent, there is a strong propensity to report non-financial information using
uniform guidelines to allow international comparability [22].

Perhaps, on the stimulus provided by the institutional bodies and investors, something
is changing. Recent news concerning this is testified to the intention of the International
Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC) and the SASB to merge into a unified organization, the
Value Reporting Foundation, providing a comprehensive corporate reporting framework
across the full range of enterprise value drivers and standards to drive global sustainability
performance. The IFRS published, in September 2020, the “Consultation Paper on Sustain-
ability Reporting” [23] to define a single NFD framework and, therefore, promoting the
standardization of non-financial information.

Comparability of NFD is considered as a relevant issue not only among the standard
setters and regulators but also between the different NFD users [6,10–13]. Comparability
allows stakeholders to evaluate the overall performance of a company and make them “able
to make peer-to-peer comparisons” [12] (p. 71). Recent surveys highlight that professional
investors, in particular, prefers “non-financial information that is concise, comprehensive,
comparable, and credible” [11] (p. 127). The same relevant aspect is underlined by the Big
Four. KPMG states that “The public interest requires the same for non-financial reporting
so that information is relevant, comparable and reliable for decision-making” [14] while
PWC argues that “Investors are interested in comparability against peers and within the
company itself over time” [15] (p. 8). The ACCA affirms, “in order for non-financial
information to be useful to investors, it must be comparable across companies” [16] (p. 4).
In all, comparability allows users to make sense of the non-financial information disclosed,
to enhance the usefulness of accounting information, to identify benchmarks and best
practice as well as classifying and ranking organizational performances [42,69].

In summary, from a conceptual perspective, it seems that comparability is something
desirable.

Despite this, NFD comparability appears to be still problematic in practice for several
reasons [6,7,24–26,69]. First, there is a large number of frameworks [28], and companies
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are completely free in the choice of which framework to adopt [7,26]. Second, the different
frameworks, even the most detailed ones, allow preparers to exercise their discretion over
the choice of the indicators to report, the calculation methods and the related narratives
to provide [30,50]. Third, the comparability of the NFD can be influenced by specific
characteristics of the companies, such as size [70], type of operating sector [25], corporate
and CSR governance [71–73], the degree of sensitivity to the social and environmental
issues of companies [25,29,31,53] and the wide margins of discretion granted to the prepar-
ers [32]. Forth, specificities of the context (e.g., country, social, economic, political, cultural
background, regulatory issues, stakeholder influence, etc.) are determinant in defining the
quality of NFD and its comparability [26,57,74].

Another phenomenon should also be considered as a barrier against NFD comparabil-
ity: “greenwashing”, an opportunistic behavior [36,37] which deters the credibility of the
information disclosed and, consequently, the usefulness of NFD for investors [34,35,38].
Recently, the NFD has received criticism as it sometimes lacks “authentic effort” and failing
to meet users’ expectations [35,39–41]. Despite this, some argue that mandatory NFD
“promotes better comparability, but may also help prevent some companies from “green-
washing” or deliberately manipulating stakeholders’ perceptions through discretionary
reporting” [45] (p. 20). In addition, some scholars also highlight that the sustainability
rating act to deter greenwashing can reduce the risk that greenwashing affects the value of
a firm [46] and promote comparable non-financial information [27].

Although cross-sectoral comparability appears to be problematic [12], some authors
highlight the possibility of comparing the NFD of companies operating in the same sector
with better results, especially if they adopt the same reporting framework. The idea
is that companies operating in the same sector have similarities in terms of business
models, environmental impact, governance, stakeholders, etc., and, thus, several of the
abovementioned barriers should be overcome, and a large part of their NFD should be
“naturally” comparable [26,75,76].

It should also be considered that some studies have shown that among companies
operating in the same sector, there is a tendency towards convergence. This situation
may be induced either by the willingness of companies to meet the needs of users to
have comparable reports [42] or by procedures adopted by consultants who, adopting
an approach guided by efficacy and effectiveness, i.e., strongly standardized, tend to
replicate tested and consolidated models, limiting innovation and customization [77]. Still,
at an intraindustry level, it seems possible that companies tend to adopt emulation and
convergence processes towards common practices as well as practices to prove to be the
“best in class” [42,43].

Moreover, it must be considered that recent studies have also highlighted that com-
panies tend to adopt two main frameworks: the GRI Guidelines and the IIRC Frame-
work. Consequently, the comparability problems related to the existence of different NFD
frameworks should be limited. In all, while interindustry comparability seems still to be
challenging, several arguments suggest that intraindustry comparability can be achieved,
maybe not at a microlevel (indicator), but, at least, on a meso or macro level, especially
if companies adopt the same reporting framework. This is the idea that this paper aims
to explore.

3. Design of the study

The object of the analysis is represented by the English version of the NFD reports
published by companies on their institutional websites. The web dissemination channel of
information of a purely accounting nature is justified by the potential to be a communi-
cation tool capable of ensuring transparency, as can be seen from previous studies on the
subject [31,78].

The investigation considers the NFD of the firms indexed to DJSI. These firms were
identified as follows: the list of companies indexed to DJSI was downloaded from the
database available on the SAM website, updated to 24 September 2018, and includes
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the reference to the country and industry for each company. The companies included in
the DJSI are 317, belonging to 24 different industries. Of the 317 listed companies, 46%
originates from Europe, 26% from Asia, 22% from America, 5% from Australia and 1%
from Africa.

The choice to focus on DJSI firms is due to three sets of reasons. First, DJSI reports
the performance of the world’s leading companies in terms of economic, environmental
and social criteria and implicitly includes companies geared towards a strong commitment
to corporate social responsibility (CSR) [79]. Second, since 1999, DJSI has been offering
coverage in multiple markets, and this allows investigating differences between sectors.
Finally, the existence of sustainability information directly accessible on the company’s
website is one of the assessment parameters in the DJSI rating (see for more details what is
defined in the revisions of “SAM Corporate Sustainability Assessment (CSA)” available at
www.robecosam.com). In particular, the “2019 SAM Corporate Sustainability Assessment—
Annual Scoring and Methodology Review” stated that “Assessed companies are expected
to name and describe the living wage methodology used, and provide supporting evidence
and indicate if the information is available in their public reporting or corporate website.”.
The same assessment methodology recognizes that “Reporting and collecting high-quality
sustainability information is the critical first step towards ensuring that sustainability
information is more widely accepted and used by the investment community” and that the
“data needs to be precise and comparable” [80] (p. 5) to provide investors with meaningful
sustainability data to enable better-informed investment decisions. Consequently, several
of the abovementioned factors that generate non-comparability should be mitigated for the
companies of the sample.

The choice of the mentioned sample should also reduce the risks related to green-
washing and the consequent non-comparability related to this phenomenon [35–38]. The
sustainability rating process related to the DJSI allows excluding from the group companies
that adopt “greenwashing” practices [81]. In detail, the evaluation and review process em-
ployed in the development of the DJSI index is based on the application of criteria built into
the corporate sustainability assessment, which quantifies the sustainability performance of
a company by assigning a corporate sustainability performance score [82]. Once a com-
pany is included in the index, it is monitored with respect to the “critical environmental,
economic, and social issues or crisis situations that can have a highly damaging effect on
its reputation” [83]. Thus, these firms cannot declare but not adopt sustainable practices in
practice.

