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Abstract. Reporting biases refer to a truncated pool oflipnéd studies with the resulting suppression or
omission of some empirical findings. Such biases cacur in positive research paradigms that try to
uncover correlations and causal relationships eénstbcial world by using the empirical methods @itgnal)
science. Further, reporting biases can come abeduse of authors who do not write papers thatrrepo
unfavorable results despite strong efforts madatbpreviously accepted evidence, and becausehajteer
rejection rate of studies documenting contradiceriglence. Reporting biases are a serious conesaubke
the conclusions of systematic reviews and metayaaalcan be misleading. The authors show thatghddli
evidence in win-win corporate social responsibili§SR) research tends to overestimate efficientye T
research field expects to find a positive assamiatbetween corporate social performance (CSP) and
corporate financial performance (CFP), and findingset that expectation. The authors explain how thi
pattern may reflect reporting bias. The empiricagults show strong tentative evidence for a pasitiv
reporting bias in the CSP-CFP literature but onbalwtentative evidence for CSP efficiency. The stldo
examines which factors, such as time trends, pafibic outlet, and study characteristics, are aagettiwith

higher reporting biases within this literature.
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In physics, there was a long-held belief that liglatves needed a “luminiferous ether” as a mediunanle

of the greatest “failed experiments” of all timd887), Albert Michelson and Edward Morley could fiod
this ether. It took Albert Einstein’s special thgof relativity (1905) to show that there was neaareed for
luminiferous  ether  (http://www.aps.org/programsfeath/history/historicsites/michelson-morley.cfm).
Popper (1963) suggested that all scientific theoaiee by nature conjectures and inherently falliSkould

any theory survive a number of critical tests, &ne closer to some truth.

Win-win corporate social responsibility (CSR) may $uch a widely-held beliéf*Empirical research has
largely focused on establishing a positive conoactbetween corporate social performance (CSP) and
corporate financial performance (CFP)” (Margolis8alsh, 2003, p. 273). The aim is to substantiage th
kind of claims that Kofi Annan made to US corparas in 2001, namely that there is “a happy coremcg
between what your shareholders want and what isfoesillions of people the world over” (Margol&
Walsh, 2003, p. 273). A large nhumber of empiridaldies do confirm that a positive connection exists
between CSP and CFP. The results of meta-analys#gne that the standardized CSP-CFP effect is
positive and significant (for example, Allouche &ioche, 2005; Margolis, Elfenbein, & Walsh, 2007;
Margolis & Walsh, 2001, 2003; Orlitzky, 2011; Ozkly, Schmidt, & Rynes, 2003; Orlitzky & Swanson,
2008). The now 40 years of the seéritr an association between CSP and CFP (see \26dd), reflect

the enduring quest to find a persuasive business foa social initiatives.

However, when it comes to belief in a strong, pesitelationship between CSP and CFP, other schalar

more skeptical (McWilliams & Siegel, 2000, 2001pn$ of these scholars are skeptical about positive

! McWwilliams and Siegel (2001, p. 117) define CSR.asactions that appear to further some socialdgdeyond the
interests of the firm and that which is requiredédy.” According to Wood (1991, p. 695): “the baglea of corporate
social responsibility is that business and socétyinterwoven rather than distinct entities.” Ci8Ratives that focus
on both linkage sides, which aim to strengthen camyzompetitiveness by influencing society and dnysidering that
external conditions affect business as well, aensas strategic CSR and as win-win CSR, respegti{brter &

Kramer, 2006).

2 Margolis and Walsh (2003) found 127 published issidthat empirically examined the relationship hesiw
companies’ socially responsible conduct and thearfcial performance and 13 reviews of those studie
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empirical evidence, arguing that social respongjbihat goes above just complying with the lawsraes
from a firm’s financial performance (Friedman, 197@nsen, 2002). CSP raises a firm’s costs, thereby
putting it at an economic disadvantage in a cortipetmarket. Others take a more nuanced stand raue a
that CSP may not only raise but also decreasensasfiperformance level (Benabou & Tirole, 2010), has
diminishing returns for imitating firms (Brammer Millington, 2008; Kopel, 2009), and can only prosid
insurance in the context of negative business sv@aodfrey, Merrill, & Hansen, 2009). Finally, some
scholars argue that the literature suffers fromhmgtlogical problems and misspecifications (Mc\Valitis

& Siegel, 2000). These scholars also argue tham f& theoretical point of view, a neutral CSP-CHR |

should be expected (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001).

This study accepts that scientific knowledge igdtrcibly conjectural. By relying on the conjectussxl
refutations of win-win CSR, the authors first argbat a genuine effect between CSP and CFP canbenly
expected under very restrictive conditions. Newaddss, the CSP-CFP literature generally does fositige
effects. Second, the authors explain how this patteay reflect reporting bias in the CSP-CFP litee
Such selection bias in the literature can be aitedh to authors not writing papers on unfavorab#ilts, in
spite of strong efforts being made to find accegéidence. One can also attribute such selectias toi the
higher rejection rate of studies documenting calittary evidence. As demonstrated by recent rebeéne
underlying reason may be that “social-scientifisea@rch is embedded in a variety of genealogiesfiiy

that may shape and frame conclusions” (Orlitzkyl 20p. 410). The underlying reason implies that “an
institutional logic represents a much broader cphdaban researcher ‘bias’, which presumes some
undesirable deviations from a known, objective "fg§Crlitzky, 2011, p. 410). Thus, reporting or seien
biases in the literature, as understood in all thdws, refer to unintended, collective conseqreanof
individual actions which — from each researchesimpof view — are desirabfeThird, the authors identify
circumstances reinforcing reporting bias. We aralyehether, in CSP-CFP research, positive, favorable

results are associated with factors such as puiglicime, publication in higher-impact journals, weak

3 Although conclusive evidence of authors delibdyasdtering research data is difficult to documethe pressure to
publish in refereed journals, especially top-tmurpals, is strong enough to warrant a suggestianreporting bias can
also result from academic cheating
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theory or method. The hypotheses are tested wstngple of 162 studies documenting 2,263 sub-effatts
the CSP-CFP link. Sub-effects are estimations erC8P-CFP link which rely on the same study safmgie
rely on alternative measurements, time intervalsegression methods used within a paper. The eitkse

meta-regression analysis — in particular, the fumsymmetry test (FAT) — to quantify reporting l@as

within the literature.

