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Non-financial reporting in non-profit organisations: The case of risk and governance disclosures in UK higher education institutions 

Abstract
This paper investigates non-financial reporting in non-profit organisations. Specifically, it examines the extent to which UK higher education institutions (HEIs) make voluntary disclosures relating to risk management practices, and investigates whether composite governance quality index and senior management team characteristics can influence such risk disclosures. Using a sample of UK HEIs over a number of years and drawing insights from neo-institutional theory, our findings are three-fold. First, our baseline findings contribute to the literature by showing that the level of risk disclosure among HEIs in the UK is relatively low, especially when compared to the findings of prior studies that have been conducted on similar-sized publicly traded corporations. Second, we contribute to the literature by providing timely evidence on the impact of governance quality on risk disclosure. In particular, our evidence contributes to the existing literature by demonstrating that better-governed HEIs tend to engage in higher risk disclosures than their poorly-governed counterparts. Finally, our study contributes to the extant literature by providing new evidence that offers support for the “shared” governance model among UK HEIs. Specifically, our findings show that the positive governance quality–risk disclosure relationship is moderated/explained largely by the characteristics of the senior management team. Our findings are robust to controlling for endogeneities and alternative estimation techniques, with major implications for non-financial reporting. 
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1. Introduction

The past decades have witnessed increased demand by activists/non-governmental organisations, capital markets, investors/professional bodies, multinational/supra-national agencies, national governments, regulators/policy-makers, and standard-setters for non-financial reporting (NFR) by both profit and non-profit organisations (Baboukardos, 2018; Gaia & Jones, 2019). In particular, observable increases in NFR globally relating to enhanced carbon/climate change, corporate governance, corporate social responsibility, environment, social and governance, human/intellectual capital, risk and sustainability reporting, including those relating to the UN sustainable development goals, amongst many others, are evident (Baboukardos, 2018; Gaia & Jones, 2019). Discernibly, whilst most of these NFR and their associated studies have focused essentially on large profit-oriented publicly listed/traded organisations (Abraham & Cox, 2007; Dixon & Coy, 2007; Ntim et al., 2013), a few of them relate to non-profit, charitable, local government and public sector organisations operating in areas, such as education and health (Coy et al., 1997, 2001; Gaia & Jones, 2019). In this paper, we seek to address this crucial lacuna in the extant accounting literature by investigating NFR in non-profit organisations, with specific focus on risk reporting by higher education institutions (HEIs). In particular, this study attempts to contribute to the extant literature by addressing the following three research questions:
· To what extent do UK HEIs voluntarily engage in risk disclosures in their annual reports?
· What is the effect of UK HEIs’ governance quality on the level of risk disclosures?
·  Do senior management team characteristics moderate the governance quality–risk disclosures nexus in the UK HEIs?
[bookmark: _Hlk94603745]The decision to address these questions is motivated by the fact that worldwide HEIs have and continue to experience rapid changes and regulatory reforms (Browne Report, 2010; Augur Review, 2019). Specifically, the Higher Education (HE) sector is gradually moving towards private/hybrid sources of financing, and this is often largely due to significant cuts in central government funding available to HEIs (Parker, 2013). At the same time, the introduction of market/quasi market-oriented regulatory reforms among HEIs, which are usually aimed at reducing costs and promoting student choice, has increased uncertainty, operational complexity and competition in the HE sector (Taylor, 2013). Additionally, HEIs in general, and in the UK in particular, are increasingly becoming large and complex corporations, which usually need to meet diverse and mostly conflicting performance targets (i.e., debt and financial sustainability, widening access, and building and maintaining reputation via national and international rankings), and this has arguably increased the levels of complexity, uncertainty and risk, and thereby posing serious threats to the long-term sustainability of the HE sector.[footnoteRef:1] Despite increasing importance of good governance, risk management and disclosure reforms that have been pursued in the UK (HEFCE, 2005; Taylor, 2013), no (to the best of our knowledge and extensive literature search) prior research has investigated voluntary risk disclosures in the annual reports of HEIs and their determinants. This study, therefore, seeks to investigate the extent to which UK HEIs voluntarily engage in risk disclosures in their annual reports, and consequently ascertain the extent to which the composite governance quality–risk disclosure nexus is moderated by senior management team characteristics.   [1: There is early anecdotal evidence that suggests that the implementation of the recommendations coming out of the influential 2010 Browne Report is not only increasing financial debt, but also risk in the HE sector (Bartlett, 2019). This has sharply put even the short-term financial sustainability of some institutions at risk (e.g., Bazaraa, 2019). For example, six UK universities located in the North West and South East of the country were reported to be on the ‘verge’ of bankruptcy in 2019 and taking short-term bridging loans in order to survive following drastic falls in their student numbers (Bartlett, 2019; Bazaraa, 2019).] 

From a theoretical standpoint, neo-institutional theory (Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013; Suchman, 1995) proposes that coercive, mimetic and normative institutional pressures, which can influence the implementation of good organisational practices (e.g., good governance and risk practices), are mainly driven by efficiency and legitimisation reasons. Briefly, the efficiency perspective of neo-institutional theory (Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013) suggests that coercive, mimetic and normative institutional drivers may intensify competition among HEIs for crucial resources in order to protect the interests of stakeholders, as well as maintain sustainable operations. Consistent with this view, committing to good governance practices (e.g., the ‘shared’ governance model) can compel HEIs to engage in increased voluntary risk disclosures in order to demonstrate greater accountability and transparency to the wider community, as well as gain access to crucial resources (Abraham & Cox, 2007). In addition, the legitimisation perspective of neo-institutional theory (Suchman, 1995) indicates that committing to good governance practices may not only improve HEIs’ efficiency, but also can improve their legitimacy and social acceptance. Consistent with this view, we argue that a major goal for engaging in greater risk disclosures among HEIs can be to show that their norms and values are congruent with those of the wider community, as well as to demonstrate that their operations/activities are legitimate. 
Empirically, a number of prior studies have investigated accountability disclosure practices in HEIs around the world (Gray & Haslam, 1990; Cameron & Guthrie, 1993; Dixon & Coy, 2007). However, these studies seem to be impaired by a number of discernible weaknesses. First, much of the existing studies in HEIs have either focused largely on the effect of general institutional attributes (i.e., revenue and size) on accountability disclosures (Banks et al., 1997; Coy & Pratt, 1998; Nelson et al., 2003)[footnoteRef:2], or have mainly been descriptive with limited theoretical insights (CUC, 2006; Gordon et al., 2002 Schofield, 2009). Second, none of the existing studies have examined risk disclosures in HEIs to-date (Coy et al., 1994, 1997, 2001). Third, despite increasing evidence that indicates that the decision to disclose information relating to institutions, including risk ones, are mainly a function of their governance quality, existing studies investigating the influence of governance quality on disclosures are generally rare (Abraham & Cox, 2007; Ntim et al., 2013), but particularly acute in HEIs (Gordon et al., 2002; Ntim et al., 2017). Finally, despite increasing theoretical/normative suggestions that senior management has significant influence on a HEI’s strategic decisions, including those relating to engaging in risk disclosures (Breakwell & Tytherleigh, 2008), none of the existing studies has examined the moderating effect of senior management characteristics on the internal governance quality–risk disclosures nexus. We contend, therefore, that these weaknesses together limit current knowledge and understanding of the extent to which governance structures of HEIs may impair or facilitate risk-related disclosures among HEIs. [2: Despite increasing suggestions that risk disclosures have more direct implications on the long-term sustainability and survival of institutions compared to general disclosures (Abraham & Cox, 2007), prior HE studies (Elmagrhi et al., 2021; Ntim et al., 2017) have mainly focused on general accountability, governance and voluntary disclosures.] 

Consequently, and in this paper, we seek to address these observable limitations of past studies, and in the process, make a number of new contributions to the extant literature. First, we contribute to the existing research by offering timely evidence on risk disclosure levels by UK HEIs, and this is done by: (i) developing a comprehensive risk disclosure framework for UK HEIs; and (ii) employing content analysis method to measure the extent of risk disclosures in UK HEIs’ annual reports. Our six-year longitudinal evidence indicates that the levels of voluntary risk disclosure among UK HEIs are relatively low, especially when compared to the findings of prior studies that have been conducted on similar-sized publicly traded organisations. Second, our research contributes to past HE studies by offering evidence on the extent to which a composite governance quality can determine risk disclosures by UK HEIs in a period of increased funding constraints, regulatory changes and market reforms (Browne, 2010; Augur, 2019). Using multivariate regression analysis technique, we find that, on average, better-governed UK HEIs tend to engage in higher levels of risk disclosures. Finally, traditional HEI governance structures have a “shared” origins, requiring close/smooth interactions among three major HEIs’ governance organs, consisting of the university council (governing board), the academic arm (senate) and the vice-chancery (senior management team) in order to be successful. However, with increasing competition, ‘corporatisation’ and managerialism in HEIs (Parker, 2012; Soobaroyen et al., 2014), the “shared” governance model is under severe risk. Therefore, and spurred on by the assumptions underlying the “shared” governance model, we contend that governance quality influence on risk disclosures in HEIs may be improved when the three governance structures are interacted together instead of operating individually. Thus, our study contributes to the extant research by offering new evidence on whether the characteristics of HEIs’ senior management team moderate the internal governance quality–risk disclosure nexus. Our multivariate regression evidence shows that the governance quality-risk disclosures relationship is moderated/explained largely by the characteristics of HEIs’ senior management team.
The remaining sections of this paper are organised as follows. The next section will discuss governance, risk management, regulations and disclosure framework within UK HEIs. The following sections will outline the theoretical underpinnings of the study, review the empirical literature and develop hypotheses, present the methodology, and report and discuss the empirical findings, whilst the final section concludes the paper. 

2. Governance, risk management, regulations and disclosure framework in UK HEIs

[bookmark: _Hlk117073948]The UK HE sector regulatory bodies have issued several best practice regulations relating to good risk management and governance for use by UK HEIs (e.g., Higher Education Funding Council – HEFCE, 2001, now replaced by the Office for Students - OfS; Committee of University Chairs – CUC, 2006, 2008, 2009, 2013 and 2014; Leadership Foundation for Higher Education – LFHE, now Advance HE, 2009; Committee of Scottish Chairs – CSC, 2013). Thus, this study focuses on two types of best practice regulatory documents, those relating to good: (i) governance; and (ii) risk management, practices. In terms of best governance practices, we relied on the existing literature in addition to the following documents: (i) 2009, 2013 and 2014 governance codes/guidelines published by the CUC; (ii) 2013 governance code published by CSC; and (iii) 2008 audit committee guidelines published by the CUC. These codes/guidelines cover the following five areas: (i) social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement; (ii) accounting, auditing and accountability; (iii) performance evaluation, rewards and pay; (iv) procedures and structures; and (v) governing board. The first area relating to social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement seeks to enhance communication with stakeholders, as well as improve social and environmental practices among HEIs. Accounting, auditing and Accountability provisions aim to improve internal controls and risk management systems by addressing issues relating to financial/non-financial reporting, as well as providing recommendations on the role and structure of audit committee and the function of internal and external auditors, amongst others. Governance provisions relating to performance evaluation, rewards and pay deal with areas relating to the performance/effectiveness of the governing board, committees and vice-chancellors, as well as the composition and function of the remuneration committee. The final two areas (procedures and structures, and governing board) aim to improve monitoring and control over governing board activities by requiring greater transparency on issues relating to the governing board composition, independence and meetings, as well as requiring greater disclosure on issues relating to public fund utilisation, amongst others. 
In terms of the best risk regulations and management practices documents relied on in addition to those drawn from the prior literature are the: (i) 2008 audit committee guideline published by CUC; (ii) 2009 risk management guideline published by LFHE (now Advance HE); and (iii) 2001a, b/2005 risk management guidelines published by HEFCE (now OfS). The HEFCE (2001, p.4) defines risk as “the threat or possibility that an action or event will adversely or beneficially affect an organisation’s ability to achieve its objectives”. This definition makes a tight link between managing risks and achieving organisational objectives, implying that if risks are left unaddressed, then, they can pose serious threat to the short and/or long-term sustainability of an institution.  The HEFCE (2001a, b, 2005) produced a prompt list of 51 major risks that can be faced by HEIs. These risks are categorised into 8 groups: (i) financial issues with 11; (ii) organisational issues with 7; (iii) estates and facilities issues with 7; (iv) student experience with 6; (v) IT information technology with 6; (vi) commercial issues with 5; (vii) reputation issues with 5; and (vii) staffing issues with 4; identified risks. It also offers specific examples about factors contributing to these risks and how to manage those risks. For example, failure to attract sufficiently high-quality students can impact negatively on reputation (reputational risk), which may be: (i) caused by targeting inappropriately; (ii) identified early through close monitoring of student recruitment numbers; and (iii) mitigated through strategic discussion and direction by the governing board. The LFHE (2009) guide offers similar guidance, but provides more compact classification of risks to include: (i) reputational; (ii) major project; (iii) financial; (iv) operational; (v) strategic; and (vi) legal risks. 
Drawing from the above best practice regulatory documents and previous studies, we categorised risk management disclosures into the following three areas: (i) financial risks; (ii) strategic risks; and (iii) operational risks. In terms of the financial risk, it relates to disclosure of issues relating, for example, to commodity/equity prices, exchange/interest rate and capital adequacy/insolvency risks. For strategic risk, it measures disclosure of issues relating to managing risk arising from the external business environment, such as, changes in regulations and natural disasters (e.g., COVID-19). Finally, we classified operational risk into ten sub-sections, namely disclosure on: (i) reputational issues; (ii) staffing issues; (iii) student experience issues; (iv) IT and information issues; (v) major project issues; (vi) facilities and estate risks; (vii) health and safety issues; (viii) governance issues; (ix) legal issues; and (x) business environment risks. 