As the aim of the paper is to analyze intraindustry comparability, two specific in-
dustries were selected: the energy and the banking ones. The choice is because, in both
sectors, sustainability issues are particularly relevant and pushed forward by stakeholders
as well as by law and policymakers. In particular, both in the energy industry and the
banking industry, the labor, the environment and the social dimensions are particularly
important, even if with different weight and perspective. Even if the two sectors appear to
be strongly different, they have in common a relevant impact on sustainable issues. Previ-
ous research demonstrated that the energy sector is characterized by a high commitment
to and development of sustainability practices [84,85]. At the same time, the bank sector
presents the increased relevance of non-financial information [86–88]. Additionally, both
sectors are under pressure by regulatory bodies and investors and, thus, operate in highly
regulated markets and have a social and environmental, other than economic, obligation
to meet the stakeholders’ expectations [84,86]. Drawing upon these considerations, we
intentionally selected these two sectors to understand similarities or differences in terms of
NFD comparability.

From the selection carried out, there are 45 companies in the sample, 16 of which are
in the energy sector and 26 from the banking sector.

The NFD reports considered for the analysis are all related to the financial year 2019
except for four companies (two from the energy industry and two from the banking one),
for which the last report available is for the financial year 2018.

www.robecosam.com
www.robecosam.com
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To analyze NFD comparability, a manual text analysis of the companies′ reports
was performed as it allows understanding how ideas and concepts (i.e., framework) are
perceived, interpreted and translated into reality (i.e., NFD) [48,49]. The choice not to use a
software (such as, for example, whose are typical for content analysis, as Wordstat 7, Nvivo,
TLab) derives from the fact that much non-financial information is presented with the use
of image, icons, graphics that cannot always be processed by these tools.

The research protocol is as follows:
The first step involves a structural analysis that includes the identification of the

reference framework (GRI Guidelines, IIRC Framework, etc.) used for the preparation of
the report, the total number of pages of the report and the analysis of the report summary.
As far as the counting of the total number of pages of the report is concerned, only sections
containing sustainability information were considered; it follows that any additions (e.g.,
financial statements) were not considered. The minimum, average and maximum number
of pages of the NFD reports were then calculated to have some synthetical parameters.

The second step involves the analysis of the sections contained in each report. It was
decided to focus attention on human capital and the environmental parts. This choice relies
on the fact that several studies emphasize the importance of investing in human capital and
the environment as it allows companies to create a sustainable competitive advantage and
because these are two dimensions that surely all companies report [29,89–91]. Some further
“context” elements have also been considered, such as the number of pages devoted to the
two information dimensions: human capital and environmental capital. The counting of
the number of pages, in this case, was carried out starting from what can be extracted from
the index; it follows that any in-depth analysis in sections not properly focused on the two
dimensions investigated has not been considered.

The third and last step provides for the highest degree of deepening and enters the
content of the reports. Regarding human capital, the indicators were identified through a
text analysis searching for words related to this dimension. In particular, a semi-objective
approach was adopted as it is used by a large body of literature in the domain [24]. The
team has initially defined a set of keywords related to human capital moving for the extant
studies. Then, this list has served as a guide for identifying the most frequently used
words. Thus, the keywords used for the investigation were defined as follows: “human”,
“employ”, “personnel”, “workers”. The identified indicators were then traced back to the
macro-categories of GRI indicators, version 2016, relating to human capital and available in
the fact sheets. Each GRI indicator was then matched with the different “labels” it assumes
in practice.

To ensure the validity and reliability of the work, the data collection and analysis
was carried out independently by the researchers involved, who, at a later stage, were
confronted to identify and understand the reasons for possible differences to bring them
back to units (i.e., triangulation). The generalizability of the results was considered in terms
of theoretical generalizability, i.e., as a possibility to trace the results achieved in this work
to those of similar previous studies.

4. Results

Once the reports were downloaded, a first classification was made according to the
name of each of them (see Table 1).
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Table 1. Names of reports.

Energy Bank Total

Annual Report 4 6 10

Integrated report
(including similar reports: integrated report, integrated

management report, integrated annual report)
3 5 8

Sustainability report
(including similar reports: sustainability performance report) 6 5 11

CSR report
(including similar: corporate social responsibility,

social responsibility)
1 4 5

Other 2 7 9

Non-financial data and engagement 1 1

Management report 1 1

Consolidated non-financial statement 1 1

Socioeconomic group impact 1 1

Environmental, social and governance report 2 2

Non-financial declaration 1 1

Global Stewardship report 1 1

Sustainable development report 1 1

Total 16 27 43

In the energy industry, the most widely used name is “Sustainability report”, while
for the banking industry, it is curious to point out that 25% of companies (7 out of 27) adopt
a different name, not homogeneous with any of the other companies examined.

About the length of the reports, it is evident that it is not homogeneous (see Table 2).
There are very short reports (e.g., 10 pages) and very long ones (of 246 pages).

Table 2. Number of pages in each report.

Energy Bank

Minimum Maximum Average Minimum Maximum Average

Annual report 70 217 138 40 246 115

Integrated report
(including similar reports:

integrated report, Integrated
management report,

Integrated annual report)

42 166 112 34 120 80

Sustainability report 82 169 107.14 10 182 111.2

CSR report
(including similar: corporate

social responsibility, social
responsibility)

72 72 72 74 148 120.25

Other 48 88 68 28 224 118.14

As mentioned, the table of contents of the reports was also analyzed. The overall
analysis shows that it is not possible to trace all reports to a single structure. In addition,
there are similar names used to report the same dimensions (e.g., the section dedicated
to human capital can be called “our people”, “employees”, etc.). For most of the content
elements, however, the structure used is not easily traceable to a predefined model.

Another aspect related to the first step of analysis is related to the used framework.
As already stated in the literature, the most widely used frameworks for NFD are the GRI
Guidelines. This is valid for both the energy and banking sectors (Table 3). One result to be
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highlighted is that four energy companies and six companies in the banking sector use both
the GRI Guidelines and the IIRC Framework: while the IIRC Framework is mainly used at
the structural level, the GRI Guidelines are used at an indicators’ level. This suggests that
comparability should exist between companies that adopt the same framework. Regarding
the reporting standards on specific dimensions, the recommendations of the Task Force
on Climate-Related Disclosures (TCFD) and greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) have a high
percentage of applications.

Table 3. Standards applied.

Energy Bank

Reporting standards for economic, social and
environmental information

GRI Guidelines 15 21

IIRC Framework 4 7

AA1000 Principles 4 2

Principles of socially responsible conduct

UN Global Compact 6 19

Reporting standards for specific dimensions
(environmental)

Recommendations of the Task Force on Climate-Related
Disclosures (TCFD) 10 22

Greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) 14 15

Carbon Disclosure Project 1 8

Reporting standards and principles of conduct for
specific sectors

Guide for the preparation of management reports of listed
companies of the CNMV 1 1

EFQM model criteria 1 0

ISAE 3000 0 6

AA1000AS 1 2

IPIECA reporting guidelines (for the oil and gas industry) 2 0

UNEP FI Principles for responsible banking 0 8

Principals for Responsible Investments (PRIs) 0 2

The Equator Principles (for financial institutions) 0 9

ISO 26000 0 3

Sustainability Accounting Standards Board—SASB (sectoral
standard for United States companies) 0 6

The second step of analysis concerns the sections included in each report. The focus is
on two particular sections: human capital and environment (see Table 4).
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Table 4. Number of sections dedicated to the environment and human capital.