Our research contributes to the literature by pognbut that empirical results — in particular, tiesults of
meta-analyses — can be undermined by reportingediélBalton et al., 2012; Rosenberg, 2005; Scargle,
2000). Rosenthal (1979) is the seminal referene@oRing biases are the result of scientific cosasrand
can be very powerful in leading a largely one-sidietbate (Popper, 1934). Scientists who question the
paradigm may be shunned in a scientific communiitgir articles may not be published, and their aese
grants may be revoked or denied. This article arghat reporting biases are an important but under-
investigated issue in the social sciences. Althotnghproblems are well known in research, thesinsla
have barely been systematically analyzed or exgthin management research. Even though previows met
analyses on the CSP-CFP link address what is tetheedfile-drawer problem” — that is, the problerh o
missing studies — they do so only parentheticdllyese analyses deal with this issue by computieg th
number of additional unlocated studies needed usethe correlation to decrease to a minimal efitevel

or zero (Margolis et al., 2007; Orlitzky, 2011; itxky et al., 2003). Because large numbers of stdire
arguably needed, it is reasoned that reporting ibiabsent. Such a reporting-bias test remainerattent

on the size and significance of the reporting bidthin the analyzed literature. Moreover, nothisgsaid
about the size and significance of the remainirfigcefif reporting bias is absent. Furthermore, etreugh

the quantity of empirical research is expandingidigp management research to date has shown little

concern for the existence of reporting biases hadmplication for the research field.

It should be noted that this article only refersptusitive research paradigms in management in C8R:
paradigm that tries to uncover correlations andabielationships in the social world by using énepirical
methods of (natural) science” (Scherer & Palaz8®,72 p. 1096). This positive paradigm leads to aelye
instrumental interpretation of CSR. This study egels normative research paradigms in management or

CSR: a paradigm based on the humanities “that doEl®ok for observable causal relationships ingheial
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world” (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007, p. 1097) but ratlse“centered on moral evaluation, judgment, and

prescription of human action” (Swanson, 1999, @, &ited by Scherer & Palazzo, 2007, p. 1097).

The remainder of the paper is as follows: In thet section “Hypotheses Development” we will firgiry
forward two interrelated theoretical arguments agfaa general case for a clear and positive CSPHakP
While such a view implies that a clear, positivePSFP link cannot be expected, it contradicts fbe/\of
empirical research in Social Issues in ManagemBuosiness Ethics, or Business and Society. We will
second argue that the published research withiresarch field can be confronted with a biased
representation of the total population of reseaesults suggesting that the positive effect betwe8R and
CFP, as documented in most studies and meta-asalyss be caused by selection bias in the litezatar
the third part of this section we will analyzestéas which may reinforce reporting bias. The sectio
“Research Method” introduces the method, the samaple@ the measurements to analyze the research
guestion and hypotheses. In the section “Resulestwi¥l introduce and summarize our findings. Ourinma
result suggests that that the positive CSP-CFPeat#l is caused by reporting bias in the literature
originating from collective cognitive structurestin a research discipline. In the final section wd

discuss the implications with regard to future aesk and with regard to scholar education.

Hypothesis Development

The Absent CSP-CFP Link: Theoretical Arguments

Without attempting to be comprehensive, there tse &wvo interrelated theoretical arguments agdinst
general case for a clear and positive CSP-CFP Tihks statement implies that the authors do notierg
against a specific case for this positive link. Bigheless, these theoretical arguments indicateatlcéear,

positive CSP-CFP link cannot be expected becawse temain significant theoretical refutations.

First, in the economic research paradigm (seezRyijt2011), firms envision very different roles fGSP.
Benabou and Tirole (2010) distinguish three visiomi®i-win (doing well by doing good), delegated CSR
(the firm as a channel for the expression of aitix@lues), and insider-initiated CSR. Although fhst
vision may show a positive correlation between @& profits, the reverse should hold true for thiedt

vision. An application of the first vision could d@mnd-in-hand with product differentiation or inadwon
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(e.g. ecological products), which matches a greatéingness of particular customer segments to (=g
also McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Yet, the effectssuch CSP investments, when they are not perfectly
specific to the CSP leader firm (that is, theylspiker to follower firms investing later), can leta follower
firms to have a second-mover advantage (Kopel, R00%ere is then a CFP disadvantage for the CSP fir

mover.

The implementation of the second vision relies avilingness by stakeholders to sacrifice monebpatster
firm image, and so by definition can at best achievmuch more indirect effect than the first vision
However, even an assumed positive relationship déetwCSP and CFP for both visions could follow a
nonlinear pattern -- that is, be subject to positieturns first, and then diminishing and evenyuall
decreasing returns (Brammer & Millington, 2008)ll&wing this line of argument further, one couldal
assume that CSP only has a positive insurance ¥altie context of negative business events. Orghimi
assume that firms very active in CSP would beriedih smaller declines in stock prices in the fatsuxh

events (Godfrey et al., 2009).

The third vision reflects a more managerial conadpCSP. Firms donating to institutions such asrape
houses or museums can directly benefit senior neanegt, as for example when chief executive officers
(CEOs) and chief financial officers (CFOs) are mdteboard memberships there. CFP usually decreattes

that sort of CSP.