3. Theory, empirical literature review and hypotheses development

3.1 Governance quality and voluntary risk disclosures
Theoretically, the efficiency perspective of neo-institutional theory (Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013) predicts that greater monitoring on managerial activities, which is often associated with good governance, can reduce information asymmetry, and thereby have a positive impact on risk practices. Further, neo-institutional theory (efficiency view) proposes that committing to good governance practices can increase pressure on organisations to engage in greater transparency and disclosures in order to demonstrate accountability and good stewardship (Nelson et al., 2003), and this in turn may impact positively on risk disclosure practices. Similarly, and from the legitimisation perspective (Ntim et al., 2012; Suchman, 1995), complying with good governance practices through greater risk disclosures can legitimise the operations of HEIs by improving their reputation and image, which can provide better connection with powerful stakeholders of HEIs (e.g., alumni, students, parents, employers and government) and further offer access to critical resources (e.g., alumni donations). Therefore, and according to the efficiency and legitimisation perspectives of neo-institutional theory, HEIs with good governance practices are likely to engage in greater risk disclosures in order to demonstrate public accountability, operational efficiency and gain access to critical resources. However, Conway et al. (2015) argue that non-profitable organisations may use impression management to respond to legitimacy threats through engaging in increased disclosures in their reports. This implies that HEIs with weak governance structures may also engage in greater risk disclosures in order to demonstrate accountability and maintain their social legitimacy and acceptance. 
Empirically, no prior study has examined the effect of a good composite governance index on risk disclosures in HEIs, and this offers a great chance to make original contributions to the extant risk disclosure research. A large number of studies have explored general public accountability disclosures in HEIs’ annual reports (Cameron & Guthrie, 1993; Coy et al., 1997, 2001; Gray & Haslam, 1990; Banks et al., 1997). The findings of these descriptive studies generally reveal that accountability disclosures by HEIs in their annual reports are patchy. Further, the findings of these studies generally offer limited insights on the drivers for engaging in risk disclosures, as they are largely descriptive in nature.
In addition, few studies have examined the effect of governance structures on general voluntary disclosure practices among not-for-profit organisations in general (Saxton & Guo, 2011; Saxton et al., 2012) and HEIs in particular (Elmagrhi et al., 2021; Gordon et al., 2002; Ntim et al., 2017; Schofield, 2009; Soobaroyen et al., 2014), with the findings of most of these studies demonstrating that governance mechanisms tend to impact positively on voluntary disclosure practices. For example, and of closer relevance to our current study, Ntim et al. (2017)[footnoteRef:3] present evidence that suggests that individual board structure variables, including board independence, diversity, and the existence of a governance committee, have a positive effect on general public accountability disclosures among 130 UK HEIs.  [3: Our study differs from the existing HE studies in a number of ways. First, and unlike existing HE literature that focuses on general accountability disclosures (Coy et al., 1994, 1997, 2001; Ntim et al.,2017), our current study focuses on voluntary risk disclosure practices of UK HEIs by developing a comprehensive index, consisting of 127 items capturing three major different types of risk disclosures (i.e., financial, operational and strategic risk disclosures). Prior studies (Abraham & Cox, 2007) suggest that risk disclosures have more direct implications on the long-term sustainability and survival of institutions compared to general disclosures. We, thus, contend that it is important to conduct this study in order to better understand the extent to which UK HEIs make voluntary risk disclosures, and whether internal governance quality and senior management team characteristics influence such risk disclosures, especially as a timely response to ongoing market, policy and regulatory reforms in the sector. Second, and despite increasing suggestions that in order to implement good practices (e.g., good governance and risk disclosure practices), organisations (e.g., HEIs) are expected to commit resources over a long-period of time in order to secure positive outcomes (Banks et al., 1997), existing literature (e.g., Ntim et al.,2017) have been conducted over a relatively short period of time (i.e., one year). This, arguably, may impair the current understanding of the extent to which governance quality can influence risk disclosures over a long-period of time. Third, and despite increasing suggestions that governance quality is a complex and multi-dimensional phenomenon that cannot easily be measured using individual governance variables (Harris et al., 2015), past HE studies (e.g., Ntim et al.,2017) have mainly examined the impact of a small set of individual governance (e.g., governing board size, meetings, and diversity) mechanisms as drivers of general accountability disclosures in UK HEIs. Finally, and unlike prior HE studies (Ntim et al., 2017), which employed multi-theoretical framework to explain relationships of interest, our study relies on insights from both legitimisation and efficiency perspectives of neo-institutional theory to explain the main drivers of voluntary risk disclosures among UK HEIs.] 

However, the extent to which composite good governance indices affect disclosure behaviour in non-profitable organisations in general, and HEIs in particular, has rarely been examined. For example, Feng et al. (2019) report that standards for excellence certification is positively associated with good governance (measured by a composite index) among 228 US non-profitable organisations. Further, Harris and Neely (2021) provided evidence that good governance is positively associated with greater transparency among 6,309 US non-profitable organisations. Similarly, Harris et al. (2015) find a statistically positive relationship between good governance practices and doner support (i.e., government funding and donations) among 10,846 non-profitable organisations. 
With respect to the UK HEI context, good governance codes (e.g., CUC, 2009, 2014; CSC, 2013) and risk codes/guidelines (HEFCE, 2001a, b, 2005; LFHE, 2009) expect HEIs to engage in good risk, governance, and disclosure practices. A unique requirement of funding councils, such as DFE, OfS, HEFCW and SFC (representing respective governments of Northern Ireland, Wales, England and Scotland) is that all UK HEIs have to submit annual accountability returns, which include financial sustainability, governance and risk management plans and practices. Together, the evidence suggests that good quality governance, captured by using a good composite governance quality index, is likely to have a positive link with the extent of risk disclosures, and thus, we hypothesise that:

[bookmark: _Hlk110332233]H1: The extent of voluntary risk disclosure is positively associated with governance quality. 
3.2 Senior management team characteristics and voluntary risk disclosures
As noted in the introduction, UK HEIs have traditionally relied on “shared” governance model, whereby the governance responsibilities are shared among three main governance organs, consisting of the board of governors (the “HEI council/court”), academic body (the “senate”), and the vice-chancery (the “HEI senior management team”) (Middlehurst, 2013; Shattock, 2013). Briefly, the HEI council typically consists of (i) independent (lay/outside) members; (ii) the vice-chancellor; (iii) employee and student union representatives; and (iv) local community representatives (e.g., county/city council and church missions). The independent/lay members are typically expected to be businessmen, public servants, entrepreneurs, politicians and professionals, who have successfully run businesses or commercial organisations in the past. Formerly, councils of UK HEIs were largely controlled by academics (Shattock, 2013; Taylor, 2013), but with increasing ‘corporatisation’, ‘commercialisation’ and managerialism in HEIs, independent members form a clear majority. Like the board of directors of a public corporation, the HEI council has the ultimate responsibility of running its HEI, including its academic, governance, risk and financial management, and other non-financial issues. Due to the multiplicity of issues that it has to address, the governing board tends to set up and operate through a number of subcommittees (e.g., audit, nomination, governance, remuneration and risk management committees). In this case, the risk, audit and governance committees are particularly relevant to this study, as they tend to provide leadership in risk and financial matters of the affected HEI. Second, the VC acts as the CEO of an HEI and has the responsibility of setting out the overall vision and mission of the HEI, as well as the day-to-day management of the HEI. In line with the behaviour of CEOs of public companies, the VC appoints a number of senior members to form the senior management team (the vice-chancery – the vice-chancellor office). In this case, the senior management team is not always, but usually made up of the VC and deputy, pro-vice chancellors, schools/colleges/faculties deans, professional services’ directors, and HEI secretary/registrar. The senior management team, including the VC are often accountable to the HEI council. Finally, the ‘academic senate’ is formed exclusively by academics, who are responsible for managing all issues of academic in nature, including developing the curricula, improving teaching and research quality, academic standards, and integrity and reputation of the institutions’ status (degree awarding powers) and awarded degrees. The senate reports directly to the HEI senior management team, especially the VC. It is, therefore, apparent that some lines of clear responsibilities, interdependencies and accountabilities exist among the three bodies in order for an HEI to be run successfully. 
Theoretically, the efficiency perspective of neo-institutional theory (Taylor, 2013) indicates that each of the three major HEIs’ governance organs (council/board of governors, academic body/senate, and vice-chancery team) have substantive power, and individual independence/effectiveness, and hence, smooth interactions among these three bodies may result in better outcomes by enhancing the impact of internal governance quality on risk disclosures. In contrast, the neo-institutional theory (legitimisation perspective) suggests that the “shared” governance model exists for symbolic reasons, perhaps with one body (e.g., vice-chancery team) dominating the board’s decision-making over the other bodies (e.g., council or senate) (Ntim et al., 2017; Parker, 2012). Therefore, the interaction among the three major HEIs’ bodies (council, senate, and vice-chancery team) may be dysfunctional, which can lead to sub-optimal outcomes, such as poor risk management and disclosure practices. Specifically, and in terms of senior management team size, the efficiency perspective of neo-institutional theory (Ntim et al., 2017) suggests that larger senior management teams are often associated with greater diversity in skills, experience, expertise and better business networks, and hence such teams are expected to be more effective in monitoring and controlling managerial activities, and this consequently may impact positively on risk disclosure practices. Similarly, and from neo-institutional (legitimisation view) perspective, large senior management teams may not only improve an organisation’s efficiency, but can also enhance its legitimacy and image by increasing the representation of broad public interests (Ntim et al., 2017), and this, consequently, can increase pressure on HEIs to engage in greater risk disclosures. However, Ragland and Plante (2021) suggest that large leadership teams may not necessarily bring benefits to non-profitable organisations, since large leadership teams may suffer from lack of communication and coordination among their members, and this can diminish their monitoring effectiveness, which can impact negatively on risk disclosure practices. Further, greater senior management team gender and ethnic diversity, from the efficiency view of neo-institutional theory, can improve leadership performance and efficiency by improving senior management independence, as well as bringing ideas, experience, skills and abilities of diverse group of members (Elmagrhi & Ntim, 2022), and this may pressurise HEIs to engage in greater risk disclosures. Similarly, and from the neo-institutional legitimisation perspective, greater gender and ethnic diversity of senior management team can enhance organisation legitimacy and image by incorporating stakeholders’ views and opinions into decision making processes (Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013), and this can impact positively on HEIs outcomes, including risk disclosure practices. However, Tomlinson and Schwabenland (2010) suggest that non-profitable organisations may appoint women and ethnic minorities into executive leadership positions for symbolic reasons, including to show that their norms, values and goals are aligned with those of the large community, and hence such executives tend to have less influence on their organisations’ strategic decisions. This implies that women and ethnic minorities may be appointed into leadership roles for symbolic reasons, and hence they may have less influence on HEIs’ strategic choices, including those relating to risk disclosures.
Finally, and from the efficiency perspective of neo-institutional theory, holding regular senior management team meetings is considered as an important mechanism that can improve leadership performance and efficiency by allowing managers more time to reach agreements and make better decisions through sharing ideas and critically discussing issues that impact an organisation’s operations (Van Puyvelde et al., 2018). Similarly, neo-institutional legitimisation perspective indicates that holding regular senior management team meetings can improve an organisation’s reputation and legitimacy by increasing the representation of broad public concerns (Ntim et al., 2017), and hence regular senior management team meetings may increase pressure on HEIs to engage in greater risk disclosures in order to address stakeholders’ concerns. However, Vafeas (1999) suggests that regular meetings can diminish managerial monitoring effectiveness by increasing the possibility of disagreement among the leadership team members, and this can have detrimental impact on risk disclosure practices. Therefore, and consistent with the view that senior management team play an important role in influencing HEIs voluntary disclosure practices (Ntim et al., 2017), we argue that large, diverse (gender and ethnicity) senior management teams, and those which hold regular meetings, are likely to increase pressure on HEIs to engage in greater risk disclosures. 
Empirically, studies examining the potential interactions among these three governance bodies on any outcomes within HEIs are limited, and hence, there is a great opportunity to contribute to the existing risk disclosure literature. The only exception is Ntim et al. (2017), whose findings show that HEI senior management team positively moderates the governance structures–public accountability disclosure link using a sample of 130 UK HEIs. Hence, our final hypothesis is that:
	
H2: HEI senior management team significantly moderates the governance quality–risk disclosure nexus.





4. Research design

4.1 Data and sample 

To test the two hypotheses, we first identified the list of all UK HEIs using the Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) website as at 31 July 2014. There was a total population of 164 UK HEIs, consisting of universities, university colleges and other HEIs. HEIs included in our final sample needed to have annual reports for all of the period of investigation from 2009 to 2014 and this resulted in excluding 47 HEIs with missing annual reports for one or more years. Therefore, our final sample, as shown in Table 1, consists of 117 institutions made up of 3, 8, 16 and 90 Northern Irish, Welsh, Scottish and English HEIs (58 Pre-1992 and 59 Post-1992), respectively. The sampling period starts in 2009, because the 2007/08 financial crisis has had adverse effects on funding available to public institutions, including HEIs (Parker, 2013). The sampling period ends in 2014 since it was the year the required data, including the annual reports, of the examined HEIs was available until 2014 when data collection started, as well as due to the labour-intensive nature of manually collected data. We primarily relied on annual reports to collect governance, financial and risk data, and this is due to the fact that UK HEIs are required by the Office for Students (OfS) to publish and submit annual returns, including annual reports, which make them a reliable source to obtain such information. We have also used other sources, including information published in the reports of audit committee, as well as those published on HEIs’ websites, to collect our research data.

