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Abstract

This study explores the relationship between board gender diversity and corporate social
responsibility (CSR) in explaining the financial performance of firms listed on the Lima
Stock Exchange during 2022–2023, using 242 firm year observations for 121 firms. The
research addresses a broader question on how gender representation in corporate gover-
nance and engagement in social and environmental policies influence firms’ profitability
and liquidity in an emerging market context. Using a multiple linear regression model,
financial performance was measured through return on assets (ROA), return on equity
(ROE), asset turnover (ATO), and the current liquidity ratio (LIQ). The results indicate that
CSR is positively associated with profitability indicators (ROA, ROE, ATO), while board
gender diversity shows a negative short term relationship with these variables. Both CSR
and board gender diversity are negatively associated with liquidity, reflecting short term
financial commitments arising from sustainability and inclusion initiatives. These findings
suggest that the financial implications of diversity and CSR initiatives may vary across
temporal horizons and institutional contexts. The study contributes empirical evidence
from a Latin American emerging market and underscores the importance of evaluating
corporate governance and sustainability practices by considering the short term financial
trade-offs of diversity and CSR initiatives and their potential longer term implications.

Keywords: board gender diversity; corporate social responsibility; financial performance;
sustainability; emerging markets; Lima Stock Exchange

1. Introduction
High level corporate positions remain largely inaccessible to women, who occupy

less than one quarter of senior management roles worldwide [1]. Although women have
gradually gained representation on company boards in many countries, their trajectory
toward such positions tends to be longer and hindered by structural barriers compared
with that of men [2,3]. Empirical evidence indicates that a greater presence of women on
boards may influence diverse organizational domains, including financial performance [4].
Nevertheless, most studies on board gender diversity have been conducted in developed
regions such as North America [5,6], Western Europe [7,8], and Asia [9,10]. By contrast,
Latin America remains relatively underexplored, leaving a substantive gap in literature.

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has also become a major field of inquiry, yet
its implications for corporate outcomes remain contested due to heterogeneous empirical
findings. Some studies show that gender diverse boards are positively related to CSR
engagement [11–14] whereas others report neutral or even insignificant effects [15–17]. The
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same pattern of inconsistency appears in the relationship between board gender diversity
and financial performance: certain works identify a positive association [18–20], while
others fail to confirm such effects [5,21,22]. More recent scholarships have begun to address
these relationships in emerging economies, where firms often face higher exposure to
environmental and social risks due to the prioritization of short-term profitability [23].

Existing studies examining board gender diversity and CSR can be broadly grouped
into three perspectives: those finding a positive influence on financial performance,
those reporting a negative impact, and those detecting no statistically significant asso-
ciation [4,24,25]. These divergent outcomes may arise from contextual differences across
firms [26], the cultural and demographic characteristics of countries with distinct levels
of gender equality [27], and the limited number of available business case studies [28]. A
key challenge in this field lies in identifying explanatory variables that clarify the connec-
tion between board gender diversity, CSR, and financial performance [29]. As theoretical
perspectives continue to evolve, these relationships require further empirical testing to
consolidate consistent evidence.

In Latin America, the literature remains scarce regarding women’s participation on
boards of directors and its connection to CSR and financial performance. Avolio et al.
(2023) underscore two main reasons for deepening this analysis: first, the region has
undergone profound labour market transformations with increasing female participation in
professional and academic spheres; and second, Latin American societies have historically
exhibited gendered power relations embedded in androcentric and patriarchal structures,
often expressed through machismo [30].

Consequently, business practices in Latin America have gradually evolved toward
more inclusive talent management strategies. However, the role of women on boards still
demands comprehensive study to understand their influence on strategic and financial
outcomes [18,31,32]. Comparative and longitudinal analyses are particularly relevant to
capturing institutional and cultural specificities, shaping corporate behavior across the
region.

The Peruvian context offers a compelling case study due to its mixed record on gender
equality in the corporate sphere. Peru ranks 40th out of 146 countries in the Global Gender
Gap Index 2024, with a score of 0.755, representing a decline of six positions from the
previous year [1]. Although this drop is concerning, moderate gains have occurred in female
economic participation. In regional comparison, neighboring countries such as Ecuador,
Chile, Argentina, and Mexico outperform Peru overall, yet Peru leads in certain micro level
indicators such as the proportion of female entrepreneurs and professionals in management
roles [33,34]. This apparent discrepancy between macro level rankings and micro level
realities suggests unique structural and cultural conditions shaping gender dynamics
and CSR orientation within Peruvian corporations. Moreover, the Lima Stock Exchange
provides a suitable empirical setting to examine these phenomena, as corporate decisions
made there directly influence both financial and environmental outcomes. Analyzing
this market thus enhances regional understanding and supports the design of strategies
fostering genuine gender inclusion in business leadership.

Considering these contextual complexities, the present study investigates how board
gender diversity and CSR relate to the financial performance of firms listed on the Lima
Stock Exchange. The guiding question is: How are board gender diversity and CSR
associated with the financial performance of companies operating in Peru? This inquiry
responds to the broader need to determine whether female participation in corporate boards
and the implementation of CSR practices exert measurable financial effects in emerging
economies. Focusing on Peru contributes to global evidence on how gender diversity and
sustainability interact as determinants of firm performance. The empirical analysis focuses
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exclusively on firms listed on the Lima Stock Exchange, so that the discussion of board
gender diversity and CSR is framed in the context of publicly traded corporations rather
than the overall population of firms.