Of course, in practice, CSP is likely to involvenix of all three visions across the corporate samilis
often unclear which specific channel is being wkstect us assume that a partial value of CFP can be
interpreted as a function of all the CSP investimenade simultaneously by a firm because of thesthre
different visions. We know that, by definition, #ee CSP investments follow different incentives,
presumably with different results. However, when deenot know the weights of the CSP activities that
follow the aforementioned visions or the functiorfatms of their particular CFP consequences (see
Brammer & Millington, 2008, for very different fos), we cannot even determieg-ante whether CFP
increases or decreases because of these CSPiextiFibr theex-postanalysis, it is almost impossible to

solve the problem of reverse engineering and disgiting the CFP result to reveal its different GaBses.
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It becomes clear that, in the economic researcadign, and only under certain circumstances, celea
positive relationship between CSP and performareetpected (Vogel, 2005). McWilliams and Siegel
(2001) using an arbitrage argument found that finvigether they provided CSP or not, had the samaeeofa
profit. From this finding, they predicted that teewould be generally a neutral relationship betwe&

activity and firm performance.

This inconclusiveness stems partly from one gengralblem that holds true for the underlying reskearc
field: using organizational performance as a depehdariable (March & Sutton, 1997). The primargus

of CSP-CFP studies is the idea that organizatipediormance can be predicted, understood, and dhape
Consequently, researchers take organizational ypeaftce as a dependent variable and seek to identify
variables that produce variations in profits, satearket share, productivity, debt ratios, and lstodces.
“Researchers who study organizational performamcehis way typically devote little attention to the
complications of using such a formulation to chtegze the causal structure of performance phenamen
These complications include the ways in which penince advantage is competitively unstable, theatau
complexity surrounding performance, and the linotad of using data base on retrospective recall of
informants” (March & Sutton, 1997, p. 698). Thedimgs of March and Sutton serve as an illustratan
empirical and methodological problems when anatytive CSP-CFP link Consequently, even if the firm’s
CSP activities only follow the first vision, it isot certain that research will identify this pogitiCSP-CFP
relationshipOn an aggregated level, such noise results in@fzeding, as former empirical and theoretical

research verifies (McWilliams & Siegel, 2000, 2001)

* For example, the above-mentioned complicationsrbetien assuming a simple cost-improving processvation

that is partly introduced for CSP reasons. Resefirshhas to estimate the CSP ratio of the co#irmy innovation

before it can estimate the direct and indirect @BRsequences of CSP (for an example, see McWilli&nsegel,

2000). Critics of organizational performance reskafurther argue that the success at understanu@nfprmance
differences is self-destructive: it becomes comikeowledge and thus cannot be a success factoaget (March &

Sutton, 1997; Nicolai & Kieser, 2002). The perfonmoa impact of a “success factor” of CSP therefoay tve positive
in the invention stage but may rapidly be redueedero in the innovation and maturity stages wieost studies are
conducted.
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The Positive CSP-CFP Link: Reporting Bias

The considerations above contradict the view ofidogh research irfsocial Issues in ManagemeBusiness
Ethics or Business and Socief@rlitzky, 2011). Building on instrumental stakéther theory (Jones, 1995),
it can be argued that socially responsible firmaase their legitimacy and develop a positive teamn
(Orlitzky, 2011). This view seems to be supportgdHe findings of previous meta-analyses documerdim
overall positive CSP-CFP relationship. (A selectadrthese meta-analyses are Allouche & Laroche5200
Margolis et al., 2007; Margolis & Walsh, 2001, 20@8litzky et al., 2003). However, meta-analyses ba
confronted with a biased representation of thd mtpulation of research results (Rosenthal, 19@8yyith
organizational theories and research assumpticatsbdsccome self-fulfilling prophecies (Orlitzky, 201
Such reporting bias arises when the selectionwafiess for publication is made either on the basithe
statistical significance of results or on the basiswhether the results satisfy preconceived thexzaie
expectations (Doucouliagos, 2005; Stanley, 2005h)s condition leads to a truncated pool of puldish
studies with the consequent suppression of somerieaifindings. Various types of reporting biasisx
including publication bias, time-lag bias, locatimias, citation bias, language bias, or outcomertem bias
(McGauran et al., 2010). Reporting bias is noivdalrissue. If it exists, it distorts the scieitifecord, hides
the “truth,” influences decision making, misleadsligy makers and causes harm to affected persons

(McWilliams & Siegel, 1997a; Stanley & Doucouliag@910).

Medical researchers have long acknowledged theriiapoe and seriousness of publication selectioggBe
& Berlin, 1988; Egger, Smith, Schneider, & Mind&®97; Sterling, 1959). The Paxil and Vioxx scanghais
reporting bias on the research agenda (Krakovab®42 Paxil has the unfortunate side effect oféased
teen suicide; Vioxx’s side effects include the @ased risk of heart disease. The life-threatenoe effects
were well known from clinical trials, but sponsarfsthe clinical trials suppressed the reportinghaefse side
effects. A review of five meta-analyses on clinit@dls shows that 73% of all positive clinicalals are

published, but only 41% of all negative clinicahls are published (Hopewell et al., 2009).

