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Abstract: Of all the resources and capabilities that have a well-established impact on decision-making,
information stands out. With the advent of the digital economy, organizations have been making
significant information and communication technology (ICT) investments, but the empirical evidence
of the impact of these investments on business outcomes has been inconsistent. This article studies
the conditions that disclosed information resources and ICT must fulfil in order to become a source of
sustainable competitive advantage in tourism organizations. The results point to the need to identify
distinct financial and non-financial information dimensions, distinguished according to their direct
potential for creating and maintaining competitive advantages through the improvement in relations
with various stakeholders.

Keywords: information asymmetries; information technologies; digitization; reputation; financing
capacity; stakeholders

1. Introduction

Information is an essential ingredient in ensuring that stakeholders place trust in a firm,
thus providing the firm with a market, capital and legitimacy. A critical point in this regard
is symmetry in the distribution of information among agents. Asymmetric information,
defined as the situation in which one of the parties involved in a transaction has different
information than the other about what has been negotiated, has been recognized as a key
element of the agency problem [1]. Digitization is another force that has been linked to
information asymmetries, usually in the context of highlighting its positive contribution
to creating more transparent markets [2]. However, the effect of information asymmetries
on the competitive dynamics of the markets has received very little attention. At most,
the resource-based view (RBV) has shown the benefits of investing in information assets
which have the characteristics of strategic factors and which help increase the information
asymmetries in real markets in order to exploit competitive advantages [3,4]. This approach
thus focuses on information asymmetries between competitors and above all on undisclosed
information. However, there is still a significant gap in the understanding of the competitive
impact of the heterogeneous distribution of information to stakeholders and the actions
undertaken to improve the transparency of the information about the firm in market and
non-market environments. This article examines the effects of information asymmetries
versus information transparency on the competitive strength of the firm. To that end, it
centres on the wealth of tacit knowledge and the digital structure of the different types of
disclosed information.

Modern society calls for firms to show an ever-stronger commitment to information
transparency, leading to wholesale structural change [2]. A more transparent firm needs
appropriate reporting systems that transmit the required information about its strategies,
practices, and outcomes in the broader context of its business strategy and social and
environmental responsibility, to related interest groups [5]. There is an extensive literature

Sustainability 2022, 14, 6977. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14126977 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

https://doi.org/10.3390/su14126977
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8273-8548
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7479-7268
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14126977
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su14126977?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2022, 14, 6977 2 of 18

that studies the independent effects of information practices on business outcomes but
not their comparative effects. The first contribution made by this paper is to present new
empirical evidence for the value-creation potential of the information a firm discloses to
external stakeholders, to distinguish this information according to its nature and intensity,
and highlight the central role that corporate reputation plays in this process.

Along with the call for greater information transparency, the adequacy and reliability
of disclosed financial information has been questioned [6–9]. Given the loss of relevance
of the financial information disclosed in compliance with legal obligations, firms have
come under pressure to provide additional, non-financial information to meet the various
demands of the different stakeholders [10]. This social demand for more non-financial
information has centred first on extending the financial-related information in the public
registries [11,12], before seeking to bolster the corporate and institutional information that
the firm distributes via various media, as well as the conversations it has over the internet.
However, there is still a notable lack of understanding of the impact on competitiveness
and performance resulting from this increase in non-financial information disclosed by
firms. This research clarifies the different strategic value of financial and non-financial
information disclosure practices. Specifically, this study adds another variable to the
collection of explanatory variables for financing capacity; namely, the types of information
that reduce the information asymmetries between the firm and the suppliers of capital.

The debate on the issue of information has been amplified by the transition from
the industrial era to the information age [13]. The penetration of the broad spectrum of
information and communication technologies (ICTs) has led to intense intra- and inter-
organizational information flows, and has therefore, been associated with improving market
transparency and efficiency [2]. However, few studies have addressed the consequences
of this fact at a strategic level: in an environment of perfect information, it is impossible
to achieve the sustainable competitive advantages that yield economic rents [14]. A basic
reading of the RBV indicates that perfect market transparency is an obstacle to achieving
competitive advantage, whereas imperfect transparency offers an ideal field for creating
it. ICT alone is not sufficient to convert information asymmetries into competitive asym-
metries. A firm’s efforts to protect its information assets that are key to its competitive
positioning in the markets [15] lead to applications that are harder to access, and thus
to markets becoming more complex and less transparent, despite the intensity of the in-
formation flows that pass through them. Competitive asymmetries are, therefore, linked
to firms’ possession of complementary, co-specialized and hard-to-replicate sets of resources,
used to form information management capabilities (IMC). The third contribution this study
makes to the literature is the finding that the digitization of non-standardized corporate
reporting could be behind the creation of favourable digital gaps for firms with a better
endowment of these capabilities, which they can exploit to improve their reputation and
achieve competitive advantages.

Advanced digitization, therefore, gives rise to a paradox since it can simultaneously
foster information transparency and information asymmetry. The present study posits that
the problem initially arises from overlooking the broad range of information asset types,
whose strategic value and effect on market transparency depend on their very nature [16].
Indeed, the final relevant contribution of this paper is to propose a taxonomy of the types of
disclosed corporate information and to carry out a comparative analysis of their potential
to improve competitive strength.

The structure of the Spanish tourism industry is highly fragmented in terms of market
share. Therefore, given that the Spanish tourism industry a world leader, the keys to
success do not lie in size but in competitive strategies that generate sustainable competitive
advantages based on intangibles and innovation. The incorporation of ICT in the tourism
industry has led to important structural changes in the business models of its leading
companies, turning information management into a source of competitive advantage for
tourism firms. This transformation was accelerated with the outbreak of COVID-19 in
2019, which motivated the tourism client to search for companies with better relationships
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through digital platforms that allow them to reduce risks and improve the shopping
experience [17]. This is particularly relevant given the intense nature of the tourist product
as an asset of experience [15] where competitive advantages arise from the informational
asymmetries between the firm and the client.