This research offers both theoretical and practical contributions. It provides empirical
support for agency theory, critical mass theory, upper echelons theory, and stakeholder
theory, analyzing firms’ data for 2022 and 2023 through multiple regression models. While
centred on Peru, the results may be generalized to the Latin American context, contribut-
ing to comparative debates on corporate governance, CSR, and financial performance in
emerging markets.

Literature Review and Hypothesis Development

Gender equality constitutes a persistent global challenge, formally recognized by the
United Nations (UN) as the fifth Sustainable Development Goal [35]. Scholarly interest in
women’s participation in the business environment dates to the 1970s, when researchers first
sought to explain the persistent underrepresentation of women within organizations [36]. In
the corporate context, gender is largely understood as a socio cultural construct that extends
beyond biological distinctions to encompass differences in attitudes, cognitive frameworks,
expectations, and socially assigned roles [37]. From an anti-feminist standpoint, traditional
gender norms have historically prescribed domestic and caregiving responsibilities to
women while assigning leadership and breadwinning roles to men [38,39]. Such socially
embedded conventions perpetuate gender bias in professional evaluation processes, thereby
influencing perceptions of competence and suitability for leadership positions [40].

Empirical research supports this view. Cuddy et al. (2007) demonstrated that gender
stereotypes and the emotions they evoke can significantly shape behavioral tendencies
toward social groups, reinforcing asymmetric treatment of women and men in managerial
contexts [41]. Building on this, Laique et al. (2023) argued that analyzing gender diversity
on boards through a single theoretical perspective is insufficient, as it overlooks the multi-
dimensional nature of gendered interactions in decision-making bodies [4]. Consequently,
this study adopts a multifaceted analytical approach to examine the complex relationships
among board composition, corporate social responsibility (CSR) and financial performance.

Accordingly, this literature review synthesizes previous contributions to these top-
ics through the theoretical lenses of Upper Echelons Theory, Agency Theory, Critical
Mass Theory, Corporate Social Responsibility Theory, Stakeholder Theory, and Financial
Performance Theory. These frameworks jointly provide the conceptual foundation for un-
derstanding how gender diversity and CSR interact to influence organizational outcomes
in emerging markets.

This study therefore adopts an explicitly multi theoretical framework in which upper
echelons theory provides the primary overarching lens, while agency and CSR/stakeholder
theories play complementary roles. From an upper echelon’s perspective, the gender
composition of boards is a salient demographic attribute that shapes strategic choices,
risk preferences and the attention devoted to social and environmental issues. Agency
theory further specifies how boards perform their monitoring and incentive alignment
functions vis-vis shareholders, whereas CSR and stakeholder perspectives highlight why
boards may orient firms towards the interests of a broader set of stakeholders and towards
responsible business practices. Finally, the critical mass and tokenism literature clarify
the conditions under which the presence of women on boards translates into substantive
influence rather than merely symbolic representation. Taken together, these lenses support
the expectation that gender diversity and CSR will be associated with financial performance
in emerging markets.
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The Upper Echelons Theory posits that organizational outcomes mirror the values,
cognitive orientations, and personal experiences of senior executives. Hambrick and Mason
(1984) argue that the social and psychological attributes, skills, and demographic profiles
of members of the board of directors and top management teams are reflected in strategic
decision-making processes and, ultimately, in firm performance [42]. Building on this
premise, subsequent studies emphasize that demographic characteristics such as gender,
age, and ethnic origin act as observable proxies for underlying cognitive frameworks that
shape strategic choices [43,44]. Within this framework, research in psychology and behav-
ioral economics has identified systematic gender-based differences in overconfidence, risk
tolerance, and access to information [45], as well as in socio psychological orientations [46],
supervisory quality [47], and engagement in corporate social responsibility initiatives [48].
These behavioral distinctions suggest that gender diversity at the upper echelons can alter
group dynamics and influence how strategic decisions are conceived and implemented,
prompting empirical studies to examine whether shifts in board composition; particularly,
whether the inclusion of women affects operational decisions, governance practices, and
overall company performance [48].

The Agency Theory conceptualizes the firm as a nexus of contracts where the separa-
tion of ownership and control generates potential conflicts of interest between principals
(owners) and agents (managers). Jensen and Meckling (1976) define this relationship as
arising from a contract in which one or more principals engage an agent to perform a
service on their behalf, thereby delegating decision making authority and creating potential
for opportunistic behavior [49]. They argue that agency costs including monitoring, bond-
ing, and residual loss emerge when such separation occurs, primarily due to information
asymmetry. Fama and Jensen suggest that these asymmetries can be mitigated by aligning
managerial incentives with shareholders’ objectives. In this regard, the composition of
the board of directors becomes a crucial mechanism for controlling agency problems [50].
Francoeur et al. (2008) and Chang et al. (2024) emphasized that the inclusion of women on
boards enhances independence, strengthens monitoring functions, reduces informational
biases, and improves problem solving processes, thereby aligning the interests of share-
holders and directors while adding value to the firm [48,51]. Consequently, greater female
representation contributes to more balanced oversight, increased board independence, and
stakeholder alignment, ultimately leading to a reduction in agency costs [45,52]. While
classic formulations of agency theory emphasize conflicts between dispersed shareholders
and professional managers in widely held firms, many listed firms in emerging markets,
including Peru, exhibit concentrated ownership and the presence of a controlling share-
holder. In such settings, agency problems may also arise between controlling and minority
shareholders, and the board’s composition including its gender diversity can affect both
managerial agency costs and the protection of non-controlling owners.