Energy Bank

Environment Section

Number of companies with a section dedicated to the environment 10 16

Number of companies with two sections dedicated to the environment 2 4

Number of companies with three sections dedicated to the environment 1 1

Number of companies with no section dedicated to the environment 3 6

Human capital section

Number of holdings with a section dedicated to human capital 8 16

Number of holdings with two sections dedicated to human capital 4 2

Number of holdings with three sections dedicated to human capital 3

Number of holdings with no section dedicated to human capital 4 6

As for the environmental section, 81% of companies in the energy industry and 78%
of the banks have at least one specific section dedicated to the environment. Companies in
the energy industry devote on average 11 pages to this topic while the ones in the banking
industry about 12 pages. Thus, the average length is more or less similar. Even if the
average is similar, both industries present a high variability: in the banking industry, the
section moves from a minimum of one page to a maximum of 54 pages. For human capital,
on the other hand, 75% of energy companies devote at least one section to human capital
and 78% of the banking sector. The average number of pages per section is 12 pages for the
energy industry and 15 pages for the banking one. In this case, the range varies between
two pages and 52 pages.

The third level of analysis concerns only human capital (see Table 5).

Table 5. Number of human capital indicators.

Energy Bank

Report GRI
Compliant 15 Out of 16 Sample Reports 21 Out of 26 Sample Reports

Minimum Maximum Average Minimum Maximum Average

Total number of
indicators 18 143 68.53 22 156 67.33

Number of
quantitative indicators 7 130 47.27 16 89 50.19

Number of narrative
indicators 2 60 21.33 1 79 17.14

Number of sections
concerned 2 8 4.33 2 13 5.57

Report NOT-GRI
Compliant 1 out of 16 Sample Reports 5 Out of 26 Sample Reports

Minimum Maximum Average Minimum Maximum Average

Total number of
indicators 136 136 136 5 26 12.60

Number of
quantitative indicators 92 92 92 3 21 10.80

Number of narrative
indicators 44 44 44 0 5 1.80

Number of sections
concerned 5 5 5 1 5 3.40

First of all, it is noted that the number of quantitative and qualitative indicators in each
report for both the banking and energy industries go from a minimum of three indicators
to a maximum of 143.
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Table 6 shows the reclassification of the selected indicators in the macro-categories
of the GRI, the number of companies reporting it and the number of labels it assumes.
Companies that declare that to comply with the GRI (and even less those that do not apply
it) use a large number of different names to monitor the same aspect.

Table 6. GRI indicators coupling human capital—name used.

Designation of GRI Indicators

Number of
Companies Reporting

It

Number of Names
Used

Energy Bank Energy Bank

Information on employees and
other workers.

(a) Total number of employees by
employment contract (permanent and

temporary), by gender. (b) Total number
of employees by employment contract
(permanent and temporary), by region.

9 8 18 32

(c) Total number of employees by
employment type (full-time and

part-time), by gender.
5 11 10 36

(d) Whether a significant portion of the
organization’s activities are performed by

workers who are not employees.
2 0 5 0

Ratios of standard entry-level
wage by gender compared to

local minimum wage.

(a) When a significant proportion of
employees are compensated based on
wages subject to minimum wage rules,

report the relevant ratio of the entry-level
wage by gender at significant locations of

operation to the minimum wage.

2 3 5 3

New employee hires and
employee turnover.

(a) Total number and rate of new
employee hires during the reporting

period, by age group, gender and region.
9 10 29 28

(b) Total number and rate of employee
turnover during the reporting period, by

age group, gender and region.
7 15 25 32

Benefits provided to full-time
employees who are not provided

to temporary or part-time
employees.

(a) Benefits, which are standard for
full-time employees of the organization

but are not provided to temporary or
part-time employees by significant

locations of operation.

7 15 12 27

Parental leave.

(a)Total number of employees that were
entitled to parental leave by gender. (b)

Total number of employees that took
parental leave, by gender. (c) Total

number of employees that returned to
work in the reporting period after

parental leave ended, by gender. (d) Total
number of employees that returned to
work after parental leave ended that

were still employed 12 months after their
return to work, by gender. (e) Return to
work and retention rates of employees

that took parental leave by gender.

5 9 15 40
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Table 6. Cont.

Designation of GRI Indicators

Number of
Companies Reporting

It

Number of Names
Used

Energy Bank Energy Bank

Minimum notice periods
regarding operational changes.

(b) For organizations with collective
bargaining agreements, report whether

the notice period and provisions for
consultation and negotiation are

specified in collective agreements.

6 7 10 11

Types of injury and rates of injury,
occupational diseases, lost days,
and absenteeism, and number of

work-related fatalities.

(a) Types of injury, injury rate (IR),
occupational disease rate (ODR), lost day

rate (LDR), absentee rate (AR), and
work-related fatalities, for all employees,

with a breakdown by (1) region; (2)
gender.

13 13 96 61

Health and safety topics covered
in formal agreements with trade

unions.

(a) Whether formal agreements (either
local or global) with trade unions cover

health and safety. (b) If so, the extent, as a
percentage, to which various health and

safety topics are covered by these
agreements.

1 1 2 1

Average hours of training per
year for employees.

(a)Average hours of training that the
organization’s employees have

undertaken during the reporting period,
by (1) gender; (2) employee category.

12 19 52 63

Programs for upgrading
employee skills and transition

assistance programs.

(a) Type and scope of programs
implemented and assistance provided to

upgrade employee skills.
9 14 26 41

(b) Transition assistance programs
provided to facilitate continuous

employability and the management of
career endings resulting from retirement

or termination of employment.

4 6 5 11

Percentage of employees
receiving regular performance

and career development reviews.

(a) Percentage of total employees by
gender and by employee category who

received a regular performance and
career development review during the

reporting period.

8 10 22 21

Diversity of governance bodies
and employees.

(b) Percentage of employees per
employee category in each of the

following diversity categories: (1) gender;
(2) age group: under 30 years old, 30–50

years old, over 50 years old; (3) other
indicators of diversity where relevant

(such as minority or vulnerable groups).

10 21 21 62

Ratio of basic salary and
remuneration of women to men.

(a) Ratio of the basic salary and
remuneration of women to men for each

employee category, by significant
locations of operation.