2. Theoretical Framework & Hypotheses

Corporate information is defined as information disseminated outside of the firm in
order to comply with regulatory obligations, to secure legitimacy and confidence, and to
achieve social, public and political support for its activities [16]. Three levels of corporate
information can be identified according to the stakeholders it addresses and the channels
it uses:

(1) Non-Standardized Corporate Information (NSCI) is communicated in a discretionary
manner by the company and focuses on primary or secondary stakeholders that may
affect the organization’s results.

(2) Standardized Corporate Information (SCI) is public information contained in standard-
ized formats (e.g., quality certificates) and which is focused primarily on secondary
stakeholders who are especially qualified to interpret specialized information.

(3) Accountability Information (ACI) is directed to public registry agencies for accounting
information, whose purpose is to compile and disseminate financial information on
companies in order to achieve greater transparency in capital markets.

This classification identifies different information categories with different poten-
tial as a source of competitive advantage, depending on their position along the datum-
information-knowledge continuum [16]. The asset with the lowest strategic value is the
datum. The greatest wealth of data is found in ACI. As we move on to SCI, the data content
reduces compared with the informational and cognitive content. The data content reaches
its lowest value in the NSCI, which is the richest in tacit knowledge.

The analysis framework provided by the RBV points to information asymmetries and
the imperfect transparency of competitive advantage [4,18] as the key cause of compet-
itive asymmetries. It thus emphasizes the strategic value of classified information as a
source of information asymmetries as such information has the characteristics to generate
and sustain competitive advantages; it also emphasizes the obstacle to them posed by
transparent markets. There is a limitation to this transparency-information asymmetry
paradox resulting from state-of-the-art ICT; namely, it does not take into account the po-
tential effects that improved information transparency can have on a firm’s competitive
position, under the premise that it incorporates perfect markets and market transparency,
and therefore, does not offer opportunities for competitive advantage. This consideration
does not address the compliance and agency problems that may arise with the absence of
information transparency.

Compliance problems have traditionally been defined as those resulting from the
irregular, insufficient or erroneous provision of legally-required information. However, the
concept of compliance goes beyond legal compliance to cover prevention and observance of
other non-legal standards which a firm has adopted voluntarily but which, once accepted,
entail periodic audit processes to verify the firm’s adherence. This is the case with ISO
standards, environmental standards, ethical codes, corporate governance codes and other
process management and monitoring protocols [19]. These initiatives oblige companies to
report their practices and results, which are periodically analysed and validated, as a form
of moral compliance. Thus, compliance fits within an overall transparency policy, which
should lead to the implementation of corporate information management practices, such as
those included in the SCI category. Organizational compliance is thus influenced by the
SCI disclosed by the firm.

In turn, agency problems can arise when the agent hides behind the lack of informa-
tion transparency in order to evade their obligation to serve the interests of the principal
in the best way possible, rather than pursuing of their own ends [20,21]. These are, there-
fore, situations that may occur when the principal contracts an agent under asymmetric
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information conditions [21]. The risk of agency problems can be mitigated by, among other
measures, information practices targeted at stakeholders to ensure control over the agent
by means of symmetric information and the effectiveness of incentives to align the interests
of the two parties in the contract. Agency costs will thus be determined by the stock of
information assets of the three identified categories (NSCI, SCI and ACI).

The increased amount of information disclosed by a firm to stakeholders who do
not have access to classified information—whether they be investors and regulators (ACI,
NSCI), or institutions that monitor the quality of its processes, products and management
systems (SCI)—can reduce compliance and agency problems. The greater information
transparency between a firm and these pressure groups, which provide essential assets for
the development of the business, can help it to acquire quality resources and capabilities
of limited transferability in transactions where there is a high degree of uncertainty about
the convergence of interests and questionable confidence in the integrity of the agent.
Information transparency with the stakeholders can thus bring about indirect positive
effects on a firm’s competitive strength through the capabilities based on compliance and
the avoidance of agency problems.

The primary manifestation of the stakeholders’ assessment of a firm to which they
are linked is its reputation [22,23]. Corporate reputation is an intangible asset built on
the information that external interest groups glean about the company [24–26], as well
as the ability of the organization to meet their expectations [27,28]. The literature has
extensively studied the positive influence that a firm’s social responsibility information has
on corporate reputation, thanks to the improvement in the customers’ attitude towards
it [29–32]. However, what remains unknown is the impact on corporate reputation of dif-
ferent types of external information resources which may present heterogeneous potential
for competitive value.

NSCI is a key factor in building the corporate reputation defined in a firm’s com-
munication strategy as it is the way to minimize the agency costs caused by information
asymmetries with stakeholders. Recipients include both primary and secondary stakehold-
ers. Most notable among the former are the clients. A strong component of the tourist
product is its experiential attributes, whereby consumers’ value judgements are formed
only after having received the provision of the service [33] precisely because of its nature as
a service firm [34]. The client’s ex ante unfamiliarity with some of the characteristics of the
product is the source of information asymmetries with the seller, who has full information;
this could create an adverse selection problem, resulting in the supply of products of lower
quality [35], damaging client confidence and impeding sustainable growth [36]. A firm does
have some means of preventing adverse selection problems; for example, it can complement
the market information with information related to other processes and activities in order to
build an integrated, coherent image that focuses on the aspects the firm wants to highlight
for strategic reasons, thus alleviating clients’ uncertainty about the products sold [37].
Conversely, the secondary stakeholders form their perception of the firm exclusively from
information circulating through external channels, and that which the organization itself
discloses voluntarily or under obligation. Societal demand for increased information trans-
parency has made it obligatory to ensure the visibility of corporate behaviour and results
both through traditional channels as well as via the internet [38]. Stakeholders’ moral credit
and trust in firms requires the disclosure of relevant and accurate information that goes
beyond accounting obligations to include social and environmental impacts [39], as well as
the establishment of effective mechanisms for stakeholders to access said information [40].