The Critical Mass Theory originates from nuclear physics, where it denotes the min-
imum quantity required to initiate a chain reaction leading to an irreversible tipping
point [53]. In the social sciences, this concept was adapted by Schelling (1971), Kanter
(1977) and Granovetter (1978) to explain group behavioral thresholds in collective decision
making [54–56]. Kanter (1977) underscored that the interaction dynamics between domi-
nant and minority groups determine whether prevailing stereotypes can be neutralized,
thereby enhancing the quality of group decisions [55]. To analyze these processes, Kanter
(1977) proposed a typology of four gender composition structures: uniform groups (0:100),
skewed groups dominated by one gender (85:15), tilted groups (65:35), and balanced groups
(60:40) [57]. She argued that in tilted groups those approaching a 65:35 distribution women
can overcome tokenism and exercise greater influence, having reached the threshold of
critical mass. Within boards of directors, minority-gender members, typically women,
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are thus unlikely to exert substantial influence until this proportion is achieved [57,58].
Extending this reasoning, Konrad et al. (2008) proposed that the transition from tokenism
to critical mass occurs once boards include at least three female members [59]. Supporting
this notion, Joecks et al. (2013) identified a U-shaped relationship in which gender diversity
initially exerts a negative effect on firm performance but becomes positive once women
reach approximately 30% representation the so-called “magic number” [22].

The Theory of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) asserts that firms, beyond their
economic objectives, threshold social and ethical obligations toward the communities and
stakeholders with which they interact. Carroll (1979) argued that all companies display
some degree of social performance, although they do not share identical responsibilities
nor express CSR uniformly [60,61]. While no single definition dominates, CSR is generally
understood as encompassing activities, organizational processes, and moral commitments
oriented towards social or stakeholder welfare [62,63]. Carroll’s (1979) conceptual frame-
work remains the most influential, portraying CSR as a proactive set of corporate actions
that exceed minimal legal compliance, seeking simultaneously to promote social welfare
and strengthen corporate success [60,64]. His model delineates four interrelated dimensions
of responsibility: economic (profit generation), legal (compliance with laws), ethical (meet-
ing societal expectations), and discretionary (voluntary engagement in socially desirable
activities). Building upon this foundation, scholars such as Baron (2001), McWilliams and
Siegel (2001), Waldman et al. (2006) and Vishwanathan et al., 2020 have conceptualized
CSR as a strategic instrument that enhances corporate reputation, mitigates risk, fosters
reciprocity among stakeholders, and stimulates innovation capacity [65–68].

The Stakeholder Theory posits that organizations operate within a network of rela-
tionships whose members and stakeholders affect and are affected by corporate decisions.
Freeman (1984) argued that strategic and operational choices can significantly influence the
interests of multiple stakeholder groups, either advancing or constraining the achievement
of organizational objectives [69]. Because corporate actions may benefit or harm different
groups, stakeholders themselves can be helped or hindered in pursuing their own goals [70].
Valentinov and Chia (2022) emphasized the importance of determining to whom firms are
accountable and the specific nature of such accountability [71]. Building on this, Freeman
et al. (2021) contended that effective stakeholder identification requires recognizing the
needs and expectations of actors who can influence the firm’s access to critical resources
such as employees, partners, suppliers, shareholders, and investors thereby ensuring orga-
nizational efficiency and legitimacy [72]. In this framework, corporate social responsibility
initiatives serve as mechanisms for demonstrating social performance and accountability.
Beyond ethical imperatives, they yield tangible benefits by enhancing corporate reputation,
attracting diverse talent, and fostering innovation and creativity [73–75].

The concept of financial performance encompasses multiple dimensions through
which a firm’s efficiency, profitability, and market valuation can be assessed. Orlitzky
et al. (2003) and Abdullah et al. (2016) classify corporate financial performance into three
broad categories: accounting performance, market performance, and perceptual perfor-
mance [76,77]. Accounting measures capture objective financial realities and reflect the
internal operational efficiency of firms through indicators such as asset turnover (ATO),
return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE), and liquidity ratio (LIQ) [5,78,79]. For
instance, Jang and Ahn (2021) employed asset turnover to evaluate the relationship be-
tween financial factors and managerial effectiveness in Korean companies, whereas Hassan
and Marimuthu (2018) distinguished ROA as a managerial efficiency measure and ROE
as an indicator of shareholder profitability [80,81]. Similarly, Nguyen et al. (2024) used
the liquidity ratio to assess the ability of manufacturing firms listed on the Ho Chi Minh
City Stock Exchange (HSX) to convert assets into cash and meet short term liabilities [10].
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Market performance indicators such as share price and share revaluation represent the
satisfaction of shareholders as a primary stakeholder group, whose confidence is funda-
mental to corporate survival [78]. These market-based metrics respond to stock market
dynamics shaped by perceptions of past, present, and expected returns and risks [76].
Finally, perceptual performance captures subjective evaluations by stakeholders regarding
a company’s financial soundness, prudent asset management, and achievement of financial
objectives relative to competitors [82–84].