Reporting biases are a problem not only in medeséarch. A study analyzing over 4,600 papers gudxdi

in all disciplines shows that the overall frequentyositive support has grown by over 22% betwEa®0
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and 2007 (Fanelli, 2012). The increase was stroimgére social disciplines (Fanelli, 2010b) angublish-
or-perish environments such as the United Statesell, 2010a). There is also a growing interest in
reporting bias in the field of economics. Researslfi@und evidence for reporting biases in areahk sscid
effectiveness on growth (Doucouliagos & Paldam,&0@inimum-wage studies (Card & Krueger, 1995;
Doucouliagos & Stanley, 2009), economic freedom aadnomic growth literature (Doucouliagos, 2005;
Doucouliagos, Laroche, & Stanley, 2005), the edimaf returns from education (Ashenfelter, Harm®n,
Oosterbeek, 1999), the productivity effects of maltionals (Gérg & Strobl, 2001), and the pricesttity

of water (Stanley, 2005a). Reporting bias is a gprdead phenomenon that might be expected to octbei

business literature as well (McWilliams & Sieged9Ya).

Doucouliagos et al. (2005) hypothesized that répgprbias can be found in particular areas of retear
where mainstream theory supports a specific effastrumental stakeholder theory in CSP-CFP researc
the mainstream theory for researchersatial Issues in Managemef@rlitzky, 2011), promotes a social
justice view of the world that strives to align iwghareholder wealth maximization. Thus, CSP iw&tas

a source of competitive advantage resulting intp@siperformance effects. This positive view stainds
contrast to the economic view and general managewenw on the empirical CSP-CFP relationship: both
research paradigms expect a neutral relationshiltZky, 2011). Hence, it is likely that reportifgas may
affect the CSP-CFP literature: while two researatagigms expect no specific CSP-CFP relationship, o
research paradigm expects a positive CSP-CFPamrsdiip. The lack of a research paradigm which espec

a clear negative CSP-CFP relationship can lead twvar-dominance of positive research findings.

There are two particular sources that cause reypltias (Card & Krueger, 1995; Hopewell et al., 200
First, the dominant institutional logic in whichthars are embedded shapes their cognitions and/ioehia
and frames their conclusions (Orlitzky, 2011). Thigic may result in the fact that researchers, #ind
particular those closely connected to instrumestakeholder theory, do not write and submit pajers
negative results contradicting the conventionalyexted result. This condition would be consisteitit the
results from other research disciplines: authovesgs have shown that the most common reasons for no
submitting papers are negative results and a laakterest, time, or other resources (Callaham.etl898;

Weber et al., 1998). Second, reviewers and editnsl, in particular those connected to instrumental
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stakeholder theory, may be predisposed to acceperpaconsistent with a conventional view. “Social
networking effects and interpersonal connectiomaetiones explain publication decisions much betiant
the objective characteristics of submissions” (@kiy, 2011, p. 412). As shown by prior empiricadearch,

the main reason for the non-publication of uncotiemal results seems to be the non-submission of

manuscripts and not the rejection of manuscript@bsnals (Olson et al., 2002).

In the context of CSP-CFP, reporting bias can teeral forms. First, authors, referees, and editaay
disproportionately select significant, positiveuks believing that they are more informative. Téidection
bias could partly be a consequence of collectivgnitive structures, for example of the professional
business school environment where many researahemsmployed (March & Sutton, 1997). The customers
of these schools — such as aspiring managers -etetxple trained to create success stories in @gkdons.

In addition, researchers secure funding and estal#gitimacy as consultants to organizationseesiters

to organizational audiences, or as authors of bgoksiding suggestions for improving organizational
performance. These audiences encourage researnchergate success stories (Clarkson et al., 2008).
Positive findings reflect the majority view in tfield and have a higher probability of being read aited.

In addition, in the CSP-CFP literature, there isoaarwhelming professional consensus of a soc#ldge
view of the world’ Negative findings contradict this view, and comsemay be raised about the possibility

of misspecification, data problems, or estimatimors.

Second, reporting bias can result in authors figdirdifficult to publish results where the CSP-CHiK is
positive but not significant, even though some aese paradigms expect such a non-specific reldtipngn

general, null findings are perceived as less istarg and most scholars will not even write a wogkpaper

®> The conventional view that virtuous firms are reseal may be explained by expressive utility (Hillm2010).

Expressive utility reflects a person’s identityviaw that people have of themselves in terms of ey are and what
they stand for, support, or oppose. Expressivéythn result in an expressive research trap iichvthere is majority
support for a social-justice view of the world. Thgpothesis is confirmed by a research streameelea CSP: aid
effectiveness. This literature sees aid as a tiattigiven to poor countries to generate developnfemeta-analysis,
however, finds that aid is ineffective in promotiagonomic growth or in benefiting the poor in lovecdéme countries
(Doucouliagos & Paldam, 2008). The meta-analysisvshthat, overall, the aid literature finds postieffects due to
publication bias. Publication bias may be the tes@ilexpressive research traps: the promotion dfsignals that
research cares about poor people in poor courfies if aid proves ineffective).
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on such results. Furthermore, referees may arqte8P should show a statistically significant iotpan
CSP. Authors may be encouraged to locate this teffgcfor example, changing the sample size, chmangi
the empirical methodology, altering the set of coinvariables, or using a different estimation t@Egae.
This condition may, for example, explain why songmavent studies of CSR have quite long and sedyning

randomly chosen “window” lengths (McWilliams & Sielg1997af.

Third, researchers who find a negative effect o @fay choose not to submit these results to josioal
other publication outlets because they believedbalts to be incorrect, they expect that they knale a low
probability of being accepted, or their preferrigerature does not offer accepted theories to @xplegative

findings.

Summing up, the foregoing arguments suggest teatdhventional view within CSP-CFP studies, thaRCS
is likely to pay off, may be the result of an owmresentation of positive, significant findings, exas
insignificant or negative empirical findings remaoppressed. This analysis leads to the first ngsis
suggesting that the positive effect between CSPCHe, as documented in most studies and meta-asalys
may be caused by selection bias in the literaturbyocollective cognitive structures within thissearch

discipline.