Table 1 around here

4.2 Variable definition and model specification

[bookmark: _Hlk110332320]The definitions of our study variables are provided in Table 2. To test H1 and H2, we created our research model and variables as follows. First, we employed HEI risk disclosure index (HERDI) as our main dependent variable. The HERDI has been developed based mainly on the following sources: (i) 2008 audit committee guideline published by CUC; (ii) 2009 risk management guideline published by LFHE; and (iii) 2001a, b/2005 risk management guidelines published by HEFCE, in addition to the prior risk disclosure literature (Ntim et al., 2013). Therefore, and drawing from the above best practice regulatory documents and previous studies, we identified 127 items, that were classified into three broad categories as follows: 29 items on financial risk disclosures – HEFRD; 83 items on operational risk disclosures – HEORD; and 15 items on strategic risk disclosures – HESRD. Operational risks were classified into ten sub-sections due to their diverse nature, which as follows: 16 items on reputational issues; 8 items on staffing issues; 6 items on student experience issues; 5 items on IT and information issues; 6 items on major project issues; 6 items on facilities and estate risks; 5 items on health and safety issues; 8 items on governance issues; 5 items on legal issues; and 18 items on business environment risks. Items contained in the HERDI were coded by employing a 7-point scale (a value of ‘6’ denotes highest quality of risk disclosure information, whereas ‘0’ denotes no risk disclosures). Following this coding scheme, each item included in the HERDI is awarded a score ranging from 0 (indicating no risk disclosures) to 6 (denoting highest levels of risk disclosures in the annual report), given a total possible score of 762 points (6 x 127). The actual risk disclosure score is then expressed as a percentage of the total possible score. Using this approach, a HEI total risk disclosure score can range from 0% (0 out of potential 762 points, 0/762 x 100) to 100% (762 out of potential 762 points, 762/762 x 100), with higher scores indicating strong disclosures on risk management practices and vice-versa. We followed the same process for the HERDI’s sub-indices (HEFRD, HEORD and HESRD). The full 127 items that form the HERDI and the process of testing the reliability/validity of constructed index are presented in the ‘Online Appendix 4’. In addition, and given that our HERDI mainly consists of three sub-indices (HEFRD, HEORD and HESRD), we used these three sub-indices as alternative measures of risk disclosures in our alternative regression models. 

Table 2 around here
Second, the HEI good governance quality index (HEGQI) is our main independent variable. We relied on the following documents: (i) 2009, 2013 and 2014 governance codes/guidelines published by CUC; (ii) 2013 governance code published by CSC; and (iii) 2008 audit committee guideline published by CUC to develop our HEGQI. Consequently, and drawing from these best governance practice documents, we identified 100 individual items covering the following five areas: 7 items on social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement – SERSE; (iii) 20 items on accounting, auditing and accountability – AAAC; (iii) 22 items on performance evaluation, rewards and pay – PERP; (iv) 24 items on procedures/structures – PROS; and (v) 27 items on governing board – GOVB. Items contained in the HEGQI were scored by employing the widely used binary/dichotomous scoring method (‘1’ is awarded for disclosed governance provisions, ‘0’ otherwise). Using this scoring method, the HEGQI score can range from 0% (0/100 points x 100%, indicating poor governance quality) to 100% (100 points/100 points x 100%, indicating strong governance quality). We also followed the same procedures for HERDI, to ensure that our HEGQI is reliable and valid measure for governance quality. The full 100 individual items that form the HEGQI are presented in the ‘Online Appendix 5’. Further, and given that our HEGQI consists of five sub-indices (GOVB, PROS, PERP, AAAC, and SERSE), we used these five sub-indices as alternative measures of governance quality in our alternative regression models. Therefore, GovQuality in Table 4 refers to HEGQI, GOVB, PROS, PERP, AAAC, and SERSE, respectively. The detailed descriptive statistics of the HEGQI are reported and briefly discussed in the ‘Online Appendix 2’.
Third, and as suggested by several studies (Breakwell & Tytherleigh, 2008) vice-chancellors (VC) characteristics may influence HEIs’ disclosure practices, we included four attributes of VC as controls (VCControls), which are VC age (VCAGE), VC gender (VCGEN), VC academic discipline (VCACD), and VC tenure (VCTEN). Fourth, we control for a number of general HEIs characteristics (HEIControls) in order to reduce the possibility of omitted variable bias. These variables are growth (GRTH), proportion of income from funding councils (IFUNDC), leverage (LEVE), liquidity (LIQUD), dummy for post-1992 (POST-92), Russell group dummy (RUSSG), financial risk (FRISK), HEI size (HEISZE), HEI age (HEIAGE), size of the audit firm (AFSZE), capital expenditure (CEXP) and year dummies (YEARD). To save space, we do not discuss why/how these control variables can influence our risk disclosure proxy, however, there is a large number of rigorously developed literature that suggests that these variables can influence non-profitable organisations disclosure behaviour (Gordon et al., 2002; Saxton & Guo, 2011; Saxton et al., 2012; Ntim et al., 2017). Accordingly, we estimate our baseline model as follows:

        (1)

[bookmark: _Hlk110330211]Where HERDI refers to HEI risk disclosure index; HEGQI refers to the governance quality index; VCControls represents the above mentioned 4 vice-chancellor (VC) characteristics, and HEIControls refers to the above mentioned 12 general HEIs characteristics. 
[bookmark: _Hlk110331811]Finally, as UK HEIs’ governance is “shared” arrangement among senior management bodies (HEI council/court, senate, and vice-chancery teams), and to test H2 (moderating effect of the senior management team on the governance quality–risk disclosures nexus), we created interaction variables between the characteristics of senior management (meetings – SMTM, gender and ethnicity diversity – SMTGED, gender diversity – SMTGD, ethnicity diversity – SMTED, and size – SMTSZE) and the HEGQI. We also controlled for the same VCControls and HEIControls variables. Accordingly, model 2 is specified as follows:


(2)

Where, HERDI and HEGQI remain the same as specified in the previous model; SMTC denotes senior management characteristics, consisting of senior management team meeting (SMTM), senior management team diversity [(gender and ethnicity (SMTGED), gender (SMTGD) and ethnicity (SMTED) diversity)], and senior management team size (AMTSZE); I*HEGQI refers to the interaction between each of senior management characteristics and the HEGQI (SMTM*HEGQI, SMTGED*HEGQI, SMTGD*HEGQI, SMTED*HEGQI and SMTSZE*HEGQI); and VCControls and HEIControls remain the same as specified in model 1.
	

5. Empirical findings and discussion

5.1 Descriptive statistics and univariate analysis 

[bookmark: _Hlk116901786]Table 3 and the ‘Online Appendix 1’ outline the descriptive statistics relating to the risk disclosures (HERDI, HEFRD, HEORD and HESRD), governance quality (HEGQI, GOVB, PROS, PERP, AAAC, and SERSE), VCControls and HEIControls.  Table 3 indicates that risk disclosure levels are relatively low, but the distribution varies widely among HEIs. The evidence of low levels of risk disclosures is consistent with the findings of prior studies that examined general voluntary disclosures among HEIs (Harris & Neely, 2021; Gordon et al., 2002; Ntim et al., 2017). Specifically, Panel 1 of Table 3 indicates that the HERDI score ranges between 6.96% and 31.76% with an average (median) of 17.31% (16.80%) of HEIs in UK engage in voluntary risk disclosures. This is consistent with the findings of Gordon et al. (2002), who report that general accountability disclosures range between 17.59% and 59.05% with a mean value of 30.54% among 100 US HEIs. The low levels of risk disclosure among HEIs may be due to the fact that the notion of risk management practices is relatively new to HEIs (Crobler, 2017). 
	Further, Panels 2 to 5 of Table 3 also show that there is wide variability in the distribution of governance quality index, senior management team characteristics, vice-chancellor characteristics and general HEIs characteristic among our sampled HEIs. For example, Table 3 shows that UK HEIs are dominated by male VCs, with a value ranging between 0% and 100%, with an average of 83%. A detailed discussion of the descriptive statistics of other study variables is included in the ‘Online Appendix 2’. In addition, we run both Pearson and Spearman correlation matrices to check issues of multicollinearity/non-linearity. The results (as shown in the Online Appendix 3), indicate that there is no serious non-linearity/multicollinearity problems among the study’s variables. 
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5.2 Regression results and discussion

Table 4 reports the results from regressing HEGQI on HERDI, whilst controlling for vice-chancellor characteristics [vice-chancellor (VC) age (VCAGE), gender (VCGEN), tenure (VCTEN), and academic discipline (VCACD)] and general HEIs characteristics [growth (GRTH), proportion of income from funding councils (IFUNDC), leverage (LEVE), liquidity (LIQUD), dummy for post-1992 (POST-92), Russell group dummy (RUSSG), financial risk (FRISK), HEI size (HEISZE), HEI age (HEIAGE), size of the audit firm (AFSZE), capital expenditure (CEXP), and year dummies (YEARD)].
First and to test H1, the coefficient on HEGQI in Table 4 (Model 1) is positive and statistically significant, implying that H1, which suggests that well-governed HEIs are likely to show high levels of transparency by engaging in increased risk disclosures, is empirically supported. Empirically, our finding generally offers support for the results of past studies, which indicate that good governance indices are positively associated with the outcomes of non-profitable organisations (Feng et al., 2019; Harris et al., 2015; Harris & Neely, 2021) and HEIs (Lokuwaduge & Armstrong, 2015; Ntim et al., 2017). For example, Lokuwaduge and Armstrong (2015) and Ntim et al. (2017) which reveal that good composite governance indices have positive effect on performance (financial, research and teaching performance) and accountability disclosures for 37 Australian and 130 UK HEIs, respectively. Theoretically, the evidence of this positive impact lends support for both the efficiency and legitimisation perspectives of neo-institutional theory. For example, neo-institutional (efficiency view) theory indicates that committing to good governance practices can impose greater pressure on HEIs to engage in increased risk disclosures in order to: (i) demonstrate accountability and transparency to the wider community (Abraham & Cox, 2007), (ii) gain competitive advantages and financial benefits by attracting critical resources (Coy et al., 2001); and (iii) minimise information asymmetry among different groups of stakeholders (e.g., current students, prospective students, parents and HEI managers) (Ntim & Soobaroyen, 2013). The positive effect of HEGQI also lends support to the neo-institutional legitimisation perspective (Suchman, 1995), in that complying with good governance practices, through greater risk disclosures can legitimise the operations of HEIs by improving their reputation and social acceptance, which can provide better connection with powerful stakeholders of HEIs (e.g., alumni, students, parents, employers and government) and further offer access to critical resources (e.g., alumni donations). Additionally, the positive effect of HEGQI on HERDI is consistent with the recommendations of governance codes (e.g., CUC, 2009, 2014; CSC, 2013) and risk codes/guidelines (HEFCE, 2001a, b, 2005; LFHE, 2009), which expect HEIs to engage in good risk, governance, and disclosure practices.    
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Second, and although our finding suggests that better-governed HEIs tend to be more transparent with their stakeholders through greater levels of risk disclosures, our HERDI (HEGQI) consists of three (five) disclosure sub-indices, namely, strategic risks – HESRD, operational risks – HEORD and financial risks – HEFRD (governing board – GOVB, procedures/structures – PROS, performance evaluation, rewards and pay – PERP, accounting, auditing and accountability – AAAC, and social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement – SERSE), it is possible for the link between summary HERDI and HEGQI to be differ according to the type of risk (governance) category that an HEI is exposed to, with the possibility that some types of risks may display strong relationships with the HEGQI and other can display weak associations with the HEGQI. Therefore, we replaced the HERDI (HEGQI) with either HEFRD, HEORD or HESRD (GOVB, PROS, PERP, AAAC or SERSE) at a time. The results are presented in Table 4 (Models 2-6) for GOVB, PROS, PERP, AAAC and SERSE and Models 7-9 presenting the findings for HEFRD, HEORD and HESRD, respectively. Observably, the coefficients remain positive and statistically significant from Models 2 to 9, and implying our findings are not affected by the use of sub-indices. 
Third, Table 5 presents the findings relating to the moderating impact of HEIs senior management characteristics (size – SMTSZE, gender and ethnicity diversity – SMTGED, gender diversity – SMTGD, ethnicity diversity – SMTED, and meetings – SMTM) on the HEGQI–HERDI nexus. Discernibly, and as shown in Table 5 (Models 1-5), the coefficients on the HEGOI are statistically positive and noticeably larger in magnitude than those reported in Table 4. For example, the magnitude of the coefficient of HEGQI on HERDI has improved from 0.215 in Model 1 of Table 4, to 0.383 (Model 1), 0.179 (Model 2), 0.194 (Model 3), 0.355 (Model 4) and 0.514 (Model 5) of Table 5, respectively, implying that senior management characteristics moderate the governance–risk disclosure relationship. Specifically, the reported evidence suggests that the impact of internal governance quality on risk disclosures is strengthened by interacting it with HEIs’ senior management team characteristics (size, meeting, and gender/ethnicity diversity). These findings are consistent with the expectations of neo-institutional theory (efficiency perspective) that UK HEIs’ governance responsibilities are “shared” among senior management bodies (HEI council/court, senate, and vice-chancery teams), and close interactions among these bodies is required for greater effectiveness (Middlehurst, 2013; Shattock, 2013; Taylor, 2013). Further, this evidence lends empirical support for the results of Ntim et al. (2017), who provide evidence which indicates that the senior management team has a moderating effect on the governance structures–accountability disclosures relationship using 130 UK HEIs. 
Finally, with respect to the interaction variables, the negative coefficient of SMTSZE*HEIGQI in Model 1 of Table 5 provides support to H2, as well as the prediction that large leadership teams may not necessarily bring benefits to HEIs, since large leadership teams may suffer from lack of communication and coordination problems among their members (Ragland & Plante,2021), and this can diminish their monitoring effectiveness, which can impact negatively on HEIs’ risk disclosure practices. Additionally, the insignificant effect of SMTGED*HEGQI, SMTGD*HEGQI and SMTED*HEGQI on HERDI in Models 2-4 of Table 5 does not lend support to H2, as well as the findings of past studies (Elmagrhi & Ntim, 2022). The insignificant effects of SMTGED, SMTGD and SMTED on risk disclosures may be due to the fact that white-males dominate the leadership teams in UK HEIs, with only an average of 25.69% women and 11.36% ethnic minorities as shown in Table 3. Theoretically, the insignificant effect of gender and ethnic diversity of senior management team is consistent with the view that HEIs may appoint women and ethnic minorities into leadership positions for symbolic reasons, including to show that their norms, values and goals are aligned with those of the larger community, and hence such executives tend to have less influence on their organisations’ strategic decisions, including those relating to risk disclosure practices (Tomlinson & Schwabenland, 2010). Finally, the reported results in Model 5 of Table 5 indicate that SMTM negatively moderates the governance–risk disclosures nexus, which implies that H2 is partially supported. This negative moderating effect of SMTM lends support to the expectation that regular meetings tend to diminish managerial monitoring effectiveness by increasing the possibility of disagreement among the leadership team members Vafeas (1999), and this can have detrimental impact on risk disclosure practices.  
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5.3 Robustness tests 
 