The relationship between gender diversity and corporate financial performance re-
mains one of the most debated topics in corporate governance research [22,36,85,86]. Hus-
sain et al. (2024) through a systematic review of 113 studies, reported that 88 identified a
positive impact of women’s presence on boards, nine indicated negative effects, and sixteen
found no significant relationship [86]. Although these results appear to favor a positive
association, their interpretation becomes complex when contextual and institutional con-
tingencies are considered [5]. Joecks et al. (2013) and Marques et al. (2023) argue that
such inconsistencies may stem from differences in country contexts, time periods, firm size,
industry type, diversification strategies, performance metrics, estimation methods, and
levels of female representation often influenced by gender quota legislation [8,22]. In this
regard, research on Latin American firms remains scarce [87]. Hussain et al. (2024) noted
only one regional study Husted and De Sousa (2019) which reported a negative relationship
between female management and firm outcomes [86,88]. Hence, analyzing the effects of
gender diversity on boards in Latin America is both timely and relevant. Most of these
empirical contributions are based on samples of large, publicly listed corporations, which
align with the focus of the present study on listed firms and cautions against generalizing
the evidence to small or privately held companies.

Recent work further refines the link between board gender diversity and strategic
outcomes by emphasizing the quality and depth of board level heterogeneity. Veltri et al.
(2025) show that the relationship between women directors and firms’ R&D investments
depends critically on women directors’ intellectual capital, as foreign, interlocked and
tenured female directors strengthen the positive effect of board gender diversity on R&D
expenditure [89]. Likewise, Chen et al. (2025) distinguish between surface level and deep
level board diversity and find that these two forms of diversity have opposing effects on
innovation, moderated by formal and informal board social structures [90]. Taken together,
these studies suggest that the impact of board diversity on firm outcomes is contingent
on the specific attributes of diverse directors and the internal dynamics of the board,
reinforcing the need to consider contextual and institutional conditions when examining
the effects of board gender diversity.

Similarly, empirical evidence on the relationship between corporate social responsibil-
ity (CSR) and financial performance has produced divergent conclusions. While Tsoutsoura
(2004) found no significant association, Margolis et al. (2009) after reviewing a wide range
of studies, observed a modest positive link [91,92]. Empirical works by Zu and Song
(2009), Lenssen et al. (2011), and Sohn et al. (2020) further supported a positive rela-
tionship between CSR, particularly environmental responsibility, and improved financial
outcomes [93–95]. Sohn et al. for instance, examined 714 North American firms between
2003 and 2010 and confirmed the financial benefits of proactive environmental engage-
ment [95]. Complementarily, Van Beurden and Gössling (2008) conducted a meta-analysis
of 57 studies, reporting that 68% found a positive CSR financial performance relationship,
26% found no relationship, and 6% identified a negative correlation [95,96]. Moreover, the
meta analyses and large sample studies discussed here predominantly examine large and
often publicly listed firms, so their implications are most directly applicable to the segment
of corporations analyzed in this article.
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Taken together, prior theoretical and empirical studies suggest that board gender
diversity and CSR are jointly related to corporate financial performance, although the sign
and magnitude of these effects vary across contexts [76,86,96]. Figure 1 presents the theo-
retical framework that summarizes these relationships. In this study, financial performance
is operationalized through four complementary accounting-based indicators asset turnover
(ATO), return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE) and the current liquidity ratio (LIQ)
which have been widely used to capture operational efficiency, economic profitability, share-
holder value creation and short term solvency [10,78,80,81]. Previous research has linked
board gender diversity and CSR to these and related measures, generally finding positive
associations but also reporting null or negative results depending on country character-
istics, board structures and CSR regimes [19,20,51,52,92,95]. In the Peruvian and broader
Latin American context, where female representation on boards remains low and firms
seldom reach the 30% critical mass threshold, existing evidence is scarce and sometimes
inconclusive [8,22,55,57,88]. Given this heterogeneity and the limited regional evidence, it
is appropriate to formulate non-directional hypotheses on the associations between board
gender diversity, CSR and ATO, ROA, ROE and LIQ, which are tested empirically below.

Figure 1. Illustrate the theoretical model.

H1. Board gender diversity (BGD) and corporate social responsibility (CSR) are associated with
the firm’s asset turnover (ATO).

H2. BGD and CSR are associated with return on assets (ROA).

H3. BGD and CSR are associated with return on equity (ROE).

H4. BGD and CSR are associated with the liquidity ratio (LIQ).

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Data and Measures

All observable variables representing theoretical constructions were obtained from
publicly available, audited corporate documents for firms listed on the Lima Stock Exchange
(BVL). The initial population comprised all firms continuously listed on the BVL during the
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2022–2023 period. From this population, I retained those firms that, for both years, disclosed
(i) audited annual financial statements, (ii) an annual report or corporate governance report
specifying the composition of the board of directors, and (iii) a sustainability, ESG or
integrated report. Firms with incomplete information in any of these sources for either 2022
or 2023 were excluded. The resulting balanced panel consists of 121 firms observed over
two years (242 firm—year observations) across all economic sectors. Table 1 summarizes the
variables used in the analysis, their operational definitions, formulas and data sources. The
2022–2023 window was chosen to capture the most recent configuration of board gender
diversity, CSR disclosure and financial performance under current reporting practices in
Peru, while ensuring a balanced panel with complete and comparable information for
all firms.

Table 1. Variables used in the analysis.