Hypothesis H1:Reporting bias causes the significant, positifeatbetween CSP and CFP, as documented

in the management literature.

Characteristics of Studies: Moderators of Reporting Biases

This sub-section analyzes factors reinforcing répgrbias. As shown by Orlitzky (2011), the jousah
sub-disciplines explain differences in the emplriC&P-CFP cross-study variability. Furthermore, iteid

research demonstrates that studies with positivaevarable results are associated with variousrdtors,

® The finance literature recommends that event etudhould use short time windows, of one or twosdafer the
event, to calculate cumulative abnormal returns RGA Shorter time windows have the advantage thafocinding
events, such as the announcement of news unretat€8P, can be more or less excluded. In CSP-Cdareh, the
time windows are, however, often very long: morantla hundred days after announcement. Accordindciilliams

and Siegel (1997a), one explanation may be thatiéiseed result on the CSP-CFP link does not apipestiort time
windows.
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such as publication in journals with higher imptaators, a greater number of publications (inclgdiovert
duplicate publications), more frequent citationgd anore likely publication in English (Easterbrookag.,
1991; Egger, Zellweger-Zahner et al., 1997; GotestB87; Kjaergard & Gluud, 2002; Tramer et al97)9
Also, time to publication is two years less for ifige results than for negative results (loannid898; Stern
& Simes, 1997). This study will, therefore, testetlfer positive or favorable results in CSP-CFP aese
are associated with factors such as publicatioe,tipublication in journals with higher-impact fastoor
weak theory or method. The authors will developditbtonal expectation for the case that Hypothesismi
be confirmed by the results. Therefore, furtherdilgpses will be presented as HO-hypotheses, typical

corresponding to a general or default position.

The aforementioned arguments concerning reseam#ntives lead us to expect a certain lifecycle of
publication bias in the empirical literature on GEBP. The authors assume that the fmsblications,
defined as studies which were published and thudemablically available in the earlier years of GSBP
research, will start with a bias, which could shawositive (or even a negative) CSR-CiK. In each
following period, newpublication opportunities in the field arise thambnstrate a tendency towards the
starting bias. This tendency can be viewed as nimitional cascades in the research field that lead
“follower” researchers to imitate “first movers” iheir research design. The cascades will happesnwh
authors find it optimal to follow the pattern edisitred by prior published work, even if that pattenf
results contradicts their own research results.ikibvative ideas towards the bias can be imitateldw
cost by all researchers after publication. Bothesidof the “market for articles” (authors and
editors/reviewers) will, depending on their fiefdart to invest specifically in the reproductiontoé biased
view. While the research field moves towards a dami design, both sides of the market will findnibre
and more costly to produce and evaluate unconveadtidews, thereby devaluing their previous investis

in the conventional view.

Inserting the incentives available for producingsg results into the logic of a product lifecyolee should
expect the following development over time. In tlirst phase of empirical papers on the CSR-CFP
relationship, innovative CSR researchers shoultevp@pers with strong positive correlations; bubieethe

dominant design has been established, we will dirsdnall publication bias. With this research figidving
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towards a dominant design, authors will find it mand more costly to produce unconventional vidog)
because the conventional view gets more and morpirieal support, and because its theoretical
underpinnings come to be more elaborated upon.id@dibih bias will also result over time with autkor
finding it difficult to publish results where theSB-CFP link is positive but not significant. Refgewill
argue that CSP should show a positive and stailstisignificant impact on CFP. Authors may be

encouraged to locate this effect.

The cost argument also holds for editors and restiswho, over time, accumulate specific investmants
the conventional view, which would be devalued ppasing viewsPapers that are unable to produce this
conventional view will be excluded from the markigt.addition, researchers may use the presenca of a
expected result as a model-selection test (Cardr&@effer, 1995). Both incentives can lead to higher
rejection rates by journals or to lower submissrates by authors. They can also lead to more data
adjustments by authors in the latter stage of t8B-CFP innovation in an attempt to find evidenaetlie
conventional view. Therefore, in general, we expgediave a strengthening publication bias over tifte

associated HO-hypothesis that will be tested f®l®vs:

Hypothesis HO-2:The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased tisaaam increase in publication time.

As shown by medical research, studies with posiivEavorable results are more often publisheainmals
with higher-impact factors (Easterbrook et al., I9%ositive and favorable results are read aratidid a
greater extent, which is important in order to n@imand extend the competitive advantage withaeisip
the journal impact factor. Authors, editors, andeeiers may be aware of this fact, and significansitive

evidence will be both submitted and accepted taeatgr extent in high-impact journals.

Hypothesis HO-3:The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased ttsram increase in the journal impact

factor.

Furthermore, in the case of editorial decision-mgkbiases, one should expect that the results cepaed
journal articles contain larger reporting bias canga to the findings of published working papermms

working papers may be continuously rejected byrjals because the findings are either negative or no
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significant! This outcome could be the consequence of costidenasions of reviewers. As the research
field moves towards a dominant design, it becomesendemanding and time consuming for them to
evaluate positively unconventional views, thereleyaduing their former investments in the converdion

view.

Hypothesis HO-4:The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not more bitmedrds published journal articles

than for published working papers.

Large numbers of less ground-breaking researcltribatibns also characterize CSP-CFP research. Often
researchers follow the conventional view becausP-CBP research is perceived as “marketable.” I& thi
case, the underlying research motivation may nothleeinvestigation of a specific theory, but mone t
desire to participate in the new research trenghicByly, the research field in these papers is Igoor
understood. Authors may therefore decide to pulthisir results only if they support the conventioriaw.

The demand for explanations that contradictory am-significant empirical evidence poses for authers
quite high, especially given the widely establisl@&sR-CFP link. Furthermore, faced with a theordica
weak paper, reviewers and editors may only aceggtarch modeled on the conventional view in thd.fie

The authors therefore expect that the reporting isidiighest for studies investigating no spetifaory.