3 2 6 2

This analysis shows that the names used by the different firms are not the same, even
if the differences are limited. An example is the indicators on the types of injuries and
rates of injuries, occupational diseases, lost days, absenteeism and the number of fatal
accidents related to work. In both the energy and banking industries, there are 96 and 61
denominations, respectively, but the comparability of the data for the reader appears to be
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guaranteed. The different names used are: “absentee rate”, “absenteeism”, “absenteeism
rate”, etc. Another example is the indicator for average annual training hours per employee,
for which there are 52 different names in the energy sector and 63 in the banking sector.
Even between these, the differences are easily overcome by the reader: in fact, it is named
“average education hour per person”, “average hours of training per employee”, or “hours
of training received by professional”. Nevertheless, there are a few instances where the
names used for the same indicator differ completely. An example is an indicator for
programs for upgrading employees’ skills and transition assistance programs. The names
used are: “description of employee development program”, “employee assistance program
utilization (%)”, and “investment in the quality of life programs”. Concerning the value of
the indicator, the calculation method is not indicated. The different names used, and the
non-explanatory method of calculation make comparability difficult.

Another analyzed aspect was the section of the document where the indicator is
included. The same indicator is included by companies in different sections that are often
not even easily traceable. For example, the same indicator is presented by one company in
the “social employee” section and by another in the “key indicators” section. From Table
7, it is evident that for the majority of companies, the indicators are found in only one
section, but there are several cases in which the same indicator is reported in even more
than three sections. This leads to the fact that all companies in the do not always report
the same indicator in the same section: indicators are located in the sections considered
as “the most appropriate” by each preparer. In other words, the use of different report
structures involves the inclusion of indicators in different sections, which makes the reports
not directly comparable.
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Table 7. GRI indicators coupling human capital—sections.

Energy Bank

Number of
Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in: Number of

Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in:

One
Section

Two
Sections

Three
Sections

More Than
Three

Sections
One

Section
Two

Sections
Three

Sections
More Than

Three
Sections

(a) Total number of employees by
employment contract (permanent

and temporary), by gender. (b)
Total number of employees by

employment contract (permanent
and temporary), by region.

9 8 0 1 0 8 3 4 1 0

(c) Total number of employees by
employment type (full-time and

part-time), by gender.
5 4 1 0 0 11 6 4 0 1

(d) Whether a significant portion of
the organization’s activities are

performed by workers who are not
employees.

2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(a) When a significant proportion
of employees are compensated

based on wages subject to
minimum wage rules, report the
relevant ratio of the entry-level
wage by gender at significant
locations of operation to the

minimum wage

2 1 1 0 0 3 3 0 0 0

(a) Total number and rate of new
employee hires during the

reporting period, by age group,
gender and region.

9 6 3 0 0 10 6 3 1 0

(b) Total number and rate of
employee turnover during the
reporting period, by age group,

gender and region.

7 5 2 0 0 15 13 2 0 0
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Table 7. Cont.

Energy Bank

Number of
Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in: Number of

Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in:

One
Section

Two
Sections

Three
Sections

More Than
Three

Sections
One

Section
Two

Sections
Three

Sections
More Than

Three
Sections

(a) Benefits, which are standard for
full-time employees of the

organization but are not provided
to temporary or part-time

employees by significant locations
of operation.

7 6 0 1 0 15 10 2 1 2

(a) Total number of employees that
were entitled to parental leave by

gender. (b) Total number of
employees that took parental leave,

by gender. (c) Total number of
employees that returned to work

in the reporting period after
parental leave ended, by gender.

(d) Total number of employees that
returned to work after parental

leave ended that were still
employed 12 months after their
return to work, by gender. (e)

Return to work and retention rates
of employees that took parental

leave by gender.

5 4 1 0 0 9 7 1 0 1

(b) For organizations with
collective bargaining agreements,
report whether the notice period
and provisions for consultation
and negotiation are specified in

collective agreements.

6 5 1 0 0 7 5 2 0 0

(a) Types of injury, injury rate (IR),
occupational disease rate (ODR),
lost day rate (LDR), absentee rate

(AR), and work-related fatalities, for
all employees, with a breakdown by

(1) region; (2) gender.

13 3 6 0 4 13 5 7 0 1
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Table 7. Cont.

Energy Bank

Number of
Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in: Number of

Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in:

One
Section

Two
Sections

Three
Sections

More Than
Three

Sections
One

Section
Two

Sections
Three

Sections
More Than

Three
Sections

(a) Whether formal agreements
(either local or global) with trade

unions cover health and safety. (b)
If so, the extent, as a percentage, to

which various health and safety
topics are covered by these

agreements.

1 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

(a) Average hours of training that
the organization’s employees have
undertaken during the reporting

period, by (1) gender; (2) employee
category.

12 6 5 1 0 19 9 6 3 1

(a) Type and scope of programs
implemented, and assistance

provided to upgrade employee skills.
9 4 3 2 0 14 10 2 0 2

(b) Transition assistance programs
provided to facilitate continued

employability and the
management of career endings

resulting from retirement or
termination of employment.

4 4 0 0 0 6 5 1 0 0

(a) Percentage of total employees
by gender and by employee

category who received a regular
performance and career

development review during the
reporting period.

8 3 3 0 2 10 6 4 0 0
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Table 7. Cont.

Energy Bank

Number of
Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in: Number of

Companies
Reporting It

Number of Companies Where the Indicator is
Contained in:

One
Section

Two
Sections

Three
Sections

More Than
Three

Sections
One

Section
Two

Sections
Three

Sections
More Than

Three
Sections

(b) Percentage of employees per
employee category in each of the
following diversity categories: i.
Gender; ii. Age group: under 30

years old, 30–50 years old, over 50
years old; iii. Other indicators of
diversity where relevant (such as
minority or vulnerable groups).

10 6 2 0 2 21 16 4 0 1

(a) Ratio of the basic salary and
remuneration of women to men for

each employee category, by
significant locations of operation.

3 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0
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5. Discussion

This study aimed to investigate inter-firm comparability of NFD at a macro (frame-
work), meso (structure) and/or micro (indicators) level. To achieve this aim, a text analy-
sis [48,49] of NFD was performed focusing on the companies operating in the banking and
energy industry and indexed in the DJSI.

The performed investigations suggest the following reflections.
From a macro perspective, the first aspect that emerges is the variety of names used

to label the NFD. Besides the “institutional” ones (e.g., Integrated report, Sustainability
report, etc.), there are names that appear to be self-made to catch the attention of the users
(e.g., Global Stewardship report, ESG report, etc.). This approach partly recalls the idea
of some practices of window-dressing [92] and can, partly, act as a barrier for users that
search a “sustainability report” of a company and make users believe, at first sight, that
what they are looking at is not a “sustainability report”, but something different.

Concerning the frameworks, it emerges that the investigated companies adopt a
plethora of different frameworks even if they operated in the same industry. On a first
stance, it seems possible to argue that comparability is not possible. Nevertheless, some
additional aspects must be considered. First, the study shows that the GRI Guidelines
are the most widely used for NFD, followed by the IIRC Framework. This result, as
expected, confirms the results of previous studies: the companies, regardless of their sector,
mainly use the GRI Guidelines and less the framework of the IIRC, thus prioritizing the
drafting of sustainability reports over the integrated report [5,56,62]. This prevalence of
GRI-compliant reports should facilitate NFD comparability. In addition, the analysis also
shows that although the GRI and IIRC models are conceptually different and proposed
as alternatives, there is mutual contamination in practice: companies that adopt the IIRC
Framework tend to identify the indicators related to each of the six capitals (one of the
content elements of the IIRC Framework) by referring to the GRI Guidelines. In this way,
companies can exploit the potential of the two models, namely flexibility, conciseness and
focus on the value creation of the IIRC model as well as completeness, support and level
of detail offered by the GRI. In summary, a spontaneous contamination process among
different frameworks can be identified.