Construct Observable
Variable Variable Type Calculation

Method/Instrument
Possible
Values Interpretation

Dependent Variable

Financial
Performance

Asset Turnover Continuous
Asset Turnover =
Revenue or
Sales/Total Assets

Infinite values
within the real
numbers

Greater than 1 or less than 1:
Indicates that the company is
generating more than one
dollar or less than one dollar
in sales for every dollar
invested in assets, which is
generally positive or negative
depending on the factor.

ROA Continuous ROA = Net
Profit/Total Assets

Infinite values
within the real
numbers

Measures a company´s
profitability in relation to its
assets a typical range can be
from −0.10 to 0.20

ROE Continuous ROE = Net
Profit/Equity

Infinite values
within the real
numbers

Measures a company’s
profitability in relation to the
capital invested by
shareholders. Atypical range
can be between 0.10 and 0.20

Liquidity Continuous
Liquidity = Current
Assets/Current
Liabilities

Infinite values
within positive
real numbers

Less than 1 to greater than 2,
which defines positions with
respect to the ability to cover
short-term obligations

Independent Variables

Gender
diversity on
the board of
directors

Shannon index Continuous H = −Σ (p × log2(p)) 0 a Log2 (n)

0 = no gender diversity
(complete homogeneity)
higher values (up to 0.693)
indicate greater gender
diversity

Critical mass
index Continuous D = (1/2) × Σ

((|Pi − Qi|)/(Pi + Qi)) 0 a 1
0 = No gender segregation,
1 = maximum gender
Segregation

Corporate
social
responsibility

Environmental
policy Dichotomous

12 question
questionnaire.
Corporate
sustainability report

0 No & 1 Yes
The results provide
information on the direction
and magnitude of the effect of
the variables.Social policy Dichotomous

10 question
questionnaire.
Corporate
sustainability report

0 No & 1 Yes
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The construction of financial performance was operationalized through four depen-
dent variables: asset turnover (ATO), return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE),
and the current liquidity ratio (LIQ). These indicators capture distinct yet complementary
dimensions of firm efficiency, profitability, and short term solvency, offering a multidi-
mensional perspective of financial performance relevant to management and external
stakeholders. All four indicators were computed from audited annual financial statements
published by the firms under Lima Stock Exchange (BVL) and securities regulator (SMV)
oversight (see Table 1).

The main independent variables correspond to Board Gender Diversity and Corporate
Social Responsibility (CSR).

Board gender diversity (BGD) was operationalized using two continuous indices
derived from the proportion of female and male directors on each board: the Shannon
index and a critical mass index based on gender segregation. The Shannon index is an
entropy-based measure that increases as the board composition becomes more balanced
between female and male directors; it takes its minimum value when all directors belong to
the same gender and its maximum value when women and men are represented in similar
proportions (see Table 1). The critical-mass index is a normalized gender segregation index
ranging from 0 to 1 (see Table 1), where 0 indicates no gender segregation (mixed boards,
consistent with the idea of reaching a critical mass of women) and 1 indicates maximum
gender segregation (boards dominated by a single gender). Using both indices allows us to
capture complementary dimensions of board gender diversity: overall heterogeneity in
gender composition and the extent to which one gender dominates the board structure. As
a validity check, both indices exhibited very high positive correlations with the percentage
of female directors on the board (R = 0.991 for the Shannon index and R = 0.964 for the
critical-mass index), confirming that they consistently capture the underlying dimension of
female representation.

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) was measured through a content analysis of
published corporate sustainability, ESG or integrated reports using a dichotomous checklist
of 22 indicators grouped into two dimensions: environmental policy (12 items) and social
policy (10 items). For each firm year observation, each item was coded as 1 when the
corresponding policy or practice was disclosed in the report and 0 otherwise. Dimension
scores were obtained by summing the items within each domain, and an overall CSR index
was computed as the average of the environmental and social scores, so that higher values
indicate broader and more comprehensive CSR engagement and disclosure (see Table 1).
The environmental and social subindices were highly correlated with the overall CSR index
(R = 0.933 and R = 0.914, respectively), supporting the internal coherence and convergent
validity of the measure.

2.2. Data Analysis

The empirical analysis was performed using multiple linear regression (MLR) to
examine the relationships between board gender diversity, corporate social responsibility
(CSR), and financial performance. According to Hair et al. multiple linear regression
enables the simultaneous assessment of the effects of several independent variables on one
or more dependent variables, thereby allowing a comprehensive evaluation of complex
organizational dynamics [97]. This modelling approach is consistent with prior empirical
research on board gender diversity, CSR and financial performance, where multiple linear
regression is widely used to estimate firm-level relationships [5,19,20,22].
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2.3. Regression Models

The statistical model employed is broadly specified as follows:

Yi = β0 + β1BGDi + β2CSRi + εi

where
Yi represents each financial performance indicator (ATO, ROA, ROE, LIQ).
β0 is the constant.
β1 and β2 are the coefficients that capture the effect of BGD and CSR.
εi corresponds to the error term.
Model specified for each research hypothesis.