We perform additional tests to make sure that our main findings are not affected by various types of endogeneities. First, to control for potential unmeasured HEI-specific differences (e.g., operational, cultural and managerial differences) that can dynamically/jointly determine both HEGQI and HERDI, and following prior studies (Ntim et al., 2017), we implemented Hausman test, which suggested that fixed-effects model to be more appropriate for our data in comparison with random-effects model. The findings presented in Table 6 (Model 1) are relatively similar to those reported in Table 4 (Model 1), implying that our results do not appear to be influenced by potential unmeasured HEI-specific differences. Second, to control for reverse causality bias between HEGQI and HERDI, as well as to prevent correlation between HEGQI and the error terms, we replicate Model 1 (Table 4) by using one-year lagged values for all independent and control variables. The coefficients of the lagged-effect model presented in Table 6 (Model 2) remain very similar to what we have reported in Table 4 (Model 1), and hence our findings hold for using lagged-structure model. Finally, and to deal with any potential omitted variable, simultaneity and dynamic endogeneities that can influence our main estimates, and following Elmagrhi and Ntim (2022), we conduct a dynamic system generalised method of moments (GMM). We employ Arellano–Bond test for first-order (AR1) and second-order (AR2) serial correlation, as well as Hansen test of over-identification and difference-in-Hansen test of exogeneity to check the validity of our instruments. The reported results in Model 3 of Table 4 indicate that AR1 is significant, whilst AR2 is not significant, suggesting that there is no serious auto-correlation problem in the residuals from this regression model. Further, the results of Hansen test of over-identification and difference-in-Hansen test of exogeneity indicate that our instruments are valid. Overall, results reported in Model 3 are comparable to those presented in Model 1 of Table 4, and thus our findings do not seem to be sensitive to omitted variable, simultaneity and dynamic endogeneities.
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6. Summary and conclusions

Demand for, and importance of, non-financial reporting (NFR) relating to important issues, such as carbon/climate change reporting, corporate governance, corporate social responsibility, environment, social and governance, global reporting initiative, integrated thinking, human/intellectual capital, risk, and sustainability reporting, amongst others, have been increasing over the past three decades (Baboukardos, 2018; Gaia & Jones, 2019). Observably, the quality and quantity of research relating to NFR has also equally markedly increased (Abraham & Cox, 2007; Dixon & Coy, 2007; Ntim et al., 2013). A major limitation with the research in this area so far, however, is that it has disproportionately concentrated on profit-oriented organisations to the neglect of their non-profit counterparts (Gaia & Jones 2019). Consequently, and in this paper, we have sought to address this crucial lacuna in the extant literature by investigating NFR in non-profit organisations with specific focus on voluntary risk disclosures among UK HEIs. In particular, we have attempted to contribute to the literature by investigating: (i) the extent to which UK HEIs voluntarily engage in risk disclosures in their annual reports; (ii) whether composite corporate governance quality index influences the extent of risk disclosures; and (iii) whether the governance quality–risk disclosure nexus is moderated by senior management team characteristics.  
Using a sample of UK HEIs over a number of years and drawing insights from neo-institutional theory, we find that risk disclosure levels among HEIs in the UK are relatively low, especially when compared to the findings of prior studies that have been conducted on similar-sized publicly traded organisations. Nevertheless, risk disclosures are on the upward trajectory, increasing from about 16% in 2009 to about 18% in 2014. Similarly, financial risk (average of about 31%) disclosures are relatively higher compared with operational risk (average of about 13%) and strategic risk (average of about 17%) disclosures. Second, we find that better-governed UK HEIs tend to engage in higher levels of risk disclosures. In additional analyses, we find the positive relationship between governance quality and risk disclosure holds irrespective of the type (financial, operational and strategic risks) of risk disclosure measure that we employ. These findings are consistent with the predictions of both efficiency and legitimisation perspectives of our neo-institutional theoretical framework that suggest that HEIs may engage in increased levels of risk disclosures not only to enhance the efficiency of their operations, but also to enhance the legitimacy of their operations by gaining the support of major stakeholders (e.g., OfS, staff, unions, alumni, parents and students), and thereby, gain access to critical resources. Finally, we show further that the positive governance quality–risk disclosure relationship is moderated/explained largely by the characteristics of the senior management team. Overall, our findings support the idea that the UK HEIs’ governance arrangements are seen as a “shared” one, requiring close interactions among three major HEIs’ organs, consisting of the university council (governing board), the academic arm (senate) and the vice-chancery (senior management team) in order to be successful. Therefore, the impact of internal governance quality on risk disclosures is strengthened when the three governance structures are interacted together instead of operating individually.
Our study has a number of implications for policy-makers, regulatory bodies (e.g., DFE, OfS, HEFCW and SFC), representing respective governments of Northern Ireland, Wales, England and Scotland) HEI governing bodies and researchers. In particular, evidence that better governed UK HEIs engage in better risk disclosure practices offers extra impetus to continue to pursue and implement good governance and risk management reforms that have been passed. By contrast, evidence that disclosures relating to risk in general is low provides a motivation to monitor the levels of compliance among UK HEIs regarding good governance and risk management standards. In this case, forming a compliance and enforcement unit that will be devoted to monitor the levels of compliance and disclosure relating to good governance and risk practices among UK HEIs can be a step in the right direction. 
Further, we argue that our evidence of low levels of risk disclosure among UK HEIs offers support for the current intense debate that suggests that existing non-financial reporting (NFR) regulations are ‘soft’ since they do not provide clear requirements about the content/format/structure of the disclosed information. For example, UK HEIs are required by regulators, such as the Office for Students (OfS) to publish and submit their annual returns, including risk management and governance information. However, there are no specific requirements detailing the structure, format and content of such risk information required to be disclosed. In addition, the lack of requirements that specify the content, structure and format of information being disclosed may serve as a motivation for HEIs to engage in symbolic risk disclosures, which are likely to be driven by economic incentives to improve their social legitimacy and acceptance. Consequently, and due to the lack of clear requirements that specify the content, structure, and format of the disclosed information, this may make comparison among HEIs not only in the UK, but also internationally, difficult. Therefore, we suggest that NFR requirements can go beyond what existing regulators, such as OfS require, for example, by specifying the content/format/structure of the disclosed information. In this case and informed by our findings, we suggest, for example, that a national or an international body can be set to issue common standards and regulate different types of NFR not only for risk, but also other types of NFR, such as those relating to CSR, environment, social and governance, global reporting initiative, human/intellectual capital, integrated thinking, sustainability, including sustainable development goals, and triple bottom line. Such a body may either be a new independent international body (International Non-Financial Reporting Standards Board) and/or sub-body of the International Accounting Standards Board (i.e., to be part of international accounting standards board), which can be set-up to regulate NPR in profit and non-profit organisations. The recently established International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) by the IFRS Foundation in conjunction with the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), Taskforce on Nature-related Financial Disclosures (TNFD), Climate Disclosure Standards Board (CDSB), Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), International Integrated Reporting Council (IIRC), Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), Value Reporting Foundation (VRF) and the World Economic Forum to issue international sustainability standards offers a blueprint for such a body. This may improve comparability of NPR not only among HEIs, but also among other profit and non-profit organisations (i.e., local governments, charities, national health boards, publicly traded firms and religious bodies), as well as across nations.
Further, our study has important implications for researchers, since we provide early evidence relating to the impact of governance quality (using a composite governance disclosure index) on risk-related disclosures among HEIs. This study also offers early evidence regarding the moderating effect of senior management team characteristics (senior management team size, meetings and gender/ethnic diversity) on the internal governance quality–risk disclosures nexus. Therefore, future studies may rely on our research to better understand other drivers of risk disclosures among HEIs. Further, our findings can be generalised to not only HEIs context, but also to other public sector institutions (e.g., national health trusts and local governments), and this is mainly due to them experiencing similar significant cuts in public funding over recent years that have resulted in introducing many market/quasi market-oriented regulatory reforms, which place greater emphasis on the need for value-for-money by ensuring that publicly funded institutions use public resources efficiently and effectively.  
Finally, whilst our study is robust and important, its limitations need to be explicitly acknowledged. For example, and in line with other archival research of this nature, our proxies for governance, risk and financial variables may or may not reflect practice. In this case, future studies may be able to offer new insights by conducting in-depth interviews and case studies with key stakeholders, such as governors, HEI executives and regulatory bodies relating to the issues examined.  Additionally, due to the labour-intensive nature of manual data collection, our sample is limited to UK HEIs, and therefore, future studies may be able to offer new insights by expanding our sample over a number of countries. Further, and given that manually collecting data using annual reports is immensely tedious work, as well as due to the significant cut in funding from the UK central government to public institutions, including HEIs, following the 2007/08 global financial crisis, our analysis is restricted to the period between 2009-2014, which may impair generalisability of our results. Therefore, as more data becomes readily available and easily accessible, future studies may be able to offer new insights by examining risk disclosure practices among HEIs over a longer period. In addition, the 2010 Browne Report, which has served as a central policy motivation for our current study has been succeeded by a new 2019 Augur Review, which has made further comprehensive quasi-market reforms to UK further colleges and HEIs. However, the recommendations contained in the Augur Review are yet to be implemented, and therefore, likely to have limited effect on our findings. Consequently, as the recommendations contained in the Augur Review get implemented, future researchers may be able extend our study by addressing these research questions.
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	Table 1. Study’s sample.

	
	Northern Ireland
	Wales
	Scotland
	England
	Pre-1992
	 Post-1992
	No. HEIs

	Total Sampled HEIs in UK
	4
	10
	19
	131
	79
	85
	164

	Less: 
        HEIs with 1 year missing reports
	
1
	
1
	
1
	
16
	
8
	
11
	
19

	        HEIs with 2 years missing reports
	0
	1
	0
	15
	7
	9
	16

	        HEIs with 3 years missing reports
	0
	0
	0
	5
	2
	3
	5

	        HEIs with 4 years missing reports
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	        HEIs with 5 years missing reports 
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1

	        HEIs with 6 years missing reports 
	0
	0
	1
	5
	3
	3
	6

	Final (total) sample
	3
	8
	16
	90
	58
	59
	117







	· Table 2. Summary of measures and variables.

	· 
· Risk disclosure (RDI) – dependent variables

	· HERDI
	· Is the total HEI risk disclosures index containing 127 provisions based on 3 categorises as follows: 29 items on financial risks (HEFRD); 83 items on operational risks (HEORD); and 15 items on strategic risks (HESRD). All the 127 provisions are awarded a value between 0 and 6, leading to having a potential total of 762 points, which is then scaled to a value between 0% and 100%. 
· 

	· 
· Internal governance structures – independent variables

	· HEGQI
	· [bookmark: _Hlk95832816]Is the total HEI governance disclosure index containing 100 provisions based on 5 categorises as follows: 27 items on governing board – (GOVB); 24 items on procedures/structures (PROS); 22 items on performance evaluation, rewards and pay (PERP); 20 items on accounting, auditing and accountability (AAAC); and 7 items on social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement (SERSE). All the 100 provisions are awarded a value between 0 and 1, leading to having a potential total of 100 points, which is then scaled to a value between 0% and 100%. 