Regarding the length of the NFD, the analysis shows two main aspects. First, inte-
grated reports and sustainability reports tend to be as long as the annual reports: thus, the
idea of conciseness seems that it has not been translated into practice and/or it is difficult
to balance the idea of completeness with the one of conciseness to have effective commu-
nication that. Second, there is a large variability of the reports in terms of the number of
pages. This is the first hint of the existence of problems related to comparability issues.

Moving to a meso-level of analysis, it emerges that the structure of the reports is not
comparable but appears to be freely defined by each company, despite operating in the
same industry, having similar characteristics and adopting the same framework. This
conclusion seems to support the argument put forward by Cardoni et al. [26] and by
Boiral [53] that NFD cannot be comparable, even at an intraindustry level. The presence of
highly differentiated structures limits direct comparability; in theory, it can be achieved
through a reclassification of the different sections according to a specific model. In all,
comparability can be achieved in part, but it requires some re-elaboration of the reports.
Moreover, also the different labels adopted by companies to identify the same sections
can represent a barrier for immediate comparability. In other words, the phenomenon of
“label creativity”, i.e., similar elements labeled with different names [93], can be found at a
structural level: similar sections of the NFD labeled differently.

At a micro- (indicator) level, the analysis has shown different comparability barriers
related to the quantity, quality and position of the different indicators. Regarding the
number of indicators, it is possible to identify a high variability of the indicators used to
describe an organizational human capital (from 18 to 156). This means, of course, that there
is a core of indicators that are adopted by most of the firms, but also other indicators that
can be adopted in a few situations. Regarding the quality of indicators, the first aspect that
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emerges is the phenomenon of label creativity is particularly important when it comes to
this level of analysis: indicators that seem to represent the same issue are often labeled
differently. Sometimes labels are very similar, but in other cases, they are very different.
Another qualitative aspect relates to the fact that the calculation method of the indicators is
often not disclosed. Thus, even if the user can identify the same indicator in two reports, he
cannot be sure that the measurement process is the same and, consequently, that the data
are comparable. Regarding the position of the indicators in the report, the study shows
that the same (or similar type of) indicator is not always presented in the same section. The
users have then to search for it, collect the data and then compare. This leads to the idea
that to achieve comparability of NFD; detailed rule-based standards should be provided
instead of the principle-based ones now in force: the mentioned spontaneous forces (e.g.,
emulation processes, etc.) appears to be too weak to transform the idea of comparability
into reality. Nevertheless, the problems related to a “one-size-fits-all” approach for NFDs
should also be considered given the presence of narratives and other peculiarities that
characterize such reporting that can be difficult to standardize or harmonize [94].

6. Conclusions

The comparability of NFD is a much debate topic from standard-setters (IASB, IFRS,
IIRC), professional societies (KPMG, PWC, ACCA), academics [6,24,26], regulatory bodies
and by companies’ stakeholders [6,10–13]. From the literature, it emerges the need to
study “the differences between de jure (rules) and de facto (practices)” [7] (p. 603) on the
NFD comparability. Thus, this paper investigates inter-firm comparability of NFD at a
macro (framework), meso (structure) and/or micro (indicators) level. To achieve this aim,
a manual content analysis was performed, focusing on the NFD published by companies
operating in the energy and banking industries and included in the DJSI.

The main conclusions are as follows: It is overall possible to identify the potential of
comparability on a macro and meso level. There are a phenomenon and contamination
between the two main frameworks, i.e., the IR and the GRI. Moreover, even if some
companies adopt self-made labels for their reports, there is a tendency to name them as IR
or sustainability reports. Finally, even if the structure of the NFD is not homogeneous, it
is possible to re-classify the information provided to have a comparable structure. With
regard to the microlevel of analysis, the study shows that there is a core of indicators that
are potentially comparable, but also a large number of indicators that are used by a few
companies and, consequently, they are difficult to compare. In addition, the phenomenon
of label creativity and the lack of information about how each indicator is calculated in
practice can act as barriers against comparability. In summary, while there is, in practice,
a substantial homogeneity of frameworks and dimensions of analysis that can allow
comparability, even if often only after a re-elaboration of the report, i.e., comparability
at a macro and meso-level, comparability of indicators (microlevel) is not achieved in
practice. The lack of comparability at a micro level appears to be mainly related to the level
of freedom that the preparers have and to the principle-based approach adopted by the
standard-setters.

This study contributes to research into NFD and NFD comparability from an empirical
point of view, offering different levels of analysis. In addition, the study shows that
a convergence-contamination process among different frameworks can be identified in
practice. Finally, this study contributes to the search question if “good quality reporting
needs good quality regulation or whether good reporting can develop without good
regulation” [47] (p. 150).

In terms of policymaking, the achieved results can support the discussions regarding
the need for a tight and unique regulatory framework for NFD. Today several governments
and standard setters are discussing the opportunity of creating a common (and unique) set
of rules for NFD. The matter is not only the development of this new standard but also
the decision about the approach it should adopt (principle vs. rule-based), and about the
degree of freedom it should leave to the prepares to make NFD useful. In fact, between
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complete freedom and a one-size-fits-all approach, it is possible to consider intermediate
positions like the definition of a mandatory structure (meso level) with a minimum set of
mandatory indicators.

From the managerial point of view, this study contributes to the discussions about to
what extent preparers should provide users with comparable NFD. At the moment, the
preparators have great freedom in the drafting of NFDs regardless of the standard used,
which is why our study directs preparers to standardize the drafting of reports, also using
similar names and not fall into the phenomenon of label creativity.

The limitations of this work are mainly attributable to the analysis sample and to
the method used to capture the detailed information. Only two areas were considered
in the study: although the analysis is therefore not exhaustive, it shows that there is
no comparability in two strongly different sectors. The second limitation concerns the
application of the text analysis method solely to collect human capital indicators. It also
must be considered that if it is true that the analyzed sample should minimize the risk of a
phenomenon of “greenwashing” [35–37], which certainly reduces the comparability of the
reports published by companies, it is not strictly excluded that some of the results achieved
are due to this phenomenon.

Research perspectives are represented by extending the analysis to other industries
and deepening to further dimensions of sustainability. Other interesting future research
could concern the analysis of the comparability of NFDs from different countries with
different regulations [33]. The purpose would be to check whether the legal system, besides
being a determining factor in its level of regulatory compliance [33,95] it is a determining
factor of comparability of NFD. Finally, another interesting research could verify the
possible presence of a greenwashing phenomenon that would affect the comparability of
the NFDs of companies, either in mandatory or voluntary context, to support findings of
previous research [27,44–46].