H1 : ATO = β0 + β1BGD + β2CSR + ε

H2 : ROA = β0 + β1BGD + β2CSR + ε

H3 : ROE = β0 + β1BGD + β2CSR + ε

H4 : LIQ = β0 + β1BGD + β2CSR + ε

In the notation used in Table 1, pi and qi denote the proportions of female and male
directors on firm i’s board, respectively, and terms such as pilog2(pi) follow the standard
Shannon entropy formulation for diversity indices. In the Peruvian sample analysed, the
Shannon Index ranges from 0 to 0.66, with most boards lying between 0.10 and 0.20 (see
Table 1), which reflects relatively low levels of gender diversity and the absence of a critical
mass of women in most firms.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive analysis indicates that board gender diversity in Peru remains low,
with women occupying approximately 15% of board positions. This limited participation,
coupled with a moderate standard deviation, reveals significant inter firm variability. These
findings are consistent with previous evidence highlighting persistent gender gaps in
Latin American corporate structures, where female representation seldom exceeds the 30%
critical mass threshold [22]. In contrast, European Union firms reported an average of 32%
women on boards in 2022, largely due to legislative enforcement [11,98].

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) scores show moderate average values but high
dispersion, reflecting heterogeneity in the adoption of sustainability policies across sectors
and company sizes. Such variability aligns with literature that identifies sectoral and
internationalization differences as key determinants of CSR engagement in emerging
economies [99,100].

Regarding financial indicators, the average values of return on assets (ROA), return on
equity (ROE), and asset turnover (ATO) are positive but exhibit wide variability, reflecting
volatility typical of emerging markets. The average liquidity ratio (LIQ) of approximately
1.2 indicates that most firms maintain current assets slightly above short term liabilities,
though several display solvency risks.

Overall, descriptive statistics confirm the suitability of the data for econometric testing,
showing (i) sufficient variability in board gender diversity (BGD) and CSR, and (ii) hetero-
geneous distributions of financial indicators that justify multivariate regression analysis
(Table 2).
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the variables studied.

Variables N Range Min Max Average SE SD Variance

SHI 121 0.66 0.00 0.66 0.3260 0.01714 0.18849 0.036
CMI 121 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.1556 0.01003 0.11037 0.012
BGD 121 0.57 0.00 0.57 0.2396 0.01327 0.14593 0.021
EP 121 0.73 0.00 0.73 0.2870 0.01239 0.13634 0.019
SP 121 0.81 0.02 0.83 0.4589 0.01045 0.11496 0.013

CSR 121 0.77 0.01 0.78 0.3725 0.01061 0.11667 0.014
ATO 121 3.18 −1.12 2.06 0.0025 0.06270 0.68974 0.476
ROA 121 3.22 −1.12 2.10 0.0209 0.06111 0.67225 0.452
ROE 121 3.18 −1.12 2.06 0.0036 0.06245 0.68698 0.472
LIQ 121 4.63 0.28 4.91 1.4549 0.08188 0.90064 0.811

Additionally, the correlation matrix demonstrates that no multicollinearity problem
exists among the main variables (R < 0.70), ensuring the robustness of regression estimates.
(Figure 2).

Figure 2. Correlation matrix between key variables.

3.2. Multiple Regression Model and Hypotheses

The multiple linear regression models (Table 3) reveal that BGD and CSR jointly
explain between 12% and 14% of the variation in profitability (ATO, ROA, ROE) and about
3% of the variation in liquidity (LIQ). All models are statistically significant (p < 0.05),
confirming the explanatory relevance of the independent variables (Table 3).

Table 3. Model summary of regression analyses.

Model R R2 R2 Adjusted Standard Error of Estimation

H1 0.384 a 0.148 0.133 0.64213
H2 0.398 a 0.159 0.144 0.62179
H3 0.364 a 0.138 0.123 0.63961
H4 0.224 a 0.050 0.034 0.88514

a: Predictors: (Constants), CSR, BGD.
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ANOVA results (Table 4) show strong significance for the profitability models H1
(F = 10.227, p = 0.000), H2 (F = 11.133, p = 0.000) and H3 (F = 10.216, p = 0.000) indicating that
BGD and CSR are significantly associated with accounting profitability, while constituting
only a subset of the broader set of factors that influence firm profitability. The liquidity
model (H4) is also significant (F = 3.119, p = 0.048), albeit with lower explanatory power,
consistent with the short term sensitivity of liquidity to external conditions. These findings
are broadly consistent with meta-analytic evidence from developed economies, where
CSR is generally positively related to accounting-based performance indicators [76,92,96].
By contrast, the negative short term association between BGD and profitability in the
Peruvian sample resembles the initial segment of the nonlinear patterns documented in
some European settings, where the impact of board gender diversity becomes positive only
after a critical mass of women is reached [11,22]. The regression coefficients for the model
variables are also presented. Table 5. In addition, the mixed and context-dependent results
reported for board diversity and CSR in other emerging markets [19,88,99] suggest that
the Peruvian evidence should be interpreted as one case within a broader, heterogeneous
landscape rather than as a generalized Latin American pattern.

Table 4. Anova results for multiple linear regression analyses.

Model Sum of Squares gl Root Mean Square F Sig.

H1
Regression 8.434 2 4.217 10.227 0.000 b

Residual 48.655 118 0.412
Total 57.088 120

H2
Regression 8.609 2 4.304 11.133 0.000 b

Residual 45.622 118 0.387
Total 54.230 120

H3
Regression 8.359 2 4.180 10.216 0.000 b

Residual 48.274 118 0.409
Total 56.633 120

H4
Regression 4.887 2 2.444 3.119 0.048 b

Residual 92.450 118 0.783
Total 97.337 120

b Accepted significance level less than or equal to 0.05.

Table 5. Regression coefficients for H1–H4 models.