The variety of recipients explains why a firm disseminates its NSCI through those
channels where it can customize its message and tailor it to the needs of specific audiences.
When using these channels, the recipient does not generally need to have any specific
knowledge as it is the firm itself that breaks down the information into an understandable
and easily interpretable format. A case in point is the dissemination of information through
the firm’s corporate website or through electronic advertising and promotion channels. In
any case, digitization plays a major role in the ability of this information to create value. The
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digitization of processes has radically transformed the way in which companies interact
with consumers, with a growing presence of new digital corporate communication spaces
and greater efforts to ensure the effective development of digitized messages. These changes
have created unprecedented opportunities to optimize the customer’s experience. No less
significant are the changes in how consumers find and consume these messages, along with
the transformation of analogue documentation to digital format and the proliferation of new
applications based on cloud computing services or social networks. The possibilities offered
by ICT enable not only the optimal management of the relationships with the entire value
chain, but also the creation of a unique, coherent digital corporate image, the extraction
of information from customers and markets, and the conversion of that information into
useful knowledge for the firm’s service, processes and product portfolio. As a result,
NSCI based on integrated digitization of the firm’s image, visibility, responsibility, ethical
issues and content (branding) will significantly increase the effectiveness of the information
messages sent by the firm to its external stakeholders. The following hypothesis can thus
be formulated:

Hypothesis 1. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through NSCI
using advanced digitization, and corporate reputation.

A good corporate reputation, in addition to being a rare and valuable intangible asset
in all markets, is a strategic asset that is inimitable, non-substitutable and displays imperfect
mobility; it thus combines all the properties needed to create and sustain a competitive
advantage [41]. This positive contribution is reinforced if we take into account the fact that
a firm’s reputation is usually interpreted as an indicator of the underlying quality of its
products, and that this perception of superior quality may allow a premium price to be
set [42–44]. The following hypothesis can therefore be proposed:

Hypothesis 2. There is a positive relationship between corporate reputation and competitive
strength.

The integrated digitization of NSCI not only provides a springboard for improving
corporate reputation, it also calls for, alongside technological familiarity with new tools,
the development of new digital and analytical capabilities. In other words, in today’s
world, a good reputation requires the deployment of new capabilities, without which the
application of ICT is entirely ineffective. Indeed, the hypothesis of complementarity and
co-specialization [45–49] holds that ICT can provide the basis for sustainable competitive
advantages when combined with other resources that are complementary, co-specialized
and hard to replicate, as together they form idiosyncratic capabilities that are difficult
to imitate.

The concept of information management capability (IMC) [45] is an important con-
tribution to the analysis of the strategic value of information [50]. This capability refers
to the set of valuable ICT-based resources, as well as to a firm’s ability to deploy these
resources in human, managerial and organizational capabilities, usually in a coordinated
way, to develop tasks or activities and to effectively manage information both internal
and external to the organization. In the case of corporate reporting, a company that has
implemented advanced digital NSCI systems and that manages to use these systems to
ensure the salience of its corporate reputation in the market will have already successfully
resolved the need to accumulate complementary and co-specialized resources. Among
this set of resources that make NSCI a form of IMC are the digital solutions for managing
client relations and corporate communication, as well as the firm’s accumulated explicit
and tacit knowledge about products, prices, customers and markets. The transformation
of NSCI into an IMC suggests that this information flow may be a source of competitive
advantages. Therefore, we can postulate the existence of a direct positive effect of NSCI on
competitive strength.

Corporate reputation is an intangible asset that is also built on the information issued
by secondary stakeholders who develop their own campaigns that can work together or
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interfere with the corporate information issued by a firm. In other words, there is tacit
knowledge distributed among different actors which a firm does not control and which can
even cancel out the positive contributions to a firm’s competitive strength resulting from
information transparency with the market. Therefore, a firm that manages to transform
its NSCI into an IMG may have gained the capacity to influence its entire network of
external stakeholders. This would allow it to effectively manage the interpretation of the
information it discloses, reinforce trust in the reliability of that information, and widely
broadcast the positive assessments expressed by opinion-makers among a large group of
followers. Cultivating this credibility requires complex efforts over an extended period of
time to demonstrate the honesty of the firm and the reliability of its products. In light of
the above arguments, an additional hypothesis can be proposed:

Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through NSCI
and competitive strength, which is partially mediated by corporate reputation.

One aim of standardized corporate information (SCI) is to monitor firms’ regulatory
compliance and the administration of accreditation seals and logos for certain certifications.
Therefore, the extent of the SCI provided is directly related to a firm’s degree of compliance.
In this case, the format of the message is not discretionary; rather the firm is obliged to
comply with information requirements stipulated in predefined structures, contents, and
production and disclosure processes. Nevertheless, certification can lead to a substantial
competitive difference. With SCI incorporated into quality certification, a firm is essentially
buying from the certifier an indisputable reputation that it cannot by itself offer to its
clients. Certification thus becomes an efficient way of solving the problem of information
asymmetry stemming from a product’s confidence attributes. A firm will adopt SCI
practices that enjoy a wider social consensus, as it believes they confer greater legitimacy
by better satisfying the expectations of the relevant groups [51]. In light of the above, the
following hypothesis can be formulated:

Hypothesis 4. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through the SCI
and corporate reputation.