Author Contributions: Introduction, S.M.; Literature review, E.C.; Design of the study, M.G.; Results,
A.D.; Discussion and conclusions, E.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Deegan, C. Twenty five years of social and environmental accounting research within Critical Perspectives of Accounting: Hits,

misses and ways forward. Crit. Perspect. Account. 2017, 43, 65–87. [CrossRef]
2. Morman, L.; Van Der Laan, S. Social reporting in the tobacco industry: All smoke and mirrors? Account. Audit. Account. J. 2005,

18, 374–389. [CrossRef]
3. Roberts, R.W. Determinants of corporate social responsibility disclosure: An application of stakeholder theory. Account. Organ. Soc.

1992, 17, 595–612. [CrossRef]
4. Gray, R.; Owen, D.; Maunders, K. Corporate Social Reporting: Accounting and Accountability; Prentice-Hall: Hemel Hempstead,

UK, 1987.
5. Tschopp, D.; Huefner, R.J. Comparing the evolution of CSR reporting to that of financial reporting. J. Bus. Ethics 2015, 127, 565–577.

[CrossRef]
6. Venturelli, A.; Pizzi, S.; Caputo, F.; Principale, S. The revision of nonfinancial reporting directive: A critical lens on the

comparability principle. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2020, 1–14. [CrossRef]
7. La Torre, M.; Sabelfeld, S.; Blomkvist, M.; Tarquinio, L.; Dumay, J. Harmonising non-financial reporting regulation in Europe.

Meditari Account. Res. 2018, 26, 598–621. [CrossRef]
8. Mahmud, M.T. Sustainability Report and Integrated Report: Comprehensive Comparison. J. Bus. Econ. 2018, 15, 1–17.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2016.06.005
http://doi.org/10.1108/09513570510600747
http://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(92)90015-K
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2054-6
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2598
http://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-02-2018-0290


Sustainability 2021, 13, 1177 21 of 23

9. Velte, P.; Stawinoga, M. Integrated reporting: The current state of empirical research, limitations and future research implications.
J. Manag. Control 2017, 28, 275–320. [CrossRef]

10. Arvidsson, S. Disclosure of non-financial information in the annual report. J. Intellect. Cap. 2011, 12, 277–300. [CrossRef]
11. Cohen, J.R.; Holder-Webb, L.; Zamora, V.L. Nonfinancial information preferences of professional investors. Behav. Res. Account.

2015, 27, 127–153. [CrossRef]
12. Eccles, R.G.; Krzus, M.P.; Rogers, J.; Serafeim, G. The need for sector-specific materiality and sustainability reporting standards.

J. Appl. Corp. Financ. 2012, 24, 65–71. [CrossRef]
13. Harper Ho, V. Nonfinancial risk disclosure and the costs of private ordering. Am. Bus. Law J. 2018, 55, 407–474. [CrossRef]
14. KPMG 2020 towards Consistent and Comparable ESG Reporting. Available online: https://home.kpmg/au/en/home/insights/

2020/05/towards-consistent-and-comparable-esg-reporting.html (accessed on 28 October 2020).
15. WBCSD; PWC. Enhancing the Credibility of Non-Financial Information: The Investor Perspective. 2018. Available on-

line: https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/Redefining-Value/External-Disclosure/Assurance-Internal-Controls/Resources/
Enhancing-the-credibility-of-non-financial-information-the-investor-perspective (accessed on 4 November 2020).

16. Eurosif; ACCA. What Do Investors Expect from Non-Financial Reporting 2013. Available online: https://www.accaglobal.com/
uk/en/technical-activities/technical-resources-search/2013/august/investors-and-non-financial-reporting.html (accessed on 4
November 2020).

17. European Commission. Summary Report of the Public Consultation on the Review of the Non-Financial Reporting Directive; European
Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2020.

18. European Commission. Revision of the Non-Financial Reporting Directive—Inception Impact Assesment; European Commission:
Brussels, Belgium, 2020.

19. SASB. Business and Financial Disclosure Required by Regulation S-K—The SEC’s Concept Release and Its Implications. 2016.
Available online: https://www.sasb.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Reg-SK-Comment-Bulletin-091416.pdf (accessed on 28
October 2020).

20. Council of Institutional Investors (CIII). Subcommittee Hearing Letter (Final). Available online: www.cii.org (accessed on 9
July 2019).

21. Parliament of Australia. Chapter Seven—Sustainability Reporting: Current Legislative and Market Requirements. Available
online: https://www.aph.gov.au/ (accessed on 5 November 2020).

22. HKEx. Environmental, Social and Governance Reporting Guide. 2015. Available online: https://www.hkex.com.hk (accessed on
4 November 2020).

23. IFRS. Consultation Paper on Sustainability Reporting, September 2020. Available online: www.ifrs.org (accessed on 28 Octo-
ber 2020).

24. Avram, V.; Calu, D.A.; Dumitru, V.F.; Dumitru, M.; Glăvan, M.E.; Jinga, G. The institutionalisation of the consistency and
comparability principle in the European companies. Energies 2018, 11, 3456. [CrossRef]

25. Brammer, S.; Pavelin, S. Voluntary environmental disclosures by large UK companies. J. Bus. Financ. Account. 2006, 33, 1168–1188.
[CrossRef]

26. Cardoni, A.; Kiseleva, E.; Terzani, S. Evaluating the Intra-Industry comparability of Sustainability Reports: The Case of the Oil
and Gas Industry. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1093. [CrossRef]

27. Chatterji, A.; Levine, D. Breaking down the wall of codes: Evaluating non-financial performance measurement. Calif. Manag. Rev.
2006, 48, 29–51. [CrossRef]

28. Brown, H.S.; De Jong, M.; Levy, D.L. Building institutions based on information disclosure: Lessons from GRI’s sustainability
reporting. J. Clean. Prod. 2009, 17, 571–580. [CrossRef]

29. Cho, C.H.; Patten, D.M. The role of environmental disclosures as tools of legitimacy: To research notes. Account. Organ. Soc. 2007,
32, 639–647. [CrossRef]

30. Higgins, C.; Stubbs, W.; Love, T. Walking the talk(s): Organisational narratives of integrated reporting. Account. Audit. Account. J.
2014, 27, 1090–1119. [CrossRef]

31. Patten, D.M. The relation between environmental performance and environmental disclosure: To research notes. Account. Or-
gan. Soc. 2002, 27, 763–773. [CrossRef]

32. Owen, D.L.; Swift, T.A.; Humphrey, C.; Bowerman, M. The new social audits: Accountability, managerial capture or the agenda
of social champions? Eur. Account. Rev. 2000, 9, 81–98. [CrossRef]

33. 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]

34. Fasan, M.; Mio, C. Fostering stakeholder engagement: The role of materiality disclosure in integrated reporting. Bus. Strategy
Environ. 2017, 26, 288–305. [CrossRef]

35. Khan, H.Z.; Bose, S.; Mollik, A.T.; Harun, H. “Green washing” or “authentic effort”? An empirical investigation of the quality of
sustainability reporting by banks. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2020. [CrossRef]

36. Huang, S.K. The impact of CEO characteristics on corporate sustainable development. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2013,
20, 234–244. [CrossRef]