	· 
· Interaction variables – senior management team characteristics*HEGQI

	· I × HEGQI
	· Interaction variable HEGQI and the characteristics of senior management team (i.e., SMTSZE, SMTGED and SMTM).

	· SMTSZE
	· Natural log of the number of a HEI executive/senior management team.

	· SMTGED
	· Percentage on women (SMTGD) and ethnic minority (SMTED) in HEIs executive/senior management team.

	· SMTM
	· Natural log of the number of a HEI executive/senior management team meeting.

	· 
· Controls (vice-chancellor (VC) characteristics)

	VCAGE
	Refers to VC age. It is computed as the natural log of VC age.

	· VCGEN
	· Refers to VC gender. Awarded 1 if the VC is male, 0 otherwise. 

	· VCACD
	· Refers to VC academic discipline. It is a continuous variable, which is awarded a value of: (i) 1 if the VC’s academic background is medicine; (ii) 2 if the VC’s academic background is engineering; (iii) 3 if the VC’s academic background is accounting/finance/business/management; (iv) 4 if the VC’s academic background is social sciences; (v) 5 if the VC’s academic background is computing/maths/statistics; and (vi) 6 if VC’s academic background is humanities/natural sciences backgrounds.

	· VCTEN
	· Refers to VC tenure. It is computed as the natural log of the number of years since an individual remained in the VC position of a HEI. 

	· 
· Controls (general HEI characteristics)

	· [bookmark: _Hlk74818297]POST-92
	· Indicator variable that equals 1 for HEIs established after 1992 or 0 otherwise.

	· RUSSG
	· Indicator variable that equals 1 for Russell Group HEIs or 0 otherwise.

	· HEISZE
	· Natural log of book total assets of HEIs.

	· HEIAGE
	· Natural log of the age of HEIs.

	· LEVE
	· The ratio of total debt/book total assets.

	· LIQUD
	· The ratio of net operating cash flow/total revenue.

	· GRTH
	· Growth rate of the total income.

	· IFUNDC
	· Proportion of total revenues from funding councils to total income.

	· FRISK
	· Standard deviation of financial deficit/surplus to total assets.

	· AFSZE
	· Indicator variable that equals 1 for HEIs that are audited by one of the BIG4 accounting firms (Deloitte, PwC, KPMG, and EY) or 0 otherwise. 

	· CEXP
	· Proportion of capital expenditure to total assets.

	· YEARD
	· Dummies for each of the examined six years (2009-2014).




 




	Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the governance quality index, interaction and control variables for UK higher education institutions.

	

Variables
	

Mean
	

Median
	

Std. Dev.
	

Min
	

Max

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Panel 1: Overall HEI risk disclosure index

	    HERDI (%)
	17.31
	16.80
	4.89
	6.96
	31.76

	    HEFRD (%)
	30.83
	31.61
	6.35
	13.22
	50.00

	    HEORD (%)
	12.66
	12.25
	4.72
	3.21
	29.92

	    HESRD (%)
	16.91
	17.78
	6.71
	2.22
	36.67

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Panel 2: Overall HEI governance index

	  HEGQI (%)
	40.02
	40.00
	9.20
	8.00
	75.00

	  SERSE (%)
	40.07
	42.86
	21.30
	0.00
	100.00

	  AAAC (%)
	49.67
	50.00
	11.56
	0.00
	75.00

	  PERP (%)
	24.98
	22.73
	13.04
	0.00
	72.73

	  PROS (%)
	31.52
	29.17
	11.85
	0.00
	79.17

	  GOVB (%)
	52.65
	55.56
	10.99
	14.81
	74.07

	
Panel 3: Executive/management group variables

	  SMTSZE (no. members)
	11.73
	10.00
	6.02
	3.00
	35.00

	  SMTGED (%)
	29.83
	30.00
	11.59
	0.00
	53.85

	  SMTGD (%)
	25.69
	26.92
	9.38
	0.00
	42.86

	  SMTED (%)
	11.36
	12.50
	4.87
	0.00
	21.00

	  SMTM (no. meetings)
	14.13
	12.00
	6.49
	3.00
	48.00

	
Panel 4: Controls (Vice-chancellor (VC) characteristics)

	  VCAGE (no. years)
	57.41
	58.00
	5.22
	41.00
	73.00

	  VCGEN (%)
	83.00
	100.00
	38.00
	0.00
	100.00

	  VCTEN (no. years)
	6.15
	5.00
	3.37
	2.00
	21.00

	  VCACD (continuous)
	4.33
	4.00
	1.74
	1.00
	6.00

	
Panel 5: Controls (HEI general characteristics)

	  POST-92 (%)
	48.00
	0.00
	50.00
	0.00
	100.00

	  RUSSG (%)
	21.00
	0.00
	40.40
	0.00
	100.00

	  HEISZE (£m)
	330.33
	228.26
	375.92
	2.78
	3,033.40

	  HEIAGE (no. years)
	85.29
	43.00
	143.98
	2.00
	918.00

	  LEVE (%)
	30.28
	30.03
	12.13
	8.38
	74.59

	  LIQUD (%)
	2.02
	1.23
	5.72
	-19.82
	25.91

	  GRTH (%)
	4.74
	4.56
	5.78
	-11.70
	44.36

	  IFUNDC (%)
	32.77
	32.18
	12.15
	6.95
	72.00

	  FRISK (%)
	1.30
	0.86
	1.43
	0.00
	9.62

	  AFSZE (%)
	73.50
	100.00
	44.16
	0.00
	100.00

	  CEXP (%)
	58.96
	59.08
	19.39
	-73.05
	98.04

	Please see Table 2 for variable definitions.



 

                               




	Table 4. Effect of HEI governance quality index (HEGQI) on risk disclosures.

	[bookmark: _Hlk74821863]Dep. Variable
(Model)
	HERDI
(1)
	HERDI
(2)
	HERDI
(3)
	HERDI
(4)
	HERDI
(5)
	HERDI
(6)
	HEFRD
(7)
	HEORD
(8)
	HESRD
(9)

	
HEI governance quality index:

	GovQuality
	0.215(.000)***
	0.170(.000)***
	0.099(.000)***
	0.115(.000)***
	0.066(.000)***
	0.063(.000)***
	0.145(.000)***
	0.231(.000)***
	0.265(.000)***

	
Controls (Vice-chancellor (VC) characteristics):

	VCAGE
	-0.022(.295)
	-0.051(.018)**
	-0.028(.214)
	-0.015(.510)
	-0.042(.072)*
	-0.054(.016)**
	-0.029(.273)
	-0.003(.876)
	-0.114(.000)***

	VCGEN
	-0.003(.569)
	-0.003(.433)
	-0.003(.460)
	0.002(.618)
	-0.003(.469
	-0.001(.893)
	0.003(.568)
	-0.003(.475)
	-0.009(.140)

	VCACD
	0.001(.515)
	0.001(.449)
	0.001(.252)
	0.000(.631)
	0.001(.465)
	0.001(.454)
	-0.002(.140)
	0.001(.158)
	0.001(.471)

	VCTEN
	0.000(.904)
	0.002(.477)
	0.000(.975)
	0.001(.671)
	0.001(.878)
	0.001(.870)
	-0.006(.161)
	0.000(.889)
	0.005(.280)

	
Controls (general HEI characteristics):

	POST-92
	0.005(.297)
	0.005(.301)
	0.005(.377)
	0.006(.239)
	0.006(.246)
	-0.002(.807)
	-0.007(.279)
	0.009(.074)*
	0.006(.376)

	RUSSG
	0.026(.000)***
	0.026(.000)***
	0.026(.000)***
	0.020(.000)***
	0.024(.000)***
	0.020(.000)***
	0.028(.000)***
	0.023(.000)***
	0.037(.000)***

	HEISZE
	0.008(.000)***
	0.008(.000)***
	0.010(.000)***
	0.010(.000)***
	0.010(.000)***
	0.013(.000)***
	0.013(.000)***
	0.005(.011)**
	0.010(.000)***

	HEIAGE
	0.005(.010)***
	0.007(.000)***
	0.006(.006)***
	0.007(.000)***
	0.007(.002)***
	0.006(.010)***
	0.008(.002)***
	0.004(.066)*
	0.008(.011)**

	LEVE
	0.022(.123)
	0.013(.354)
	0.023(.129)
	0.029(.051)*
	0.022(.153)
	0.025(.095)*
	0.038(.028)**
	0.011(.459)
	0.051(.013)**

	LIQUD
	-0.046(.092)*
	-0.027(.326)
	-0.039(.177)
	-0.041(.150)
	-0.034(.245)
	-0.059(.042)**
	-0.065(.054)*
	-0.043(.120)
	-0.022(.577)

	GRTH
	0.031(.318)
	0.040(.280)
	0.022(.516)
	0.022(.500)
	0.023(.504)
	-0.000(.998)
	-0.042(.278)
	0.051(.110)
	0.062(.167)

	IFUNDC
	-0.085(.000)***
	-0.071(.000)***
	-0.059(.005)***
	-0.072(.000)***
	-0.044(.038)**
	0.010(.622)
	-0.072(.003)***
	-0.093(.000)***
	-0.063(.026)**

	FRISK
	0.086(.480)
	0.043(.726)
	0.122(.347)
	0.100(.428)
	0.120(.367)
	0.124(.336)
	0.029(.848)
	0.126(.314)
	-0.025(887)

	AFSZE
	-0.021(.000)***
	-0.021(.000)***
	-0.023(.000)***
	-0.025(.000)***
	-0.025(.000)***
	-0.023(.000)***
	-0.026(.000)***
	-0.020(.000)***
	-0.015(.017)**

	CEXP
	-0.043(.000)***
	-0.040(.000)***
	-0.046(.000)***
	-0.047(.000)***
	-0.042(.000)***
	-0.0.43(.000)***
	-0.040(.000)***
	-0.041(.000)***
	-0.057(.000)***

	    YEARD
	Included
	Included 
	Included 
	Included 
	Included 
	Included 
	Included 
	Included 
	Included

	Constant
	0.114
	0.213**
	0.467*
	0.109
	0.205**
	0.218**
	0.247**
	0.013
	0.413***

	Durbin-W. Stat.
	1.324
	1.286
	1.320
	1.311
	1.217
	1.114
	1.327
	1.566
	1.210

	F- value
	19.505***
	18.932***
	13.854***
	16.044***
	12.080***
	14.871***
	17.915***
	16.209***
	15.287***

	Adj. R2
	0.415
	0.408
	0.330
	0.366
	0.298
	0.347
	0.394
	0.369
	0.354

	No. observations
	702
	702
	702
	702
	702
	702
	702
	702
	702

	Model 1 presents the findings of the impact of HEGQI on risk disclosure index (HERDI). Models 2-6 present the findings of the impact of each sub-section of HEGQI (governing board – GOVB, procedures/structures – PROS, performance evaluation, rewards and pay – PERP, accounting, auditing and accountability – AAAC, and social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement – SERSE) on HERDI. Models 7-9 shows the findings of the impact of HEGQI on financial (HEFRD), operational (HEORD) and strategic (HESRD) risk disclosure, respectively. ***, **, and * means the coefficient is statistically significant at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels, respectively. 




	Table 5. Effects of HEI governance quality index (HEGQI) on risk disclosures: Interaction effect.

	Dep. Variable
(Model)
	HERDI
(1)
	HERDI
(2)
	HERDI
(3)
	HERDI
(4)
	HERDI
(5)

	
HEI governance quality index:
	

	HEGQI
	0.383(.000)***
	0.179(.004)***
	0.194(.002)***
	0.355(.000)***
	0.514(.000)***

	
Interaction variables: 

	I × HEGQI
	-0.076(.037)**
	0.118(.532)
	0.084(.693)
	-1.018(.136)
	-0.142(.002)***

	
Moderating variables:

	SMTSZE
	0.044(.003)***
	-
	-
	-
	-

	SMTGED
	-
	-0.098(.209)
	-
	-
	-

	SMTGD
	-
	-
	-0.073(.415)
	-
	-

	SMTED
	-
	-
	-
	0.207(.464)
	-

	SMTM
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0.083(.000)***

	
Controls (Vice-chancellor (VC) characteristics)

	VCAGE
	-0.011(598)
	-0.018(.411)
	-0.018(.395)
	-0.024(.577)
	0.040(.110)

	VCGEN
	-0.003(.473)
	-0.002(.680)
	-0.003(.503)
	-0.021(.037)**
	-0.002(.619)

	VCACD
	0.001(.494)
	0.001(.505)
	0.001(.399)
	0.003(.169)
	-0.002(.096)*

	VCTEN
	0.001(.846)
	-0.001(.692)
	-0.002(.645)
	0.005(.402)
	-0.006(.103)

	
Controls (general HEI characteristics):

	POST-92
	0.006(.248)
	0.005(.290)
	0.004(.415)
	0.004(.647)
	0.010(.080)*

	RUSSG
	0.024(.000)***
	0.024(.000)***
	0.025(.000)***
	0.016(.080)*
	0.018(.000)***

	HEISZE
	0.007(.000)***
	0.007(.000)***
	0.007(.000)***
	0.002(.422)
	0.006(.008)***

	HEIAGE
	0.005(.025)**
	0.005(.012)**
	0.005(.023)**
	0.006(.151)
	0.003(.238)

	LEVE
	0.016(.255)
	0.016(.275)
	0.015(.294)
	0.016(.524)
	0.007(.651)

	LIQUD
	-0.038(.155)
	-0.061(.027)**
	-0.057(.039)**
	-0.150(.011)**
	-0.075(.016)**

	GRTH
	0.036(.258)
	0.034(.284)
	0.036(.260)
	0.064(.275)
	0.054(.150)

	IFUNDC
	-0.079(.000)***
	-0.082(.000)***
	-0.078(.000)***
	-0.093(.026)**
	-0.128(.000)***

	FRISK
	0.059(.627)
	0.033(.791)
	0.041(.744)
	-0.096(.658)
	0.180(.199)

	AFSZE
	-0.027(.000)***
	-0.020(.000)***
	-0.022(.000)***
	-0.022(.032)**
	-0.021(.000)***

	CEXP
	-0.045(.000)***
	-0.043(.000)***
	-0.043(.000)***
	-0.072(.002)***
	-0.047(.000)***

	    YEARD
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Constant
	-0.018
	0.137
	0.126
	0.176
	-0.252**

	Durbin-W. Stat.
	1.401
	1.409
	1.368
	1.593
	1.587

	F- value
	19.107***
	18.267***
	17.662***
	5.217***
	13.983***

	Adj. R2
	0.436
	0.426
	0.418
	0.336
	0.431

	No. observations
	702
	702
	702
	702
	702

	Models 1 presents the findings of the moderating impact of SMTSZE the governance-risk disclosure link. Models 2-5 present the interaction results among SMTGED, SMTGD, SMTED, SMTM and HEGQI, respectively. 
Please see Table 2 for variable definitions.
*** Significance at the 1% level (p<0.01).
** Significance at the 5% level (p<0.05).
* Significance at the 10% level (p<0.10).
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	[bookmark: _Hlk74822883]Table 6. Additional analyses.