Conversely, no significant direct relationship is expected between SCI and a firm’s
competitive position. The information reported by a firm to publicize its legal responsibil-
ity and its compliance with the commitments required for certification and disseminate
information about its economic, social and environmental responsibility may positively
influence corporate reputation. However, without this improvement to its reputation,
signalling the quality of corporate behaviour does not offer the firm sufficient differentia-
tion to ensure it cannot be imitated if the market recognizes it as such. The effects of SCI
on competitive strength, therefore, depend entirely on its impact on reputation. A new
hypothesis can therefore be postulated:

Hypothesis 5. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through SCI and
competitive strength, which is fully mediated by corporate reputation.

Although the direct recipients of ACI are the public registries for accounting infor-
mation who are concerned with the financial and fiscal monitoring of the firm, other key
recipients are agents in the capital markets. This is because the aim of ACI is to ensure
greater information transparency regarding a firm’s creditworthiness and expected prof-
itability of its investment opportunities, which helps to reduce agency costs and boost
financing capacity. ACI does have a significant influence on the information asymmetries in
the financial markets and between a firm and its suppliers of external capital (lenders and
investors), helping the suppliers of capital to resolve any uncertainty about the solvency
of the firm and its business prospects. This reduction in the perceived risk involved in
the supply of capital thus helps firms that offer more and better information to achieve
greater financing capacity at a lower cost [11,52,53]. The following hypothesis can, therefore,
be proposed:
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Hypothesis 6. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through ACI and
financing capacity.

A necessary condition for improving a firm’s competitive strength is to have a capacity
for accessing financing that allows it to choose the source of financing best aligned with its
operational needs and strategic objectives. The capacity for accessing financing is defined
not only by the traditional ability to access bank credit, but also by a set of characteristics
such as flexibility in the choice of type of financing, diversification in the source from which
credit or capital is secured, and improved price, term or renegotiation conditions, among
others. The capacity for accessing financing for projects aimed at accumulating strategic
assets, therefore, represents a key competence for creating competitive advantages. It can
thus be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 7. There is a positive relationship between financing capacity and competitive strength.

Given the public nature of ACI, its standardization, its limited correspondence with
the critical success factors in the industry, and its minimal value in generating exploitable
information asymmetries in real markets, the production of this information is an obligatory
process but one with little scope for generating sustainable competitive advantages. The
potential for corporate information to make a direct contribution to firm competitiveness is,
therefore, questionable in the case of information released in the form of ACI. However, the
dissemination of ACI may have an indirect effect on competitive strength because complete,
reliable ACI has a positive influence on the confidence of investors and financiers, and on
their willingness to supply capital for the firm to invest in quality assets that may give rise
to sustainable competitive advantages. The hypothesis can thus be stated as follows:

Hypothesis 8. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through ACI and
competitive strength, which is fully mediated by financing capacity.

A key element in generating sufficient confidence in financial markets to ensure a
firm has access to external capital is the corporate reputation it enjoys. In addition, a
good corporate reputation increases partners’ willingness to contribute more capital (via
an increase in equity) or increase self-funding (by setting aside a greater proportion of
the profits as reserves rather than paying out dividends) as the partners trust that the
short-term economic sacrifice will yield a greater long-term value. Corporate reputation
is, therefore, an input used by investors and financiers, and a facilitating element helping
firms to satisfy their need for capital. The following hypothesis can therefore be formulated:

Hypothesis 9. There is a positive relationship between corporate reputation and financing capacity.

Since NSCI and SCI indirectly influence competitive strength through corporate repu-
tation, partially and fully mediating the relationship, respectively, the last two hypotheses
to be tested can be stated as follows:

Hypothesis 10. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through NSCI
and competitive strength, which is partially mediated by corporate reputation and financing capacity.

Hypothesis 11. There is a positive relationship between the information disclosed through SCI and
competitive strength, which is partially mediated by corporate reputation and financing capacity.

The full relational model and hypotheses can be observed in Figure 1.
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Database

The sample used for the research consists of data on a total of 748 family tourism
firms obtained from the database FAMITUR. The family tourism firm in Spain developed
by the Spanish Institute of Tourism Studies. This database contains data on a sample of
1019 tourism companies selected from the information provided by the Central Compa-
nies Directory (DIRCE), which is compiled by the Spanish National Institute of Statistics
(INE). The sample was selected using a stratified random sampling procedure with pro-
portional allocation to ensure the representativeness of the sample in terms of activity, size
and location.

The data were obtained from a questionnaire administered through personal inter-
views. The fieldwork was conducted by a company specializing in market research, work-
ing in close collaboration with the research team responsible for the project. Regarding the
interviewees, it was decided that the owner, general manager, or managing director of the
company were the appropriate people to provide responses to the questionnaire.

As suggested by [54], the time trend extrapolation test was used to check for the
possible existence of non-response bias. This test is based on a comparison of the first and
last questionnaire respondents. The results of the t-tests show that no significant differences
are observed in any of the explanatory or dependent variables. The field work was carried
out between December 2009 and March 2010.

A data cleansing of the initial database was required due to the methodological require-
ments of the proposed model and the technique used, namely structural equation modelling,
a more detailed description of which is presented in the next subsection. Following the
recommendations made by [55], we eliminated all those observations for which missing
data exceeded 15% of the total. The remaining database consisted of 418 observations.

Similarly, the results presented indicate the absence of multicollinearity in the struc-
tural model, meaning that the presence of common method bias can be ruled out. A full
collinearity test can be seen as a variance-based SEM common method bias test [56], and
can also be used to rule out this type of bias [57].

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables in the
model to be empirically tested.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations.