Model
Non-Standardised Coefficients Standardised Coefficients

t-Student Sig.
B SE Beta

H1
(Constants) −0.559 0.209 −2.676 0.009

BGD −0.932 0.405 −0.197 −2.301 0.023
CSR 2.108 0.507 0.357 4.160 0.000

H2
(Constants) −0.564 0.202 −2.788 0.006

BGD −0.902 0.392 −0.196 −2.300 0.023
CSR 2.151 0.491 0.373 4.385 0.000

H3
(Constants) −0.557 0.208 −2.675 0.009

BGD −0.925 0.404 −0.195 −2.293 0.024
CSR 2.100 0.505 0.355 4.161 0.000

H4
(Constants) 2.018 0.288 7.003 0.000

BGD −1.165 0.558 −0.189 −2.087 0.039
CSR −0.761 0.698 −0.099 −1.989 0.028
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Regression equations derived from these results are as follows:
H1: ATO = −0.559 − 0.932 BGD + 2.108 CSR.
H2: ROA = −0.564 − 0.902 BGD + 2.151 CSR.
H3: ROE = −0.557 − 0.925 BGD + 2.100 CSR.
H4: LIQ = 2.018 − 1.165 BGD − 0.761 CSR.

4. Discussion
The results provide nuanced insights into the complex relationship between board

gender diversity (BGD), corporate social responsibility (CSR), and financial performance in
an emerging market context. The findings contribute to both theoretical refinement and
empirical understanding of how governance and sustainability mechanisms interact in
Latin American firms.

First, the positive and statistically significant effect of CSR on profitability supports
the premise that responsible corporate practices enhance stakeholder trust, operational
efficiency, and firm legitimacy. These findings are consistent with Stakeholder Theory [69]
and with meta analytic evidence demonstrating that CSR activities can generate tangible
short-term financial returns [76,101]. In line with Birindelli et al. (2019) this result reinforces
the notion that responsiveness to environmental and social expectations should not be
regarded as a cost but as a strategic intangible asset that strengthens competitiveness and
reputation [99]. For emerging economies such as Peru, CSR initiatives appear to play
a compensatory role, signaling corporate reliability in institutional contexts marked by
regulatory asymmetries and weaker governance mechanisms.

Second, the negative short-term association between board gender diversity and
accounting profitability diverges from the findings in developed markets, where gender-
diverse boards have been shown to enhance firm performance once a critical mass is
achieved [11,22]. In the Peruvian sample, women held only around 15% of board positions,
indicating that none of the analyzed firms reached the 30% threshold identified by Critical
Mass Theory [55,57,59]. Under these conditions, gender diversity may initially generate
transitional frictions, organizational adaptation costs, or limited access to influential corpo-
rate networks [5]. Consequently, diversity effects are not linear or universal but contingent
upon institutional maturity, inclusion mechanisms, and cultural norms. In this regard, the
negative association between board gender diversity and financial performance should
not be interpreted as evidence that the presence of women on boards “destroys value”,
but rather as a reflection of the specific institutional and cultural context in which these
boards operate. The tokenism and critical mass literature suggests that, if women remain
a numerical minority on predominantly male boards, they are likely to face heightened
visibility, pressure to conform to existing norms and limited access to informal power net-
works, which constrains their ability to translate task conflict into higher quality strategic
decisions [55,57]. In Latin America, prior studies show that the effect of board gender
diversity on firm performance is often weak or neutral because of the persistent under-
representation of women and cultural features that tend to dampen the potential benefits
of diversity [30,87]. In the Peruvian case, women directors still operate in predominantly
male dominated corporate environments, where nomination processes, informal networks
and expectations about the “appropriate” role of women in top management may favor
symbolic or legitimacy-driven appointments rather than substantive inclusion [30].

Third, the negative association between both BGD and CSR with liquidity suggests
that equity and sustainability initiatives require short term financial commitments that tem-
porarily constrain firms’ solvency. This finding is consistent with prior studies noting that
investments in CSR and governance restructuring entail immediate costs before long-term
benefits accrue [78,101]. Firms in emerging economies may face liquidity pressures due
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to the reallocation of resources towards compliance, training, or social projects; however,
these expenditures often yield delayed returns through improved reputation, customer
loyalty, and reduced risk exposure. From this perspective, the negative association between
current liquidity, board gender diversity and CSR can be interpreted as reflecting short
term costs arising from more active investment and working capital decisions. More gender
diverse and stakeholder oriented boards are likely to authorize upfront cash outlays in
environmental compliance and adaptation projects, health and safety programmers, com-
munity and stakeholder initiatives, the implementation of more demanding reporting and
disclosure systems, and training and capacity building activities. These expenditures are
typically recognized as operating expenses or long term investments rather than as current
assets, and in emerging markets they are often financed with internal funds and short
term liabilities, which temporarily depress liquidity ratios without necessarily implying
a deterioration in solvency [76,78,101]. In addition, more active boards with a stronger
CSR orientation may be less inclined to hoard idle cash for precautionary motives and
more willing to deploy liquid resources in productive or reputation enhancing projects,
consistent with the view of CSR as a strategic intangible asset [99].

From a methodological perspective, the study confirms the adequacy of multiple
linear regression models for evaluating governance performance relationships in emerging
markets. The statistical robustness of the models (significant ANOVA tests) validates the
approach, while the moderate explanatory power (adjusted R2 values between 0.12 and
0.14 for profitability and 0.03 for liquidity) indicates that additional firm level and con-
textual variables should be incorporated. Future studies could control firm size, leverage,
ownership structure, or industry heterogeneity to further clarify these associations.