	Dep. Variable

(Model)
	Fixed-effects
HERDI
(1)
	Lagged-effects
HERDI
(2)
	System-GMM
HERDI
(3)

	
HEI governance quality index:

	HEGQI
	0.111(.000)***
	0.227(.000)***
	0.019(.001)***

	
Controls (Vice-chancellor (VC) characteristics):

	VCAGE
	-0.031(.118)
	-0.022(.364)
	-0.002(.746)

	VCGEN
	-0.003(.532)
	-0.002(.667)
	0.078(.000)***

	VCACD
	-0.000(.506)
	-0.001(.461)
	0.001(.001)***

	VCTEN
	0.005(.011)**
	0.000(.969)
	-0.001(.001)***

	
Controls (general HEI characteristics):

	POST-92
	-0.003(.794)
	-0.005(.320)
	-0.002(.717)

	RUSSG
	0.031(.002)***
	0.028(.000)***
	0.005(.000)***

	HEISZE
	0.009(.028)**
	0.007(.004)***
	0.002(.006)***

	HEIAGE
	-0.005(.277)
	0.052(.023)**
	-0.001(.182)

	LEVE
	0.005(.516)
	-0.031(.053)*
	-0.002(.500)

	LIQUD
	0.016(.035)**
	-0.035(.255)
	0.037(.000)***

	GRTH
	-0.005(.550)
	0.023(.500)
	0.017(.000)***

	IFUNDC
	0.008(.428)
	-0.087(.000)***
	0.009(.003)***

	FRISK
	0.027(.415)
	-0.265(.066)*
	-0.064(.000)***

	AFSZE
	-0.011(.002)***
	-0.021(.000)***
	-0.005(.000)***

	CEXP
	-0.008(.179)
	-0.048(.000)***
	-0.008(.001)***

	    YEARD
	Included 
	Included 
	Included 

	Lagged-HEGQI
	-
	-
	0.999***

	Constant
	0.159*
	0.120
	-0.045*

	Adj. R2
	0.481
	0.417
	-

	F- value
	19.320***
	20.437***
	22.111***

	AR1 (p-value)
	-
	-
	0.003

	AR2 (p-value)
	-
	-
	0.242

	Hansen test (p-value)
	-
	-
	0.578

	Difference in Hansen (p-value)
	-
	-
	0.960

	No. observations
	702
	585
	702

	Please see Table 2 for variable definitions.
*** Significance at the 1% level (p<0.01).
** Significance at the 5% level (p<0.05).
* Significance at the 10% level (p<0.10).
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Online Appendix 1. Descriptive analyses of the risk disclosure index for all higher education institutions.                   

	
	
All 
	
2009
	
2010
	
2011
	
2012
	
2013
	
2014
	Pre-1992 – Post-1992

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Mean Diff.
	Median Diff.

	Panel 1:  Overall HEI risk disclosure (%)

	Mean
	17.31
	16.31
	16.63
	17.07
	17.47
	17.97
	18.41
	1.80***
	-

	Median 
	16.80
	16.01
	16.54
	16.67
	17.06
	17.19
	17.98
	-
	1.71***

	STD
	4.89
	4.62
	4.73
	4.73
	4.87
	5.11
	5.06
	-
	-

	Minimum
	6.96
	7.22
	6.96
	7.87
	8.53
	8.79
	8.53
	-
	-

	Maximum
	31.76
	27.03
	28.22
	28.08
	27.95
	31.63
	31.76
	-
	-

	Panel 2: Financial risk sub-index (%)

	Mean
	30.83
	29.81
	30.28
	30.69
	31.02
	31.50
	31.69
	3.60***
	-

	Median 
	31.61
	30.46
	31.03
	31.61
	31.61
	32.18
	32.76
	-
	4.02***

	STD
	6.35
	6.24
	6.32
	6.21
	6.29
	6.48
	6.50
	-
	-

	Minimum
	13.22
	14.37
	13.22
	13.22
	13.79
	13.79
	13.79
	-
	-

	Maximum
	50.00
	47.13
	47.13
	47.13
	47.13
	47.70
	50.00
	-
	-

	Panel 3: Operational risk sub-index (%) 

	Mean
	12.66
	11.63
	11.93
	12.38
	12.80
	13.33
	13.87
	1.11***
	-

	Median 
	12.25
	11.24
	11.45
	12.25
	12.45
	13.05
	13.05
	-
	1.40***

	STD
	4.72
	4.37
	4.51
	4.53
	4.68
	4.97
	4.94
	-
	-

	Minimum
	3.21
	3.82
	3.21
	4.22
	4.82
	4.62
	4.62
	-
	-

	Maximum
	29.92
	22.29
	22.09
	22.89
	22.49
	29.92
	29.72
	-
	-

	Panel 3.1: Business environment and processes (%)

	Mean
	20.75
	18.95
	19.48
	20.45
	21.25
	21.89
	22.44
	2.08***
	-

	Median 
	20.37
	18.52
	19.44
	20.37
	22.22
	22.22
	22.22
	-
	2.78***

	STD
	5.79
	5.38
	5.39
	5.28
	5.65
	6.11
	6.18
	-
	-

	Minimum
	7.41
	7.41
	7.41
	10.19
	10.19
	10.19
	10.19
	-
	-

	Maximum
	41.67
	33.33
	33.33
	34.26
	34.26
	41.67
	40.74
	-
	-

	Panel 3.2: Risk governance (%)

	Mean
	8.66
	8.10
	8.30
	8.55
	8.76
	9.15
	9.12
	0.58*
	-

	Median 
	8.33
	8.33
	8.33
	8.33
	8.33
	8.33
	8.33
	-
	0.00***

	STD
	4.05
	3.83
	3.79
	4.08
	4.10
	4.25
	4.22
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	29.17
	25.00
	25.00
	25.00
	25.00
	25.00
	29.17
	-
	-

	Panel 3.3: Student experience (%) 

	Mean
	18.14
	16.38
	17.05
	17.45
	18.16
	19.47
	20.35
	0.82
	-

	Median 
	16.67
	16.67
	16.67
	16.67
	16.67
	16.67
	19.44
	-
	2.77**

	STD
	11.43
	10.80
	10.80
	4.67
	11.34
	11.97
	12.28
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	52.78
	44.44
	44.44
	30.00
	50.00
	50.00
	52.78
	-
	-

	Panel 3.4: Information technology (%)

	Mean
	2.65
	1.91
	2.36
	2.51
	2.56
	2.74
	3.82
	0.54
	-

	Median 
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	3.33
	-
	0.00

	STD
	4.67
	4.14
	4.82
	4.67
	4.83
	4.56
	5.22
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	33.33
	30.00
	33.33
	30.00
	26.67
	26.67
	23.33
	-
	-

	Panel 3.5: Estates and facilities (%)

	Mean
	14.62
	13.60
	13.91
	14.25
	14.98
	15.29
	15.69
	2.46***
	-

	Median 
	15.28
	13.89
	13.89
	13.89
	16.67
	16.67
	16.67
	-
	2.78**

	STD
	9.97
	9.37
	9.69
	9.78
	10.15
	10.49
	10.34
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	44.44
	36.11
	36.11
	36.11
	41.67
	41.67
	44.44
	-
	-

	Panel 3.6: Human resources (%)

	Mean
	4.95
	4.49
	4.68
	4.74
	4.90
	5.29
	5.63
	-1.07***
	-

	Median 
	4.17
	4.17
	4.17
	4.17
	4.17
	4.17
	6.25
	-
	0.00***

	STD
	4.18
	3.87
	4.15
	4.08
	4.08
	4.44
	4.42
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	22.92
	16.67
	18.75
	18.75
	18.75
	22.92
	22.92
	-
	-
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Online Appendix 1 (Continued). Descriptive statistics of the risk disclosure index for all HEIs.           

	
	
All 
	
2009
	
2010
	
2011
	
2012
	
2013
	
2014
	Pre-1992 – Post-1992

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Mean Diff.
	Median Diff.

	Panel 3.7:  Major project risks (%)

	Mean
	6.10
	5.51
	5.60
	5.91
	6.15
	6.65
	6.79
	1.04**
	-

	Median 
	5.56
	5.56
	5.56
	5.56
	5.56
	5.56
	5.56
	-
	0.00

	STD
	5.39
	5.03
	5.03
	5.18
	5.32
	5.81
	5.90
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	25.00
	25.00
	22.22
	25.00
	25.00
	25.00
	25.00
	-
	-

	Panel 3.8: Legal risks (%)

	Mean
	13.88
	13.16
	13.33
	13.79
	14.19
	14.39
	14.42
	1.78***
	-

	Median 
	13.33
	13.33
	13.33
	13.33
	13.33
	13.33
	13.33
	-
	0.00

	STD
	8.84
	8.29
	8.91
	9.14
	9.30
	8.88
	8.60
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	46.67
	43.33
	46.67
	43.33
	43.33
	40.00
	33.33
	-
	-

	Panel 3.9: Reputational risks (%)

	Mean
	14.43
	13.51
	13.55
	13.99
	14.32
	15.10
	16.12
	1.11**
	-

	Median 
	14.58
	12.50
	12.50
	13.54
	14.58
	15.63
	16.67
	-
	2.09***

	STD
	7.14
	7.21
	7.18
	7.13
	7.18
	7.01
	6.91
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	1.04
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	1.04
	1.04
	-
	-

	Maximum
	35.42
	32.29
	32.29
	31.25
	31.25
	33.33
	35.42
	-
	-

	Panel 3.10: Health and safety (%)

	Mean
	4.28
	3.82
	4.13
	4.39
	4.42
	4.30
	4.62
	0.72*
	-

	Median 
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33
	-
	3.33**

	STD
	5.41
	5.18
	5.30
	5.50
	5.52
	5.41
	5.62
	-
	-

	Minimum
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	-
	-

	Maximum
	26.67
	26.67
	26.67
	26.67
	26.67
	26.67
	26.67
	-
	-

	Panel 4: Strategic risk sub-index (%)

	Mean
	16.91
	16.06
	16.30
	16.70
	17.10
	17.48
	17.84
	2.09***
	-

	Median 
	17.78
	16.67
	16.67
	16.67
	17.78
	17.78
	18.89
	-
	2.22***

	STD
	6.71
	6.86
	6.66
	6.61
	6.78
	6.92
	6.67
	-
	-

	Minimum
	2.22
	2.22
	2.22
	2.22
	3.33
	3.33
	3.33
	-
	-

	Maximum
	36.67
	33.33
	35.56
	30.00
	36.67
	35.56
	32.22
	-
	-


The reported evidence in the Online Appendix 1 indicates that risk disclosure levels have improved over time, which is consistent with the findings of previous studies conducted on HEIs (Fischer et al., 2010; Nelson et al., 2003). For example, the average risk disclosure levels were 16.31% in 2009 and increased to 18.41% in 2014, and this resulted in an overall increase of about 13% over the 2009-2014 period. Additionally, and in terms of the HERDI’s sub-indices, the Online Appendix 1 suggests similar low levels of risk disclosure with increasing patterns over time. For example, results reported in the Online Appendix 1 (panels 2 & 3) show that the average HEI financial risk disclosure (HEFRD) (operating risk disclosure – HEORD) score of 30.83% (12.66%), ranging from a minimum of 13.22% (3.21%) to a maximum of 50.00% (29.92%) is increasing steadily from 29.81% (11.63%) in 2009 to 31.69% (13.87%) in 2014, resulting in an overall increase of 6% (19%) in the level of risk disclosures over the 2009–2014 period. Further, the pattern of increases in HEI strategic risk disclosures (HESRD) is similar to those of HEFRD and HEORD. In addition, and as shown in the Online Appendix 1, we divided our sample based on their status into two groups (Pre-1992 and Post-1992) and run the Independent t and Mann-Whitney Tests to compute the mean and median differences among the two groups. The results of the two tests suggest that generally, pre-1992 institutions disclosed significantly higher levels of voluntary risk disclosures (HERDI) compared with their post-1992 counterparts[footnoteRef:4]. [4: We split our sample into Pre- and Post-1992 HEIs because prior studies (Boliver, 2015; Ntim et al., 2017; Raffe & Croxford, 2015) suggest that pre-92 HEIs tend to be larger in size, have  greater economic resources and well-established national and international reputation for the quality of their teaching and research than their post-1992 counterparts, and thus pre-1992 HEIs are, arguable, more motivated to commit to good practices, including those relating to risk disclosures, in order to maintain/develop good networks with powerful stakeholders (e.g., government, OfS, staff and students, including their unions, parents and alumni, national/international community) and gain access to crucial resources. However, and given that post-1992 HEIs tend to have less financial resources and lower national and international teaching and research ranking scores, compared to their pre-1992 counterparts (Boliver, 2015), this may increase the level of pressure on post-1992 HEIs to rather engage in greater risk disclosures in order to legitimise their operations/activities and win the support of powerful stakeholders. ] 



	Online Appendix 2. Descriptive analyses of HEIs governance quality index.                   