Construct Mean S.D. CAF SCI NSCI ACI COS REP SE1 SE2 SE3 SIZE

CAF 4.313 1.157 1.000 0.103 0.135 0.239 0.307 0.251 0.079 −0.126 0.135 0.118
SCI 2.366 0.938 0.103 1.000 0.149 0.008 0.158 0.342 0.114 −0.081 −0.065 0.082

NSCI 0.710 0.341 0.135 0.149 1.000 0.207 0.454 0.390 0.338 −0.392 0.197 0.119
ACI 0.165 0.372 0.239 0.008 0.207 1.000 0.230 0.166 0.166 −0.194 0.090 0.436
COS 3.838 1.648 0.307 0.158 0.454 0.230 1.000 0.590 0.142 −0.162 0.072 0.164
REP 5.388 0.889 0.251 0.342 0.390 0.166 0.590 1.000 0.032 −0.032 0.061 0.123
SE1 0.371 0.484 0.079 0.114 0.338 0.166 0.142 0.032 1.000 −0.450 −0.329 0.168
SE2 0.256 0.437 −0.126 −0.081 −0.392 −0.194 −0.162 −0.032 −0.450 1.000 −0.252 −0.117
SE3 0.156 0.363 0.135 −0.065 0.197 0.090 0.072 0.061 −0.329 −0.252 1.000 0.040

SIZE 0.043 0.203 0.118 0.082 0.119 0.436 0.164 0.123 0.168 −0.117 0.040 1.000

3.2. Data Analysis Methodology

This research applies structural equation modelling (SEM). Since the model involves a
mix of composite and common factor variables, we opted, following the recommendation
of [58], to use consistent PLS to test the hypotheses. The required sample size was calculated
using G*Power 3.1 software. The result is a total required sample of 98 observations, well
below the size of the database used, which has 418 observations. In addition, it was verified
that the measurement scales complied with certain requirements for PLS [59]. Specifically,
the operation does not use continuous variables and uses dichotomous variables only
as exogenous variables. Regarding the compliance of the Likert scales, based on the
recommendations of [60], it was ensured that they were symmetric and equidistant. Thus,
although they are ordinal scales, they will behave more similarly to an interval scale and
can, therefore, be used in SEM.

3.3. Measurement of the Variables

NSCI and SCI were measured as formative constructs, so the traditional assessment of
reliability and validity is considered not applicable here [61]. Instead, they are assessed
using a two-step approach, as indicated by [62]. First, the validity of the construct is
verified by reference to purely theoretical reasoning [63]; it is, therefore, demonstrated
in the development of the hypotheses. Second, the indicator is assessed through the
magnitude of the weights and their significance, and their potential multicollinearity.

The NSCI construct has been measured through four items from the questionnaire
(Table 2), for which the respondent was asked to indicate the degree of implementation
of various resources for the disclosure of non-standardized corporate information to real
markets. To that end, the respondent had to select one of seven options on a Likert scale,
from 1 = none to 7 = very high. The results show that the standardized weights range from
0.267 for the use of information systems in client management to 0.371 for the firm having
its own internet domain, and all of them were significant at 1%. In addition, the potential
multicollinearity of each indicator was checked by means of the VIF values [64], which
range between 1.427 and 1.628. All are below the threshold of 3.3 required for validity of
variance-based models [65]. Therefore, the presence of high levels of multicollinearity in
the construct can be ruled out.

The SCI construct was measured with three items in the questionnaire (Table 2). The
indicators related to the dissemination of the firm’s compliance with regulations and
standards and the improvement in workplace health and safety conditions were measured
with a Likert scale ranging from 1 = none to 7 = very high. The indicator relating to
environmental certification is categorical, with 0 indicating that the firm does not hold
any such certification, and 1 that it holds at least one. The results show similarly high
weights for the dissemination of improvements in workplace health and safety conditions
and holding an environmental certification, with values of 0.305 and 0.267, respectively,
both positive and with a level of significance of 10% and 5%, respectively. The result is
much higher for the dissemination of compliance with regulations and standards, with a
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standardized weight of 0.704 and a level of significance of 1%. Similarly, the VIF values,
which range between 1.021 and 1.656, are below the threshold value of 3.3, once again
ruling out multicollinearity in the construct indicators.

Table 2. Construct indicators and measurement model for NSCI and SCI.

Indicators/Items Code Standardized
Weights (t-Value) VIF

Non-standardized corporate information (NSCI)
- Possession of own internet domain SCNI1 0.371 *** (3.452) 1.455
- Computerized client management systems NSCI2 0.267 *** (2.474) 1.427
- Use of electronic advertising and online promotion channels NSCI3 0.355 *** (23.187) 1.500
- Online dissemination of information about products, prices and the company NSCI4 0.331 *** (2.885) 1.628

Standardized corporate information (SCI)
- Compliance with regulations or standards SCI1 0.704 *** (3.580) 1.656
- Improvement in workplace health and safety conditions SCI2 0.305 * (1.367) 1.650
- Quality certifications: other environmental standards SCI3 0.267 ** (1.863) 1.021

Note: asterisks indicate statistical significance at the levels of 0.01 (***), 0.05 (**) and 0.10 (*).

Furthermore, the REP and COS constructs were measured on a 7-point Likert scale,
with 1 being “much worse” and 7 being “much better”. The construct REP was measured
using six items, in which respondents indicated the firm’s position relative to the com-
petition, while the construct COS was measured by means of two items concerning the
firm’s competitive strength in domestic and international markets (Table 3). Since these are
reflective measurements, it is essential to verify the individual reliability of the indicators,
the reliability of the construct, as well as the convergent and discriminant validity.

Table 3. Construct indicators and measurement model for REP and COS.