37. Petrenko, O.V.; Aime, F.; Ridge, J.; Hill, A. Corporate social responsibility or CEO narcissism? CSR motivations and organizational
performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 2016, 37, 262–279. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-016-0235-4
http://doi.org/10.1108/14691931111123421
http://doi.org/10.2308/bria-51185
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2012.00380.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/ablj.12123
https://home.kpmg/au/en/home/insights/2020/05/towards-consistent-and-comparable-esg-reporting.html
https://home.kpmg/au/en/home/insights/2020/05/towards-consistent-and-comparable-esg-reporting.html
https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/Redefining-Value/External-Disclosure/Assurance-Internal-Controls/Resources/Enhancing-the-credibility-of-non-financial-information-the-investor-perspective
https://www.wbcsd.org/Programs/Redefining-Value/External-Disclosure/Assurance-Internal-Controls/Resources/Enhancing-the-credibility-of-non-financial-information-the-investor-perspective
https://www.accaglobal.com/uk/en/technical-activities/technical-resources-search/2013/august/investors-and-non-financial-reporting.html
https://www.accaglobal.com/uk/en/technical-activities/technical-resources-search/2013/august/investors-and-non-financial-reporting.html
https://www.sasb.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Reg-SK-Comment-Bulletin-091416.pdf
www.cii.org
https://www.aph.gov.au/
https://www.hkex.com.hk
www.ifrs.org
http://doi.org/10.3390/en11123456
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5957.2006.00598.x
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11041093
http://doi.org/10.2307/41166337
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2006.09.009
http://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2013-1303
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0361-3682(02)00028-4
http://doi.org/10.1080/096381800407950
http://doi.org/10.3390/admsci8030029
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1917
http://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-01-2018-3330
http://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1295
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2348


Sustainability 2021, 13, 1177 22 of 23

38. Pizzi, S. The Relationship between Non-financial Reporting, Environmental Strategies and Financial Performance. Empirical
Evidence from Milano Stock Exchange. Adm. Sci. 2018, 8, 76. [CrossRef]

39. Burritt, R.L.; Schaltegger, S. Sustainability accounting and reporting: Fad or trend? Account. Audit. Account. J. 2010, 23, 829–846.
[CrossRef]

40. Thorne, L.; Mahoney, L.S.; Manetti, G. Motivations for issuing standalone CSR reports: A survey of Canadian firms. Account. Audit.
Account. J. 2014, 27, 686–714. [CrossRef]

41. Leung, S.; Parker, L.; Courtis, J. Impression management through minimal narrative disclosure in annual reports. Br. Account. Rev.
2015, 47, 275–289. [CrossRef]

42. Boiral, O.; Henri, J.-F. Is Sustainability Performance comparable? A Study of GRI Reports of Mining Organisations. Bus. Soc. 2017,
56, 283–317. [CrossRef]

43. Baudot, L. GAAP convergence or convergence Gap: Unfolding ten years of accounting change. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2014,
27, 956–994. [CrossRef]

44. Cordazzo, M.; Bini, L.; Marzo, G. Does the EU Directive on non-financial information influence the value relevance of ESG
disclosure? Italian evidence. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2020, 29, 3470–3483. [CrossRef]

45. Siew, R.Y.; Balatbat, M.C.; Carmichael, D.G. The relationship between sustainability practices and financial performance of
construction companies. Smart Sustain. Built Environ. 2013, 2, 6–27. [CrossRef]

46. Parguel, B.; Benoît-Moreau, F.; Larceneux, F. How sustainability ratings might deter ‘greenwashing’: A closer look at ethical
corporate communication. J. Bus. Ethics 2011, 102, 15. [CrossRef]

47. Nobes, C.W. Observations on measuring the differences between domestic accounting standards and IAS. J. Account. Public Policy
2009, 28, 148–153. [CrossRef]

48. Loughran, T.; McDonald, B. Textual analysis in accounting and finance: It’s a survey. J. Account. Res. 2016, 54, 1187–1230.
[CrossRef]

49. Steenkamp, N.; Northcott, D. Content analysis in accounting research: The practical challenges. Aust. Account. Rev. 2007,
17, 12–25. [CrossRef]

50. Haller, A.; Link, M.; Groß, T. The term ‘non-financial information’—A semantic analysis of a key feature of current and future
corporate reporting. Account. Eur. 2017, 14, 407–429. [CrossRef]

51. Brännström, D.; Giuliani, M. Accounting for intellectual capital: A comparative analysis. Vine 2009, 39, 68–79. [CrossRef]
52. Thorell, P.; Whittington, G. The harmonisation of accounting within the EU-problems, perspectives and strategies. Eur. Ac-

count. Rev. 1994, 3, 215–239. [CrossRef]
53. Boiral, O. Sustainability reports as simulacra? A counter-account of A and A+ GRI reports. Account. Audit. Account. J. 2013,

26, 1036–1071. [CrossRef]
54. De Villiers, C.; Maroun, W. The future of sustainability accounting and integrated reporting. Sustain. Account. Integr. Report.

2018, 163–170. [CrossRef]
55. Girella, L.; Zambon, S.; Rossi, P. Reporting on sustainable development: A comparison of three Italian small and medium-sized

enterprises. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2019, 26, 981–996. [CrossRef]
56. Adams, C.; Narayanan, V. The “standardization” of sustainability reporting. Sustain. Account. Account. 2007, 70–85. [CrossRef]
57. Baldini, M.; Dal Maso, L.; Liberatore, G.; Mazzi, F.; Terzani, S. Role of country-and firm-level determinants in environmental,

social, and governance disclosure. J. Bus. Ethics 2018, 150, 79–98.
58. Andrew, J.; Cortese, C.L. Carbon disclosures: Comparability, the carbon disclosure project and the greenhouse gas protocol.

Australas. Account. Bus. Financ. J. 2011, 5, 5–18.
59. Fiandrino, S. Disclosure of Non-Financial Information. Evolutionary Paths and Harmonisation to Mandatory Requirements; Giappichelli:

Turin, Italy, 2019.
60. Federation of European Accountants. EU Directive on Disclosure of Nonfinancial and Diversity Information Achieving Good

Quality and Consistent Reporting, Position Paper March 2016. Available online: www.accountancyeurope.eu (accessed on
4 November 2020).

61. 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]

62. Tschopp, D.; Nastanski, M. The harmonisation and convergence of corporate social responsibility reporting standards. J. Bus.
Ethics 2014, 125, 147–162.

63. Brochet, F.; Jagolinzer, A.D.; Riedl, E.J. Mandatory IFRS adoption and financial statement comparability. Contemp. Account. Res.
2013, 30, 1373–1400. [CrossRef]

64. Cascino, S.; Gassen, J. What drives the comparability effect of mandatory IFRS adoption? Rev. Account. Stud. 2015, 20, 242–282.
[CrossRef]

65. Chen, A.; Gong, J.J. Accounting comparability, financial reporting quality, and the pricing of accruals. Adv. Account. 2019,
45, 100415. [CrossRef]

66. De Franco, G.; Kothari, S.P.; Verdi, R.S. The benefits of financial statement comparability. J. Account. Res. 2011, 49, 895–931.
[CrossRef]

67. Ball, A.; Broadbent, J.; Jarvis, T. Waste management, the challenges of the PFI and ‘sustainability reporting’. Bus. Strategy Environ.
2006, 15, 258–274. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/admsci8040076
http://doi.org/10.1108/09513571011080144
http://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2013-1393
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2015.04.002
http://doi.org/10.1177/0007650315576134
http://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-03-2013-1297
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2589
http://doi.org/10.1108/20466091311325827
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0901-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2009.01.003
http://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12123
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1835-2561.2007.tb00332.x
http://doi.org/10.1080/17449480.2017.1374548
http://doi.org/10.1108/03055720910962452
http://doi.org/10.1080/09638189400000019
http://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2012-00998
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781315108032-13
http://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1738
http://doi.org/10.4324/NOE0415384889.ch4
www.accountancyeurope.eu
http://doi.org/10.3390/su10041162
http://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12002
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11142-014-9296-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2019.03.003
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-679X.2011.00415.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.532


Sustainability 2021, 13, 1177 23 of 23

68. European Commission. Guidelines on Non-Financial Reporting (Methodology for Reporting Non-Financial Information); European
Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2017.