	
	
All 
	
2009
	
2010
	
2011
	
2012
	
2013
	
2014

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Panel 1:  Overall governance quality index (%)

	Mean
	40.02
	37.37
	38.96
	39.66
	40.46
	41.14
	42.51

	Median 
	40.00
	36.00
	39.00
	39.00
	40.00
	41.00
	42.00

	STD
	  9.20
	  8.91
	  9.12
	  9.12
	  8.78
	  9.22
	  9.34

	Minimum
	  8.00
	10.00
	  8.00
	  8.00
	10.00
	10.00
	10.00

	Maximum
	75.00
	56.00
	58.00
	60.00
	60.00
	70.00
	75.00

	Panel 2:  Social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement (%)

	Mean
	40.07
	31.87
	38.46
	40.05
	41.39
	42.74
	45.91

	Median 
	42.86
	28.57
	42.86
	42.86
	42.86
	42.86
	42.86

	STD
	21.30
	21.00
	21.75
	20.48
	19.97
	20.76
	21.54

	Minimum
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00

	Maximum
	100.00
	85.71
	100.00
	100.00
	85.71
	85.71
	100.00

	Panel 3:  Procedures/structures (%)

	Mean
	31.52
	29.17
	30.16
	31.13
	31.87
	32.69
	34.12

	Median 
	29.17
	29.17
	29.17
	29.17
	29.17
	33.33
	33.33

	STD
	11.85
	11.23
	11.73
	11.61
	11.32
	12.03
	12.69

	Minimum
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  4.17
	  4.17
	  4.17

	Maximum
	79.17
	58.33
	58.33
	66.67
	62.50
	70.83
	79.17

	Panel 4: Governing board (%)

	Mean
	52.65
	49.51
	51.66
	52.20
	53.47
	53.88
	55.21

	Median 
	55.56
	51.85
	55.56
	55.56
	55.56
	55.56
	55.56

	STD
	10.99
	11.42
	11.31
	11.52
	10.47
	10.57
	9.88

	Minimum
	14.81
	14.81
	14.81
	14.81
	18.52
	18.52
	18.52

	Maximum
	74.07
	70.37
	70.37
	74.07
	74.07
	74.07
	74.07

	Panel 5:  Performance evaluation, rewards and pay (%)

	Mean
	24.98
	23.23
	24.09
	24.67
	25.17
	25.84
	26.88

	Median 
	22.73
	22.73
	22.73
	22.73
	22.73
	22.73
	22.73

	STD
	13.04
	11.87
	12.24
	13.18
	13.35
	13.75
	13.70

	Minimum
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00

	Maximum
	72.73
	63.64
	68.18
	72.73
	72.73
	72.73
	72.73

	Panel 6:  Accounting, auditing and accountability (%)

	Mean
	49.67
	48.29
	48.89
	49.32
	49.70
	50.34
	51.45

	Median 
	50.00
	50.00
	50.00
	50.00
	50.00
	50.00
	50.00

	STD
	11.56
	11.22
	11.39
	11.52
	11.47
	11.52
	12.18

	Minimum
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  0.00
	  5.00
	  5.00
	  5.00

	Maximum
	75.00
	70.00
	70.00
	70.00
	70.00
	75.00
	75.00





Further, Panel 2 of Table 3 (in the main paper) and the Online Appendix 2 shows the descriptive analysis of the governance quality (HEGQI, GOVB, PROS, PERP, AAAC, and SERSE). Similar to the risk disclosures, Panel 2 of Table 3 indicates that governance quality varies substantially among all 117 UK HEIs. Similarly, the reported results in Table 3 (panel 2) and the Online Appendix 2 indicate that governance quality levels (HEGQI, GOVB, PROS, PERP, AAAC, and SERSE) are relatively low, and this is in line with the findings of prior HE studies (Bleiklie & Kogan, 2007; Dao, 2015). Additionally, and in line with the findings of Bleiklie and Kogan (2007), Panel 2 of Table 3 suggests that governance quality vary substantially among all 117 UK HEIs, with, for example, the HEGQI score ranges between 8% and 75% with an average (median) 40% of HEIs in UK comply with the 100 best governance recommendations investigated. Further, and consistent with the findings of Banks and Nelson (1994), the reported results in the Online Appendix 2 indicate that the UK HEIs governance quality have improved over time. For example, the average governance quality score was 37.37% in 2009 and increased to 42.51% in 2014, and this resulted in an overall increase of about 14% over the 2009-2014 period. Similarly, the vice-chancellor characteristics (VCControls) and general HEIs characteristic variables (HEIControls) contained in Table 3 (in the main paper) all depict wide variability in their distributions. 
Online Appendix 3 shows the correlation matrix for all variables in order to check for the existence of any multicollinearity problems. The results of Pearson and Spearman have been reported as a robustness check, and, crucially, both tests have similar correlation coefficients, implying that our data does not suffer from any serious non-linearity problems. Further, the highest VIF values for the regression model 1 of Table 4 is 2.454 (results are available upon request), suggesting that there is no serious multicollinearity problem among our examined variables (Chatterjee & Hadi, 2013). Additionally, we tested for linearity, homoscedasticity, normality, and autocorrelation and we did not detect any serious violations of these OLS assumptions. Furthermore, Online Appendix 3 reveals significant relationships among voluntary risk disclosure (HERDI), governance quality index (HEGQI), vice-chancellor characteristics and general HEIs characteristics. For instance, HERDI is positively related to HEGQI, senior management team size (SMTSZE), senior management team meetings (SMTM), Russell Group (RUSSG), HEI age (HEIAGE), HEI size (HEISZE) and leverage (LEVE). In contrast, the HERDI is negatively related to senior management team diversity (SMTGED), vice-chancellor academic discipline (VCACD) and the proportion of income from funding councils (IFUNDC). There is, however, no evidence that vice-chancellor (VC) age (VCAGE), VC gender (VCGEN), VC tenure (VCTEN), growth (GRTH), financial risk (FRISK) and liquidity (LIQUD) have any statistically significant impact on the HERDI, until we have done so within a multivariate regression framework.


	Online Appendix 3. Bivariate correlations for all UK higher education institutions.

	[bookmark: _Hlk74820379]Variable
	HERDI
	HEGQI
	SMTSZE
	SMTGED
	SMTM
	VCAGE
	VCGEN
	VCACD
	VCTEN
	RUSSG
	HEISZE
	HEIAGE
	GRTH
	IFUNDC
	FRISK
	LIQUD
	LEVE

	HERDI
	
	0.386***
	0.224***
	-0.152***
	0.331***
	-0.050
	-0.003
	-0.053
	0.003
	0.326***
	0.342***
	0.253***
	-0.015
	-0.270
	0.042
	-0.083**
	0.097**

	HEGQI
	0.389***
	
	0.070*
	0.001
	0.025
	-0.110***
	0.013
	0.018
	0.032
	-0.058
	0.026
	-0.008
	-0.053
	0.100***
	0.090**
	0.022
	0.018

	SMTSZE
	0.222***
	0.078**
	
	0.008
	-0.175***
	-0.041
	0.047
	-0.057
	-0.140***
	0.253***
	0.190***
	0.141***
	-0.013
	-0.099**
	-0.087**
	-0.052
	-0.055

	SMTGED
	-0.151***
	0.018
	-0.001
	
	-0.102**
	0.094**
	0.017
	0.020
	0.066
	-0.151***
	-0.022
	-0.013
	-0.035
	-0.010
	-0.059
	-0.088**
	-0.049

	SMTM
	0.223***
	-0.061
	-0.116**
	-0.150***
	
	0.044
	-0.089**
	0.130***
	0.042
	0.128***
	0.135***
	-0.037
	0.094**
	-0.063
	0.009
	-0.007
	0.133***

	VCAGE
	-0.017
	-0.027
	-0.047
	0.068*
	0.024
	
	0.057
	0.030
	0.383***
	0.157***
	0.143***
	0.144***
	0.032
	-0.280***
	-0.040
	0.017
	-0.013

	VCGEN
	-0.005
	0.038
	0.063*
	0.011
	-0.060
	0.057
	
	0.058
	-0.065
	0.081**
	0.127***
	0.060
	-0.041
	-0.108***
	0.061
	-0.060
	-0.095**

	VCACD
	-0.064*
	0.010
	-0.070*
	0.010***
	0.132***
	0.049
	0.065*
	
	-0.001
	-0.098***
	-0.194***
	-0.049
	0.052
	0.094**
	0.068*
	0.030
	-0.014

	VCTEN
	0.018
	0.070*
	-0.162***
	0.066***
	0.001
	0.355***
	-0.064
	0.015
	
	-0.021
	0.039
	0.018
	0.065
	-0.183***
	0.000
	0.073*
	-0.012

	RUSSG
	0.346***
	-0.044
	0.234***
	-0.147***
	0.078*
	0.154***
	0.081**
	-0.116***
	-0.032
	
	0.587***
	0.433***
	0.038
	-0.300***
	-0.110***
	-0.017
	-0.043

	HEISZE
	0.338***
	0.063*
	0.189***
	-0.010
	0.040
	0.140***
	0.114***
	-0.121**
	0.049
	0.511***
	
	0.397***
	-0.027
	-0.427***
	-0.082**
	-0.051
	0.069*

	HEIAGE
	0.275***
	0.006
	0.186***
	-0.009
	-0.152***
	0.099***
	0.048
	-0.100***
	-0.031
	0.421***
	0.297***
	
	0.023
	-0.420***
	-0.071*
	-0.119***
	-0.105***

	GRTH
	-0.011
	-0.060
	-0.018
	-0.060
	0.069
	0.013
	-0.035
	0.043
	0.042
	0.025
	-0.054
	0.023
	
	0.001
	0.010
	0.045
	0.089**

	IFUNDC
	-0.278***
	0.063*
	-0.089**
	-0.018
	-0.097**
	-0.268***
	-0.120***
	0.083**
	-0.166***
	-0.285***
	-0.386***
	-0.384***
	0.026
	
	0.029
	0.046
	-0.071*

	FRISK
	0.009
	0.050
	-0.043
	-0.074*
	-0.011
	-0.039
	0.064*
	0.060
	0.006
	-0.120***
	-0.120***
	-0.081**
	-0.005
	-0.002
	
	0.042
	0.025

	LIQUD
	-0.041
	0.028
	-0.067*
	-0.092**
	0.045
	0.017
	-0.069*
	0.038
	0.067
	-0.021
	-0.027
	-0.093**
	0.020
	0.031
	0.044
	
	0.011

	LEVE
	0.082**
	0.007
	-0.026
	-0.037
	0.134***
	-0.040
	-0.098**
	-0.020
	-0.013
	-0.027
	0.071*
	-0.146***
	0.111***
	-0.065*
	0.050
	0.022
	

	Parametric coefficients are reported in the lower left side of the able, whereas non-parametric coefficients are presented in the top right side of the Online Appendix.
Please see Table 2 (in the main paper) for variable definitions.
*** Significance at the 1% level (p<0.01).
** Significance at the 5% level (p<0.05).
* Significance at the 10% level (p<0.10).



	Online Appendix 4. HEIs risk disclosure index (HERDI)[footnoteRef:5] [5: We note that whilst it is possible for risk management disclosures in annual reports to be different from actual practice, we took steps to ensure that the HERDI is reflective of actual risk management practices in the sampled HEIs as much as possible. For example, we interviewed 23 key executives from a representative sample of 6 UK HEIs, including finance directors, audit committee chairs and members, internal and external auditors, governing board secretaries and managers of risk registers to ensure that the items reflect actual practice. More broadly, coding risk disclosures in annual reports is a rigorously established area of accounting research, which has been found to be reflective of actual corporate practice (Feng et al., 2019; Harris et al., 2015; Harris & Neely, 2021; Ntim et al., 2013). We made every effort to ensure that our HERDI is valid and reliable measure for risk disclosures. For example, the coding process has been done over two rounds. In the first round, three independent coders coded risk disclosures for an initial sample of 10 HEIs and discussed coded items and categorises. In the second round, the three coders have removed any duplication in the included items and corrected any inconsistency in the coding process. A further 10 HEIs were coded and no major inconsistencies or mistakes were identified by the three coders, which implied that our index is valid and reliable measure for risk disclosures.] 