Indicators/Items Code Loading Composite Reliability AVE

Reputation (REP)

0.900 0.603

- Firm’s service quality in relation to the competition REP1 0.851
- Firm’s effort to build its reputation within the industry REP2 0.730
- Brand image in relation to the competition REP3 0.781
- Firm’s reputation for quality REP4 0.827
- Firm’s reputation in relation to the competition REP5 0.781
- Level of client satisfaction in relation to the competition REP6 0.675

Competitive strength (COS)
0.862 0.758- Competitive strength in relation to international competition COS1 0.839

- Competitive strength in relation to domestic competition COS2 0.901

The individual reliability of each item is assessed by examining the loadings or simple
correlations between the indicators and their construct. According to [66], loadings above
0.707 indicate that the common variance among the construct and its indicators is greater
than the variance due to error. In the case of the REP construct, five of the six indicators used
register values above 0.707. Only one of them, regarding the level of customer satisfaction
in relation to the competition, is slightly below this threshold, with a loading of 0.675. Since
this item is relevant from a theoretical perspective, and since its loading is very close to the
limit proposed by the authors, it was decided to keep it in the measurement scale. The COS
construct, on the other hand, yields loadings of 0.901 and 0.839 for its indicators, both well
above the minimum limit.

The reliability of the construct, or internal consistency, which determines whether
the items measuring a construct are similar in terms of their scores, is measured through
the composite reliability. The REP construct registers a value of 0.900, and that of COS
lies at 0.862 (Table 3). These values are above the 0.8 set for constructs in advanced stages
of research.
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Convergent validity can be claimed when a set of indicators represents a single under-
lying construct, which can be demonstrated by their unidimensionality [67]. The measure
used to assess convergent validity is the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) proposed
by [68], which reports the amount of variance due to the indicators in a construct relative
to the amount of variance due to measurement error. To ensure the convergent validity of a
construct, the AVE should exceed 50%, indicating that each construct explains at least 50%
of the variance of the assigned indicators. This measure reaches 0.603 and 0.758 for the REP
and COS constructs, respectively.

Finally, the discriminant validity indicates the extent to which a given construct is
different from other constructs. The criteria most frequently used in this regard are those
of [68] and the heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) ratio proposed by [69]. The first is aimed at
ensuring that the amount of variance that a construct captures from its indicators (AVE)
is greater than the variance that the construct shares with other constructs in the model;
as such, the square root of the AVE of each latent variable should be greater than the
correlations it has with the rest of the latent variables in the model. The HTMT ratio, on the
other hand, represents the average of the meterotrait-heteromethod correlations in relation
to the average of the monotrait-heteromethod correlations [64]. In a well-fitted model, the
former should be smaller than the latter, such that the HTMT ratio is below 1. Some authors
call for a ratio below 0.9 [70] or 0.85 [71]. In any case, the constructs REP and COS show
positive results for both criteria (Table 4), confirming the discriminant validity of the model.

Table 4. Correlations and discriminant validity of COS and REP constructs.

Construct 1 2

Competitive strength (COS) 0.871 0.609
Reputation (REP) 0.590 0.776

Note: the elements on the diagonal are the square root of the common variance between the construct and its
measurements (AVE). The elements below the diagonal are the correlations between constructs. The elements
above the diagonal are the values of the HTMT ratio.

The ACI variable was measured in reference to the format of the annual accounts
deposited in the Commercial Registry. It is therefore categorical, with 1 indicating that
the report is in the standard format, which is the one that provides the most information
according to Spanish standards, and 0 indicating the otherwise (abbreviated format or
SMEs). For its part, financing capacity, CAF, is measured with a single item on a 7-point
Likert scale, with 1 being “much worse” and 7 being “much better” regarding the firm’s
capacity to access financing relative to its competition. Since it consists of a single item, the
validity and reliability of these variables does not need to be checked [55].

4. Results and Discussion

Table 5 shows the structural model, which defines the degree to which the endogenous
variables are explained by the individual antecedent variables. For the final dependent
variable, COS, 43% is explained by its immediate antecedent variables: NSCI, SCI, ACI,
REP and CAF. All these indicators are above the minimum of 0.10 recommended by [72]. In
addition, in the case of the final dependent variable in the model (COS) the result is above
0.33, a value considered moderate by [73].

Table 5. Results of the structural model of external information.

Endogenous Variable R2 Adjusted R2

Reputation (REP) 0.235 0.231
Capacity for accessing

financing (CAF) 0.103 0.099

Competitive strength (COS) 0.442 0.430
SRMR 0.05

NFI 0.928
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When it comes to analysing the validity of the global model, the Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) proposed by [74,75] measures the difference between the
observed matrix of correlations and that predicted by the model, reflecting the mean
magnitude of these differences. Thus, a lower SRMR indicates a better fit of the global model.
The value of the SRMR is significantly below the 0.08 considered valid [74], registering a
value of 0.05 which is indicative of a well-fitted model. Furthermore, the Normed Fit Index
(NFI) proposed by [76] assesses the reduction in the χ2 of the model compared to that of
the null model. This index takes values between 0 and 1 according to the increasing quality
of the fit. By convention, a value exceeding 0.90 is considered acceptable [77]. The NFI of
the model is 0.928, thus indicating, once again, a good fit of the global model.

The analysis of the structural model also yields positive results, with all VIF statistics
below 5; thus, according to [78], multicollinearity among the antecedent variables of each
endogenous construct can be ruled out (Table 6).

Table 6. VIF values for the structural model, external information.

Construct REP CAF COS

Capacity for accessing financing (CAF) 1.142
Standardized corporate information (SCI) 1.023 1.167
Non-standardized corporate information

(NSCI) 1.023 1.588

Reputation (REP) 1.028 1.439
Accountability Information (ACI) 1.028 1.348

Belonging to sector 1 1.935
Belonging to sector 2 1.685
Belonging to sector 3 1.593

Size 1.263

To statistically test the hypotheses, the beta coefficients of the direct relationships
between constructs and their level of significance are first calculated. The effect size f 2 is
also estimated [79]. This value measures the contribution of an exogenous construct in
explaining a particular endogenous construct in terms of R2.