69. Badia, F.; Bracci, E.; Tallaki, M. Quality and diffusion of social and sustainability reporting in Italian Public Utility Companies.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 4525. [CrossRef]

70. Gallo, P.J.; Christensen, L.J. Firm size matters: An empirical investigation of organizational size and ownership on sustainability-
related behaviors. Bus. Soc. 2011, 50, 315–349. [CrossRef]

71. Jizi, M.I.; Salama, A.; Dixon, R.; Stratling, R. Corporate governance and corporate social responsibility disclosure: Evidence from
the US banking sector. J. Bus. Ethics 2014, 125, 601–615. [CrossRef]

72. Michelon, G.; Parbonetti, A. The effect of corporate governance on sustainability disclosure. J. Manag. Gov. 2012, 16, 477–509.
[CrossRef]

73. Cowen, S.S.; Ferreri, L.B.; Parker, L.D. The impact of corporate characteristics on social responsibility disclosure: A typology and
frequency-based analysis. Account. Organ. Soc. 1987, 12, 111–122. [CrossRef]

74. Escobar, L.F.; Vredenburg, H. Multinational oil companies and the adoption of sustainable development: A resource-based and
institutional theory interpretation of adoption heterogeneity. J. Bus. Ethics 2011, 98, 39–65. [CrossRef]

75. Gerwanski, J.; Kordsachia, O.; Velte, P. Determinants of materiality disclosure quality in integrated reporting: Empirical evidence
from an international setting. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2019, 28, 750–770. [CrossRef]

76. Vaz, N.; Fernandez-Feijoo, B.; Ruiz, S. Integrated reporting: An international overview. Bus. Ethics Eur. Rev. 2016, 25, 577–591.
[CrossRef]

77. Giuliani, M.; Chiucchi, M.S. Guess who’s coming to dinner: The case of IC reporting in Italy. J. Manag. Gov. 2018, 23, 403–433.
[CrossRef]

78. Williams, S.M.; Ho Wern Pei, C.A. Corporate social disclosures by listed companies on their web sites: An international
comparison. Int. J. Account. 1999, 34, 389–419. [CrossRef]

79. Hawn, O.; Chatterji, A.K.; Mitchell, W. Do investors actually value sustainability? New evidence from investor reactions to the
Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI). Strateg. Manag. J. 2018, 39, 949–976. [CrossRef]

80. SAM Corporate Sustainability Assessment—Annual Scoring & Methodology Review. 2019. Available online: www.robecosam.
com (accessed on 29 October 2020).

81. Seven Pillars Institute for Global Finance and Ethics (SPI). Greenwashing: The Dow Jones Sustainability Indices Case. 2020.
Available online: https://sevenpillarsinstitute.org/greenwashing-the-dow-jones-sustainability-indices-case/ (accessed on
4 November 2020).

82. Searcy, C.; Elkhawas, D. Corporate sustainability ratings: An investigation into how corporations use the Dow Jones Sustainability
Index. J. Clean. Prod. 2012, 35, 79–92. [CrossRef]

83. Dow Jones Sustainability Indices (DJSI). Dow Jones Sustainability North America Indexes (Version 5.6). 2011. Available online:
http://www.sustainability-index.com/djsi_pdf/publications/Guidebooks/DJSI_NA_Guidebook_5_6_final.pdf (accessed on
7 December 2011).

84. Stocker, F.; de Arruda, M.P.; de Mascena, K.M.; Boaventura, J.M. Stakeholder engagement in sustainability reporting: A classifica-
tion model. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2020, 27, 2017–2080. [CrossRef]

85. Peñalvo-López, E.; Cárcel-Carrasco, F.J.; Devece, C.; Morcillo, A.I. A methodology for analysing sustainability in energy scenarios.
Sustainability 2017, 9, 1590. [CrossRef]

86. Aras, G.; Tezcan, N.; Furtuna, O.K. Multidimensional comprehensive corporate sustainability performance evaluation model:
Evidence from an emerging market banking sector. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 185, 600–609. [CrossRef]

87. Aras, G.; Tezcan, N.; Furtuna, O.K.; Kazak, E.H. Corporate sustainability measurement based on entropy weight and TOPSIS.
Meditari Account. Res. 2017, 25, 391–413. [CrossRef]

88. Weber, O. Corporate sustainability and financial performance of Chinese banks. Sustain. Account. Manag. Policy J. 2017, 8, 358–385.
[CrossRef]

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

90. Coupland, C. Corporate social and environmental responsibility in web-based reports: Currency in the banking sector. Crit. Per-
spect. Account. 2007, 17, 865–881. [CrossRef]

91. Halme, M.; Rintamäki, J.; Knudsen, J.S.; Lankoski, L.; Kuisma, M. When is there a sustainability case for CSR? Pathways to
environmental and social performance improvements. Bus. Soc. 2018, 59, 1181–1227. [CrossRef]

92. Amazeen, M. Gap (RED): Social responsibility campaign or window dressing? J. Bus. Ethics 2011, 99, 167–182. [CrossRef]
93. Brännström, D.; Catasús, B.; Giuliani, M.; Gröjer, J.E. Construction of intellectual capital-the case of purchase analysis. J. Hum.

Resour. Costing Account. 2009, 13, 61–76. [CrossRef]
94. 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.
95. Cosma, S.; Venturelli, A.; Schwizer, P.; Boscia, V. Sustainable Development and European Banks: A Non-Financial Disclosure

Analysis. Sustainability 2020, 12, 6146. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/su12114525
http://doi.org/10.1177/0007650311398784
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1929-2
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-010-9160-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(87)90001-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0534-x
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2278
http://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12125
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-018-9432-x
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0020-7063(99)00016-3
http://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2752
www.robecosam.com
www.robecosam.com
https://sevenpillarsinstitute.org/greenwashing-the-dow-jones-sustainability-indices-case/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2012.05.022
http://www.sustainability-index.com/djsi_pdf/publications/Guidebooks/DJSI_NA_Guidebook_5_6_final.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1947
http://doi.org/10.3390/su9091590
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.01.175
http://doi.org/10.1108/MEDAR-11-2016-0100
http://doi.org/10.1108/sampj-09-2016-0066
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6281.2011.00330.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2005.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1177/0007650318755648
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0647-2
http://doi.org/10.1108/14013380910948090
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12156146

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Design of the study 
	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