	Theme
	HERDI item: disclosure/information on
	Item source(s)
	Score range
	Total score 

	1. Financial risks (HEFRD)
	1.1 Interest rate risk.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	174

	
	1.2 Exchange rate risk.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	1.3 Commodities risk.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	1.4 Liquidity risk.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	1.5 Credit/default risk.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	1.6 Capital risk (adequacy/insolvency)
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.7 Equity price risk
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	1.8 Derivatives
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	1.9 VC remuneration/bonus/employee pension commitments
	HEFCE (2001a, 2005)
	0-6
	

	
	1.10 Pay of employees earning above £100,000
	HEFCE (2001a, 2005)
	0-6
	

	
	1.11 Senior management remuneration/bonus/employee pension commitments.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	1.12 HEFCE/government funding policy/real income.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.13 Diversification of Funding sources div
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.14 Meeting HEFCE contract targets.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.15 Budgetary control mechanism.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.16 Liabilities.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.17 Major contracts (i.e., NHS).
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.18 Financial loss.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.19 Financial fraud policy.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.20 Audit Committee. 
	CUC (2008); HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.21 Finance Committee.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.22 Bidding ability.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.23 Staff costs.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.24 Expenditure.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.25 Insurance.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	1.26 Income generation.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	1.27 Understanding of financial parameters by managers/governors.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	1.28 Value-for-money: effectiveness, efficiency and economy.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	1.29 Pension costs.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	2. Operational risks (HEORD)
	2.1 Business environment risks

	
	2.1.1 management/leadership and governance.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
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	2.1.2 Business ethics/corruption.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.3 Off balance sheet/contingent assets and liabilities.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.4 Stock/service obsolescence/shrinkage.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.5 Sourcing/raw material.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.6 Production/product development.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.7 Product/service failure.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.8 League table.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.9 Student career paths/destinations. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.10 Commercial contacts.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.11 Risk management training for consulting staff.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.12 Internal environment.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.13 External environment.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.14 Business processes & procedures/operations.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.15 Equal opportunities.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.16 Compliance.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.17 Non/financial reporting/disclosure/communication.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.1.18 Internal audit & control.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.2 Governance risks

	
	2.2.1 Disclosure of risk management policies/board statement/responsibilities.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
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	2.2.2 Disclosure of risk governance/committee existence.
	HEFCE (2001b); LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.2.3 Disclosure of risk committee composition.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	2.2.4 Risk committee chairperson independence.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	2.2.5 Disclosure of risk committee members' meetings attendance.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	2.2.6 Disclosure of risk committee remit.
	HEFCE (2005)
	0-6
	

	
	2.2.7 Risk register.
	HEFCE (2001a, 2005)
	0-6
	

	
	2.2.8 Disclosure of risk committee membership.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	2.3 Student experience risks

	
	2.3.1 Range and structure of offered courses.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
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	2.3.2 Teaching quality.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.3.3 Students quality.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.3.4 Student academic assessment procedures.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.3.5 Local community/campus location.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.3.6 Meeting changing expectations/needs of students. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.4 IT and information risks

	
	2.4.1 Quality of the IT infrastructure. 
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
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	2.4.2 IT disaster.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.4.3 Student management information. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.4.4 Network safety/security. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.4.5 Compliance with data protection act. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.5 Facilities and estate risks

	
	2.5.1 Use of existing space.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
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	2.5.2 E&F safety and security. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.5.3 E&F project management.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.5.4 Compliance with statutory requirements.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.5.5 Student accommodation.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.5.6 Property deterioration.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.6 Staffing risks

	
	2.6.1 Staff intake and retention.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
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	2.6.2 Intake and retention of specialist non-academic staff.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.6.3 Integrity/ management & employee fraud.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.6.4 Adherence with employment legislation and standards of good practices. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.6.5 Staff capability.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.6.6 Staff appraisal.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.6.7 Staff development system. 
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.6.8 Staff Support mechanisms.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.7 Major project risks
	

	
	2.7.1 Project appraisal and approval system. 
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	36

	
	2.7.2 Project delivery.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.7.3 Programme management.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.7.4 Post project evaluation. 
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.7.5 Academic research misconduct: academic dishonesty.
	LFHE (2009); HECFE (2001a, 2005)
	0-6
	

	
	2.7.6 Academic research misconduct: unethical research.
	LFHE (2009); HECFE (2001a, 2005)
	0-6
	

	
	2.8 Legal risks

	
	2.8.1 ‘for Profit’ activities. 
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	30

	
	2.8.2 Autonomy of academic staff.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.8.3 Subsidiary companies.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	2.8.4 Competition/proprietary/copyright.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.8.5 Disclosure of Intellectual property.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9 Reputational risks

	
	2.9.1 Reputation/goodwill/image/brand name.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	96

	
	2.9.2 Consideration to student feedback/ national student survey.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.3 Link with unions.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.4 Links with overseas institutions. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.5 Research output.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.6 Research Assessment Exercise.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.7 Research Supervision Procedures.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.8 Quality control procedures.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.9 Securing research funding.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.10 Student intake.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.11 Policy/procedure to manage publicity.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.12 Policy to respond press comments.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.13 Regular press review.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.14 Public relations staff.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.15 Marketing/customer satisfaction/boycott.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.9.16 Social contribution/community support.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.10 Health and safety

	
	2.10.1 Health and safety policies/procedures.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	30

	
	2.10.2 Health and safety committee.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.10.3 Health and safety compliance. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.10.4 Health and safety training schemes. 
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	2.10.5 Health and safety expertise.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	

	3. Strategic risks (HESRD)
	3.1 Sovereign/politics.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
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	3.2 Regulation.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	3.3 Taxation.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	3.4 GDP growth/market demand/aggregate demand.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	3.5 Unemployment rate.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	3.6 Money supply/quantitative easing.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	3.7 Economic changes/impact (e.g., Oil price changes, financial crisis, Inflation rate).
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	3.8 Public/budget deficit.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	3.9 Interest rate.
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	3.10 National and international terrorism
	Ntim et al. (2013)
	0-6
	

	
	3.11 Disaster.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	3.12 Governance changes/regulations.
	HEFCE (2001b)
	0-6
	

	
	3.13 Growth strategy.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	3.14 Investment strategy.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	
	3.15 Opportunity cost of non-choices.
	LFHE (2009)
	0-6
	

	Total 
	127 Risk Disclosure Items
	762

	Procedure of scoring: 
Score will be incremented with the addition of following bits of information:
0: No risk disclosures. 
1: Past/backward looking/historical information. 
2: Future/forward looking information.
3: Bad/negative news information.
4: Good/positive news information. 
5: Qualitative/non-monetary information. 
6: Quantitative/monetary information.













	Online Appendix 5. HEIs governance quality index (HEGQI)

	Theme
	Item: disclosure/information on
	Items source(s)
	Score range
	Total Score

	1. Governing board (GOVB)
	1.1 Board meetings (at least four times in a financial year).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
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	1.2 Statement of board primary responsibility.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.3 Chairperson independence.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.4 Board members are sensitive to views of others, question intelligently, discuss constructively and make decisions for the best of their instructions.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.5 Compliance with the good governance guideline/code issued by the committee of university chairs.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.6 Governors’ classification into independent(lay) and non-independent (non-lay) members.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1


	

	
	1.7 Ethnic and gender diversity of the board.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.8 Diversity among governors (e.g., age, experience, educational background, expertise) to avoid groupthink along legal/moral expectation.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.9 Regular participation of staff members and students.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.10 The positions of governing board chairperson and VC and separated.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.11 Governing board size (not more than 25 members).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1

	

	
	1.12 Governing board independence (majority of members are independent (lay) governors).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.13 Membership of the governing board.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.14 Record of meetings’ attendance for board members.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	1.15 Quorum requirements for meetings.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	1.16 Non-quoration meeting procedures.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	1.17 Sharing accountability and responsibility for institutional success among board members.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	1.18 Sharing accountability and responsibility for governance, internal control and risk management among board members. 
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	1.19 Frequent review of the delegated authority of the accountable officer by the board.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.20 Ethical policy.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.21 Whistleblowing policy.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.22 Institutional practices and policies are measured against the sector and external benchmarks. 
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.23 Strategic plan.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.24 Governing board evaluation of a HEI sustainability, including KPIs on external impact and financial sustainability.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.25 Understanding/respecting academic freedom principles by the board.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.26 Diversity and equality policy.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	1.27 Governors’ responsibilities, experience and biographical details.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	2. Procedures/structures (PROS)
	2.1 Review of procedures to ensure that the institution comply with regulations/laws.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
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	2.2 Review of procedures to ensure that public resources/fund are effectively used.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.3 Review of procedures to manage conflicts of interests and ensure high standard behaviour among members.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.4 Succession planning policy for the orderly succession of members.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.5 Re-elections of members are based on satisfactory performance.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.6 Term of office of members.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.7 Pay packages of senior offices (e.g., VC).
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.8 Review of procedures to ensure that governing board and committees are supplied with timely and relevant information. 
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.9 Review of procedures to ensure that new members are provided with appropriate trainings. 
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.10 The existence of formal procedures that allow members to access independent legal advice.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.11 The existence of the office of HEI/board secretary.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	2.12 Procedures to ensure the operation of student associations/unions in accountable, fair and financially sustainable manner.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	2.13 Appropriate procedures are in place to ensure the continuation of the business in the absence of the chairperson.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	2.14 Students play integral role in teaching quality enhancement.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.15 Responsibilities/duties/roles of governing board and its committees. 
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	2.16 Nomination committee existence. 

	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.17 Nomination committee composition (consists of at least three independent (lay) members, board chairperson, senior academic and the head of institution). 
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.18 Independent (lay) board member chairs the nomination committee. 
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.19 Membership of nomination committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.20 Record of meetings’ attendance for nomination committee members.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.21 Terms of references of the nomination committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.22 Evaluation of the committee performance and effectiveness.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.23 Nomination committee meetings (at least four times in a financial year).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	2.24 Staff members and students are represented in the committee.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	3. Performance evaluation, rewards & pay (PERP) 
 
	3.1 Evaluation of VC/principal/provost performance and effectiveness. 
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
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	3.2 Evaluation of board’s chairperson performance and effectiveness. 
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.3 Evaluation of board/individual members performance and effectiveness.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.4 Evaluation of board committees’ performance and effectiveness.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	3.5 Institutional performance and effectiveness are measured against the HE code and the statutory responsibility.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	3.6 Annual review of the governance structures along with intuitions KPIs.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.7 Evaluation of governance structures’ performance/effectiveness is externally facilitated at least once every five years.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.8 Remuneration committee existence.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.9 Remuneration committee composition (consists of at least three independent (lay) members, board chairperson and independent (lay) lay treasurer).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.10 Independent (lay) board member chairs the remuneration committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.11 Membership of remuneration committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.12 Record of meetings’ attendance for remuneration committee members.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.13 Terms of reference of remuneration committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.14 Remuneration committee meetings (at least two times in a financial year).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.15 Evaluation of the committee performance and effectiveness.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.16 Reviewing of committee members’ capability.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	3.17 Independent review of senior management pay and terms of employment.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	3.18 Regular review of procedures/structures that ensure appropriate pay to staff and management. 
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	3.19 Institutional goals/interests are considered alongside the safeguarding of public funds and public interest.
	CUC (2014)
	0-1
	

	
	3.20 Policy framework on remunerations is set based on the funding bodies’ guidance.
	CUC (2015)
	0-1
	

	
	3.21 Governing body annually evaluate the performance of their institutions in achieving long- and short-term objectives of their institutions.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	3.22 Philosophy and procedures of senior management pay.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	4. Accounting, auditing and accountability (AAAC)



	4.1 Audit committee existence.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
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	4.2 Audit committee composition (consists of at least three independent (lay) members).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.3 Independent (lay) board member chairs the audit committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.4 Membership of audit committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.5 Record of meetings’ attendance for audit committee members.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.6 Terms of reference of audit committee.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.7 Evaluation of the committee performance and effectiveness.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.8 Existence of sound/sufficient internal control system.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.9 Risk management/governance procedures and principles. 
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.10 Existence of sound and we-re-sourced internal audit unit.
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.11 Internal audit function.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	4.12 Statement on the status of an intuition’ going concern
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.13 Financial expertise (at least 1 member of the audit committee has relevant and recent experience in auditing, accounting or finance).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.14 Audit committee meetings (at least four times in a financial year).
	CUC (2009); CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	4.15 Annual reports present balanced and understandable information.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	4.16 Governing board responsibility for preparing institutional accounts and reports.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	4.17 Compliance with good governance principles (Nolan Principles).
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	4.18 Compliance and fulfilment of funding council requirements
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	4.19 Governing board reviews the capability of audit committee to ensure that appropriate actions are taken by the committee in relation to financial risk management/governance.
	
	0-1
	

	
	4.20 Roles, responsibilities and terms of reference of audit committee are agreed by the board.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	5. Social, environmental responsibility and stakeholders’ engagement (SERSE)
	5.1 Channels of communication with influential stakeholders.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	7

	
	5.2 Health and safety of employees.
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	5.3 Environmental responsibilities, polices and performance.
	CUC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	5.4 Social investments, responsibilities and support to the local community. 
	CUC (2008)
	0-1
	

	
	5.5 Support to the national community.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	5.6 Support to the international community.
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	
	5.7 Alumni involvement, activities and participation. 
	CSC (2013)
	0-1
	

	Total
	100 Governance Quality Items
	100
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