Hypothesis HO-5:The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased tts\studies testing no theory than for

studies testing a social science or economic theory

Most studies in CSP-CFP research deduce directpdtimgses for the CSP-CFP link. However, directed
hypotheses are vulnerable because arguments bo#imdoagainst the CSP-CFP link can be made. It may
therefore be advisable to formulate an HO hypothésitest whether no link between CSP and CFFbean

determined. Testing the HO hypothesis allows mmedom when reporting the actual outcome of theystu

" Non-significant findings are especially problerat publish. They can either mean that, in realihere is no
systematic relationship between two variables,hat that they occur at a particular level of praligbwe do not

know. While the first interpretation implies a vahle finding and justifies publication, the secadnterpretation
implies that non-significant findings are of dulsowalue and there may be no need for publicatiawéver, as we do
not know which of the two interpretations is moralid, we hold the view that non-significant findmgustify

publication. For example, in medical research itingortant to know whether an indication is ineffee.

Ineffectiveness is typically demonstrated by sraatl non-significant effects of an indication onlhmgpprocesses.
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whereas testing a directed hypothesis puts sonssyme on the researcher not to reject the hypathéds
therefore expect higher reporting biases for stutisting a directed hypothesis. Authors may oniigew
papers on supportive evidence. Furthermore, they aitgd be engaged more often in some type of data

adjustment to find at least some evidence for tingothesis.

Hypothesis HO-6:The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased tsastudies that do not test the HO-

hypothesis for the CSP-CFP link.

Some researchers within the field support a clemitipe CSP-CFP link by outlining the competitive
advantages for organizations. Other researchermare critical by outlining the strengths and wesdses

of CSP with respect to CFP. Reporting bias shoutdenoften occur when the discourse in professional
networks does not lend itself to conjecture andtegion but, instead, uncritically supports the vantional
view. For example, authors more inclined to be iicaf may not write papers on negative or non-

significant findings or may adjust their data todfipositive and significant evidence.

Hypothesis HO-7:The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased tsastudies that do not discuss the

pros and cons of a positive CSP-CFP link.

CSP-CFP research is characterized by methodologitablems such as performance instability,
retrospective recall, or simple models of complestlds (March & Sutton, 1997; Nicolai & Kieser, 2002

In particular, studies that face many of these lgrab will be modeled after the conventional vievineT
demand for explanations that contradictory empireadence poses for both sides of the market for
publications is quite high, especially given thedely established CSR-CFP link. By definition, the
presentation of contradictory evidence requiregeepdheoretical and methodological understandinthef
investigated research field. Therefore, authorgenmpapers on methodologically weak studies onlihé
findings clearly confirm the conventional view withthe field, thereby increasing the credibility thieir
research design. Furthermore, as explained abditersand reviewers may accept these studiesibtilg
results confirm the conventional views, therebytaingg their past investments (see McWilliams g8le&

Teoh, 1999, for a discussion of the methodologicablems with event studies of CSP).
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Hypothesis HO-8: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased tsvastudies with greater

methodological problems.

Reporting bias results from authors finding it idifft to publish results where the CSP-CFP linkdsitive
but not significant. Authors may be encouragedottaie this effect by, for example, changing thedam
size, changing the empirical methodology, altethgyset of control variables, or using a differestimation
technique. The incentive to apply “permitted” margiions is particularly strong for authors using
multivariate empirical methods, such as regresaitalysis. They can alter the set of control vadaldr use

a different estimation technique to obtain the @ekresult. In the case of univariate empiricallhnods, such
as mean comparison or bivariate correlations, girely areas of data adjustments exist to only aetess

extent. Therefore, the authors expect a strongartiag bias for multivariate empirical methods.

Hypothesis HO-9: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased tsvstudies that use multivariate

empirical methods but is biased towards studiesgusinivariate empirical methods.

Research Method
Sample

To investigate reporting bias in the CSP-CFP lites the authors rely on a meta-analysis (Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004). Meta-analysis has the advantagbeofg able to quantify the diverse results of prior
research. To collect the study sample, we consylte meta-analyses or literature reviews on ti&PC
CFP relationshif.We further conducted our own research using thé \&feScience, Google, and other
bibliographical databases by using several keyw@sdsh as corporate social responsibility and fonen
performance) and the forward and backward citatmnsollected studies. To ensure convergence in the

study sample, two independent persons were involike search steps of the two persons togetheidaay

8 Aldag & Bartol, 1978: 10 studies; Allouche & Latmg 2005: 82 studies; Arlow & Gannon, 1982: 7 sali
Aupperle, Carroll, & Hatfield, 1985: 10 studies; dboan & Wood, 1984: 14 studies; Griffin & Mahon,9® 51
studies; Liston-Heyes & Ceton, 2009; Margolis et 2007: 147 studies; Margolis & Walsh, 2001: 9Gdgts; 2003:
127 studies; Orlitzky et al., 2003: 52 studies; #&vKrausz, 1996: 21 studies; Preston & O’'Banndf7t 8 studies;
Richardson, Welker, & Hutchinson, 1999: 14 studiRsman, Hayibor, & Agle, 1999: 46 studies; Woku&l$pencer,
1987: 20 studies; Wood & Jones, 1995: 34 studias; 2806: 39 studies.
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a list of 282 studies. Many studies were identifiedboth search steps and by both persons; however
especially newer studies were only identified by own research and not by former meta-analyses.
Furthermore, the keyword search was expanded deck@lup to a point where the inclusion of new key
words did not lead to the inclusion of new studi@$ie authors subsequently excluded 120 studiesulsec
they did not document statistical results (beintgrditure reviews or qualitative studies). The fisample
includes 162 empirical studies on the CSP-CFP (sde Appendix C), and is therefore larger thanrprio

samples.