Overall, the evidence underscores the context dependent nature of corporate gover-
nance effects. In markets characterized by low institutional maturity and limited gender
inclusion, the immediate financial impact of diversity and sustainability initiatives may
appear muted or even negative. Nevertheless, as female representation and CSR integration
progress over time, their joint influence is likely to shift toward positive outcomes. This
trajectory reinforces the importance of adopting a long term analytical horizon and of
employing dynamic or longitudinal designs to capture the evolving financial implications
of inclusion and sustainability strategies.

5. Conclusions
This study examined the relationship between board gender diversity, corporate social

responsibility, and financial performance among firms listed on the Lima Stock Exchange
during 2022 and 2023. Using multiple linear regression, the research demonstrates that CSR
is positively associated with accounting profitability measured by ATO, ROA, and ROE
whereas board gender diversity exhibits a negative short term relationship with profitability
and liquidity.

CSR contributes positively to short term profitability, confirming its role as a strategic
lever for value creation even when liquidity may be temporarily constrained by sustain-
ability investments. By contrast, board gender diversity shows a negative short term
association with ROA, ROE and ATO, which is consistent with the idea that, under low
female representation and the absence of a critical mass of women, early stages of inclusion
may entail adjustment costs, learning processes and organizational frictions. According
to Critical Mass Theory and evidence from other countries, it is plausible that, once more
balanced boards are achieved and inclusive practices consolidate, the impact of gender
diversity on profitability may become neutral or positive; however, this remains a theoreti-
cally informed conjecture, as the two year Peruvian panel analyzed here does not observe
such thresholds and does not allow these longer term dynamics to be tested directly. These
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potential medium and long term effects should therefore be understood as theoretically
grounded expectations and an avenue for future research rather than as conclusions derived
directly from the present data.

The findings are consistent with and help contextualize Stakeholder Theory and
Critical Mass Theory within the Latin American context, suggesting that the benefits of
governance diversity and CSR are likely to depend on reaching a threshold of board inclu-
sion and institutional maturity, rather than operating in a purely linear fashion. However,
these threshold related implications should be understood as theoretically grounded inter-
pretations informed by international evidence, as the two year Peruvian panel analyzed
here does not observe boards surpassing such thresholds. They also provide evidence that
CSR functions as a strategic mechanism for corporate legitimacy and risk management
in emerging markets, where firms face heightened scrutiny and institutional voids. More
broadly, the study advances a multi theoretical view of corporate governance by integrating
upper echelons, agency and CSR/stakeholder perspectives in an emerging market setting,
showing that board gender composition and CSR policies should be understood jointly as
part of the board’s strategic, monitoring and boundary spanning roles. In doing so, the
article links board level demographic attributes to firm level financial outcomes through a
theoretically grounded configuration of governance, CSR and institutional context, thereby
refining existing theories of board diversity and CSR in the specific case of Latin American
capital markets.

For practitioners and policymakers, the results highlight the need to foster inclusion
and sustainability policies through gradual implementation and long-term commitment.
Firms should design governance structures that ensure women’s substantive participation,
not merely symbolic representation, while aligning CSR investments with core business
strategies to balance financial stability and social performance.

In conclusion, the evidence derived from this underexplored Latin American setting
confirms that corporate social responsibility acts as a catalyst for improved financial perfor-
mance, while gender diversity on boards, in the absence of a critical mass and enabling
institutional frameworks, can temporarily hinder profitability. These findings invite a
reevaluation of traditional governance paradigms and highlight the need for comparative,
interdisciplinary, and longitudinal approaches to capture the dynamic interplay between
sustainability practices, board composition, and corporate financial outcomes.

Moreover, the empirical design relies on a relatively short balanced panel, consisting
of 121 firms observed over the 2022–2023 period (242 firm year observations). This time
window allows me to capture the most recent configuration of board gender diversity,
CSR and financial performance, but it limits the ability to analyze dynamic or long term
effects and constrains the strength of any causal inference. Accordingly, the estimated
coefficients should be interpreted as contemporaneous associations that are consistent with
the theoretical frameworks employed, rather than as definitive causal impacts. In addition,
the sample is restricted to firms listed on the Lima Stock Exchange, which ensures data
availability but limits the external validity of the findings for smaller or unlisted companies.
Consequently, the evidence reported here should be interpreted as pertaining primarily to
relatively large, listed corporations, and future research should replicate and extend the
analysis to SMEs, family owned and unlisted firms.

Future studies should incorporate broader time series or panel data, multi country
comparisons, and advanced modelling techniques such as structural equation modelling
(SEM), threshold regressions, or machine learning (e.g., neural networks) to detect non-
linear effects. Mixed method approaches combining qualitative insights with quantitative
analysis could also illuminate the organizational processes behind the observed relation-
ships. From a methodological perspective, future research could also explore deep learning
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approaches that rely on more advanced pooling strategies; in particular, singular pooling
has recently been proposed as a spectral pooling paradigm that aggregates high dimen-
sional feature maps via singular value decomposition while reducing information loss in
deep neural networks [102]. Although such techniques are beyond the scope of the present
study, they could be employed in future work that integrates richer, high-dimensional
ESG/CSR indicators or textual disclosures to model more complex, nonlinear relationships
between board gender diversity, CSR and financial performance.
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