The results are positive, confirming hypotheses 1, 2, 4, 6, 7 and 8, in this first relational
model of external information and COS (Table 7). The effect of NSCI on REP is positive and
significant, registering a coefficient of 0.347 and confirming hypothesis 1. It has an effect
size of 0.154, which is considered a moderate effect [80]. This is consistent with the results
obtained for SCI, which also has a positive and significant effect on REP and registers a
coefficient of 0.304; however, it has an effect size of 0.108, which that author considers small.
This allows us to draw the first significant conclusion of the model, as it shows how the
NSCI—information over which the firm has full control in terms of the format for release
and distribution—has a greater effect on corporate reputation than SCI.
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Table 7. Relationships between variables, direct effects.

Relationship Coefficient SD t-Value f 2 Interval Conclusions

CAF→ COS 0.140 0.049 2.858 *** 0.035 0.058–0.220 H7 confirmed
SCI→ COS −0.062 0.055 1.117 0.006 −0.152–0.029 -
SCI→ REP 0.304 0.050 6.052 *** 0.108 0.224–0.390 H4 confirmed

NSCI→ COS 0.226 0.061 3.712 *** 0.066 0.124–0.325 -
NSCI→ REP 0.347 0.046 7.568 *** 0.154 0.278–0.426 H1 confirmed
ACI→ CAF 0.209 0.051 4.076 *** 0.045 0.125–0.293 H6 confirmed.
ACI→ COS 0.044 0.042 1.052 0.003 −0.025–0.113 -
SE1→ COS −0.006 0.054 0.118 0.000 −0.095–0.084 -
SE2→ COS −0.037 0.057 0.644 0.002 −0.131–0.058 -
SE3→ COS −0.043 0.044 0.982 0.002 −0.113–0.030 -

SIZE→ COS 0.046 0.047 0.989 0.003 −0.032–0.122 -
REP→ CAF 0.217 0.049 4.462 *** 0.051 0.137–0.297 H9 confirmed
REP→ COS 0.439 0.048 9.072 *** 0.274 0.361–0.520 H2 confirmed

Note: asterisks indicate statistical significance at the levels of 0.01 (***).

Furthermore, the effect of ACI on CAF is positive and significant, with a coefficient of
0.209 and an effect size of 0.051, which is considered low. Again, the relationship between
REP and CAF is positive and significant, with a coefficient of 0.217 and an effect size of 0.049,
also considered low. This confirms hypotheses 6 and 8, and shows how, when it comes to
improving the conditions of access to financing, a firm should not focus exclusively on the
disclosure of financial information; the effects of reputation as an intangible asset on the
financing capacity of a firm are of a similar magnitude.

The REP-COS and CAF-COS relationships are also positive and significant, confirming
hypotheses 2 and 7. However, the effect sizes are very different. The coefficient for the first
relationship reaches 0.439, yielding an effect size of 0.274, which is considered moderate.
Conversely, the coefficient of the second lies at just 0.140, representing an effect size of 0.035,
which is considered small. This difference underlines how financing capacity, although
inarguably significant, does not come close to corporate reputation in terms of its ability to
generate competitive advantages in real markets.

It is also revealing to analyse the relationships of NSCI, SCI and ACI with the final
dependent variable COS. The results show that only the effect of NSCI is significant, with
a coefficient of 0.226 and a small effect size of 0.066. The effects of SCI and ACI are not
significant. The subsequent analysis of the relationships between the dimensions of internal
information and competitive strength allows a more in-depth examination of this issue.

The analysis of the indirect effects (Table 8) also yields significant results, which allow
us to draw certain conclusions that reinforce those obtained from the analysis of direct
effects and confirm some of the hypotheses. Especially relevant is the analysis of the effects
of the different types of corporate information, NSCI and SCI, on COS. When it comes
to generating COS through corporate reputation, the effect of NSCI, with a significant
coefficient of 0.152, is very similar to the effect of SCI, whose beta coefficient is 0.133. The
results regarding these two relationships confirm hypotheses 3 and 5, respectively.

Such similarity is also observed when analysing the indirect effect of NSCI and SCI on
COS through improvements in the capacity for accessing finance (CAF) stemming from
an increase in REP; the coefficient for NSCI is 0.011 and is 0.009 for SCI. The significance
of these two relationships allows us to confirm hypotheses 10 and 11, respectively. These
values are surpassed by the effect of ACI on COS through CAF, which registers a value
of 0.029, confirming hypothesis 8. However, the effect is smaller than that of any form of
corporate information on competitive strength as mediated by corporate reputation.

Lastly, the control variables show non-significant results in all cases, both in terms of
belonging to a particular sector and the size of the organization.
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Table 8. Relationships between variables, indirect effects.

Relationship Coefficient SD t-Value Interval

SCI × REP→ CAF 0.066 0.019 3.465 *** 0.038–0.101
NSCI × REP→ CAF 0.075 0.020 3.704 *** 0.044–0.111
ACI × CAF→ COS 0.029 0.012 2.396 *** 0.0107–0.050 H8 confirmed

SCI × REP × CAF→ COS 0.009 0.004 2.407 *** 0.004–0.0160 H11 confirmed
NSCI × REP × CAF→ COS 0.011 0.004 2.604 *** 0.004–0.017 H10 confirmed

SCI × REP→ COS 0.133 0.028 4.781 *** 0.092–0.184 H5 confirmed
NSCI × REP→ COS 0.152 0.027 5.614 *** 0.113–0.202 H3 confirmed

Note: asterisks indicate statistical significance at the levels of 0.01 (***).