To qualify for inclusion in the sample, a study ladlocument statistical results on the CSP-CHPifirthe
following form: (1) correlation or standardized &w®ent and sample size, (2) unstandardized coieffit,
standard deviation, and sample size, t{@8alue and sample size, (4) mean, standard dewjatiod group
sample size for subsamples, and (5) the differencgean and-value for subsamples. From each study, the
authors included all documented effects on the CEP-link. However, for hierarchical regression gises
that documented several estimation steps usingaime measures and methods, we only included the mai
effect estimations of the CSP-CFP link and not résults of models that included additional modeaati
effects between CSP and other measurements. Tioealat is that the main effects in interaction-effe
models are meaningless if moderating effects aradaitionally considered. If the authors changethods
(ordinary least squares regression versus a fiedteregression) or used CSP/CFP measurement& mor
than one effect was included. Further, for eveantliss, we excluded (cumulative) abnormal returnthen
period day « up to day -2, but included estimates that eithartexd on day -1 or ended on day. The
process identified 2,263 sub-efféctbocumented in the 162 studies. Half of the stuatyse was coded
independently by two persons and subsequently caxdp@® ensure reliability. The consistency between
both coders was rather high. In the case of ambigw@oding, we discussed the reasons and agreadesn r

for similar cases. The rest of the sample codirgydeeen finished by only one coder.

° From the 2,263 sub-effects, the authors exclu@esuib-effects from the final analysis because #peps documented
t-values above |200|. Such high values can causeegiveation and underestimation problems in thelyaisa
However, we ran robustness checks by includind theub-effects. The results are comparable.
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M easurements

Size and direction of the CSP-CFP linkOur dependent variable is the size and directicthe CSP-CFP
link as measured in a study. We standardized tersk effect sizes of all studies by computing &i'sie,

the associated standard error, anéhlue. The Fisher transformatians mainly associated with the Pearson
sample correlation coefficiemt For correlations smaller tharj0.5|,z is identical. Compared to Fishers
the variance of grows smaller as the population correlation cosffit p| approaches 1. We apply the
variance-stabilizing transformation of Fisherimstead of Pearsontsto simplify considerations in graphical
exploratory data analysis, namely in funnel plaisd to allow the application of simple regressiasédd
techniques. We did, however, run robustness chegkssing Pearson’s. The results are comparable as
most correlations are lower thg0.5|. Standardized effects were computed by ushey grogram
Comprehensive Meta Analysihat allows for different data entry (Borenste®00). As a dependent
variable, we use thevalues of the effects (for more details, see bemlv-section on “Reporting Bias
Analysis”). Z-values are calculated on the sub-effect level andhe study-effect level. A study-effect
approach combines the sub-effects of each studyinvitne effect. Meta-analysis recommends the use of
study effects instead of sub-effects to reducenthre-independence error (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Fo
robustness analysis, the authors calculated twondurariables measuring whether sub-effects or study
effects are positive and statistically significafss. a critical value, we chose1.96, indicating that an effect

is positive and significant at the 5% level.

Publication time and outlet. At the study level, the authors measupdblication year, journal impact
factor andworking papersAbout 50% of all studies were published after3.98/e constructed a dummy
indicating whether the study was published beforafter 1995. We did not include the metric infotroa

for publication year because we additionally cdigrb for the time period analyzed through a stifty.

19 The difference between both time measurementsaisthe publication year refers to the time in whicstudy has
been published while the variable time period aredyrefers to the time period underlying a studya. For an
example, a paper has been published in 2005 asddasa of the time period 1990-2000.
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Including the metric information of publication yeeauses multicollinearity problemsWe collected data
on the impact factor of the journals in which adstwas published. The journal impact factor indisahow
many times an average article within a journaitisdcby other journal articles within the first twears after
publication. For all journals included, the impé&attor was available either from Thomson ReuterBam
RePEc: Research Papers in Economics (both useathe formula). For working papers, we assigned an
impact factor of zero. We also controlled for wiegtla paper had already been accepted by a journal o

published as a working paper.

Theoretical aspectsAt the study level, the authors collected datatlmunderlying theoryon theway of
discussing the CSP-CFP linknd the formulate€SP-CFP hypothesiShe underlying theorpf a study
was first coded into subcategories that we laterrsarized in three general groups. The first gergnalp
covers social science theories including (a) stakih theory, (b) resource-based view, (c) prinegment
theory, (d) legitimacy, (e) leadership, (f) orgatianal slack, (g) signaling theory, (h) studiestcasting the
shareholder view with the stakeholder view, andtfii)dies contrasting resource-based view with ppaie
agent theory. The second general group covers agonor financial theories, including (a) ethical
investments and investor behavior, (b) efficientrkat view, (c) shareholder view, and (d) financial
accounting. Finally, the third group covers studiest made no use of any particular theory. Théa@st
further coded whether a study discussed the argusmen and against a positive CSP-CFP link. We
constructed a dummy variable that indicates whedhmaper contained a balanced discussion of thegno
cons or contained only a pro or no discussion. draerlyingCSP-CFP hypothesisf a study was coded as
directed if the study assumed a positive, negativéhaped, or inversely u-shaped CSP-CFP link andGCa

if the study explicitly started from the assumpttbat no CSP-CFP link exists.

Methodological aspectsOn the sub-effect level, we documented whetheraastimade use dhdustry-
fixed effects(or controlled for industry effectsfirm-fixed effectsand time-lagged effectsStudies that

control for industry-fixed effects, firm-fixed effes or time-lagged effects have less methodological

" However, in a simple regression model which datscontrol for the analyzed time period but inclsidee metric
information for publication year, the results apbust.
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problems because they exclude some confoundingréaotf the CSP-CFP link. The research also measured
which kind of analysisvas used to compute sub-effects: multivariate odglsuch as regression analysis, or

univariate methods, such as bivariate correlati@iyais, or the-test, or mean comparison.