5. Conclusions

This study relates to three previous lines of research focusing on the independent
analysis of information asymmetries (and the effect of ICT on these asymmetries), the
configuration of resources and capabilities, and a firm’s sources of competitive advantages.
The theoretical reflection indicates that, in order to explain a firm’s competitive performance,
there is a need to jointly consider management and information transmission practices
(both financial and non-financial), strategic decision-making regarding investment in assets,
and financing decisions. In this regard, this article facilitates the identification of two
distinct groups of information dimensions, distinguished according to their direct potential
for creating competitive advantages from which economic rents can be extracted.

First, there are the information dimensions that are considered ICT-based IMC. Some
of the paradoxes concerning information reveal how ICT alone, if it is not combined with
other resources, is not sufficient to generate lasting competitive advantages in real markets.
The literature review and empirical study that underpin this article point to a need to make
coordinated use of ICT together with other complementary and co-specialized strategic
factors. It is this combined use which ultimately enables information assets and ICT to be
transformed into digital IMC from which economic rents can be extracted, such as is the
case with NSCI.

Information transparency with stakeholders, resulting from the provision of NSCI
to real and financial markets, is manifested in the development of an improved and
more far-reaching corporate reputation. The nature of the tourist product as a confidence
and experiential good only serves to intensify this relationship. The development of
flexible outward communication channels, which allow the firm to tailor the message
to the recipient, but at the same time to standardize content according to firm’s needs,
undoubtedly facilitates the development of its reputation. The effect of NSCI on a firm’s
competitive position thus draws on multiple sources, stemming from both the direct effects
of this IMC and the indirect effects derived from a better corporate reputation.

The second type of information resources lacks this potential for value creation and
is, therefore, not directly related to a firm’s competitive strength. This is the case with
ACI, an information disclosure practice that essentially concerns the financial information
linked to the annual accounts, released to satisfy the demands of regulators and to reduce
information asymmetries in financial markets. At any rate, this information resource is
not designed to be combined with other resources to create IMC, and it, therefore, tends to
have little potential for creating competitive advantages. The same is true of SCI, which
fails to fulfil the inimitability condition since its content is encapsulated in standardized
formats that are easy to replicate.

However, the non-strategic nature of SCI and ACI does not imply that they are of no
use, nor that they should not be maintained and competently managed. They may make
an indirect rather than a direct value contribution.

Even given its shortcomings, SCI remains a signal for the quality of the product,
reducing problems of adverse selection for products such as tourist goods, which have
a high proportion of confidence good attributes. A firm’s degree of compliance and its
alignment with the increasingly intense demands of certain interest groups (especially
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environmental) will help it gain acceptance and legitimacy in its social and geographical
environs [81–83]. Corporate reputation can thus be largely explained by the degree of SCI
released by the organization into the real markets.

Regarding ACI, financial theories posit the desirability of reducing the financial asym-
metries in financial markets through the disclosure of information to increase the capacity
for accessing finance. The relevance of the disclosed financial information has been called
into question due to the diminished association with financial variables that are theoretically
correlated, such as price, profitability, profits, cash flow and book value [7–9]. The logical
result of this loss in the quality of financial information [6,83] has been the weakening of
the relationship between accounting information, credit decisions and investment since
the 1990s. Nor has the expansion of the disclosed information to include non-financial
information linked to the financial information in public registries substantially reduced
information asymmetries in financial markets [11,12,52,53].

This article addresses this issue by demonstrating how the impact of ACI on the firm’s
financing capacity is smaller than the impact generated by its corporate reputation. This is
a revealing fact since it highlights the need for companies to release information, not only to
the financial markets and the institutional and professional entities and agents that operate
in them, but also to the real markets. The latter are home to potential investors, who will
clearly prefer to participate in transparent companies with a strong homogeneity in the
projection of their brand, products, services and organizational practices, among others.

Having empirically confirmed the hypotheses, the practical implications of the study
are that managers should combine their strategic and financial decision making when it
comes to effective information management based on the ability of the different information
dimensions to generate sustainable competitive advantages over time. Understanding
the conditions under which ICT-based resources will generate sustainable competitive
advantages is critical when allocating capital for ICT investment, which is a very significant
cost in the context of the accelerated digitalization of the tourism industry. This paper’s
conclusions highlight the fact that managers should not make capital structure design
decisions without considering their effects on the firm’s competitiveness and profitability,
due to the inherent orientation of debt and equity financing towards investments in tangible
and intangible assets, respectively. Similarly, managers should not undertake information
strategies or ICT investment decisions without carefully analysing their impact on the
capital market and its reaction in terms of willingness to grant credit and the cost of credit,
as well as the valuation of the company itself.

The paper also offers interesting conclusions regarding the management of information
and its external disclosure. The dominant attitude of companies in terms of their disclosure
policy has been to adhere to legal and administrative obligations, providing the financial
information compiled in the financial statements. The shock of major corporate scandals
and the need to reduce information asymmetries that seriously damage credibility and
trust in the financial markets, and even the very image of corporate icons, as well as the
growing demand from different users, are forcing the adoption of a new approach that
guarantees organizational legitimacy and paves the way for its success and survival. The
new approach to the management of disclosed information includes both the expansion
of the financial information disclosed and the improvement in its quality. This ensures
its reliability, timeliness, completeness and updating, so as to enable all stakeholders to
anticipate the potential risks and benefits to be extracted from their transactions with
the company. However, this is no longer sufficient, and a company must also provide
non-financial information that is required for the correct interpretation of the financial
information and for stakeholders to be aware of other potential risks. Without this type of
information, a firm’s attractiveness to the financial markets, its corporate reputation, and
the commitment of the members could be seriously weakened.

This study is not free of limitations. The study of a particular industry and a particular
country does not allow the extrapolation of the results. Future research should try to confirm
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the results obtained in multi-country and multi-industry databases. The data is also cross-
sectoral. Therefore, other future lines of research could work with longitudinal databases.
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