Control variables. In line with prior meta-analyses (Margolis et @007; Orlitzky et al., 2003) on the sub-
effect level, the authors coded which indices wesed to measure CSP and CFP. We first documerited al
measurements in detail and later developed usetelgories. According to our analysis, studies measu
CSPin six different ways: (1) subjective CSP rankifgd.D or Fortune 500 survey), (2) comparison of
socially responsible investing (SRI) with non-SRirtfolios, funds, or indices (Dow Jones Sustaingbil
Group Global Index versus conventional index), &nouncement effects of crime, product recalls,
incidents, or withdrawal (announcement of unethésadnts; the effects were re-coded so that posraliges
indicated no violation), (4) cash giving and cdmitions (sum of foundation disbursements and dicash
contributions), (5) social disclosure (environmérdesclosure), and (6) effects of CSP regulationsl a
principles (Resource Conservation and Recovery.ACEP was measured in three different ways: (1)
accounting performance (ROA, ROE, sales growth), rfarket performance (Jensen’s alpha, excess
returns), and (3) event-based performance ([cuimelaBbnormal returns). At the sub-effect level, we
further coded théme periodanalyzed by a study by five time intervals (1960-870-79, 1980-89, 1990
99, 2000-09). The authors measure whether a sabtafbvers years within a time interval or not. We

further include th@wumber of yearsmvestigated by a sub-effect.

Table Al in Appendix A reports the descriptive istats and bivariate correlations for the variakilesur

sample.

Reporting Bias Analysis

In contrast to medical research, where studies rhastegistered from the beginning, a reporting bias
analysis in social science research is more inditacsocial sciences, we do not know how manyistid

have been conducted, but subsequently not publishecovercome this problem, two simple tests, the
funnel-plot test and FAT test, have been develgpdoreno, Sutton, Ades et al., 2009). The underlying

assumption of both tests has been validated incakdésearch (Stanley & Doucouliagos, 2011). Vailoutes
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compare the results of the indirect tests (workintpout knowledge of the number or type of studies
published) with the results of direct tests (pravidinformation on the findings of all registeraddies and
the findings of the sub-population of publisheddgg). These real-life studies show that the figdinf the

indirect tests are reliable and precise (MorenttoBuAdes et al., 2009; Turner et al., 2008).

Counter-enhanced funnel plots.The first graphical test for detecting reportingdes are funnel plots
(Doucouliagos, 2005; Stanley, 2005a). The proceqgioes a study’s effective size (x axis) against it
accuracy, that is, its estimated standard erroexig) (Egger, Smith, & Phillips, 1997). To measargtudy’s
effective size, we will use Fisherzdor a study’s effective size (x axis) and its asated standard error for a
study’s accuracy (y axis) (for more details, see-section “Size and direction of the CSP-CFP linK'he
plot shows symmetrical, funnel-like patterns whkaré is no reporting bias in the literature (Boteims
2000). Studies with a lower sampling error (typicddrge studies) appear toward the top of the lyrapd
cluster near the mean-effect size. Studies witlargel sampling error (typically smaller studies) egp
toward the bottom of the graph and are dispersedsaca range of values around the mean-effect size
because they contain more random variation. Inatbgence of reporting bias, the studies are disé&ibu
symmetrically around the mean-effect size (Borans000). In the presence of bias, the bottorhefplot
tends to show a higher concentration of studiesrenside of the mean as opposed to the otherxéngle,
because less precise studies are more likely fpublished if they demonstrate larger-than-averdfgets
(making them more likely to meet the criterion $tatistical significance). Such errors may be cdumsethe
high rejection rate of small studies documentingtiadictory evidence or by the strong efforts tadfi

accepted evidence (Card & Krueger, 1995).

However, asymmetry in the plot does not necessanmilgly that reporting bias exists, as alternative
explanations for the asymmetry may be presentekample, confounding factors, small-study effettse
heterogeneity, structural breaks, non-linearityp-normal residuals or, in the case of few studobsince
may also distort the appearance of the plot (CaloPaldam, 2011; Sterne et al.,, 2011). In order to
disentangle genuine reporting biases from othesesmuwf funnel asymmetry, the literature recommends
contour-enhanced funnel plots (Moreno, Sutton, @ust al.., 2009). Based on the standard Waldtteste

plots include contours that partition them intoaaref statistical significance and non-significamcerder to
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identify the level of statistical significance ofudy effects. Reporting biases are related to ssiedi
significance. “If studies seem to be missing iraaref statistical non-significance, then this acldslence to
the notion that the asymmetry is due to publicabi@ses. In such cases an attempt should be maajuist

for such biases” (Moreno, Sutton, Turner et alQ2@p. 2-3).

FAT test. To explore reporting bias more rigorously, therhtture recommends using meta-regression
analysis (Doucouliagos & Stanley, 2009; Stanley)5H) Stanley & Jarrell, 1998, 2005). A meta-reg@ss
analysis checks for serious reporting bias andctethe size of the true effect between two vaeally
considering the influence of other drivers of effsze, such as different measurements, methooe, ti
period, and so on. Regression-based alternatiyes s#veral advantages as compared to funnel [jots,

in contrast to funnel plots, regression-based nusthmnt only detect publication bias, but also adjosit.
Second, simulation studies (Moreno, Sutton, Adesd.eR009), as well as real life studies (More8otton,
Turner et al.,, 2009), show that regression-badtmtnatives, in contrast to funnel plots, have adb
tendency for misleading adjustments and poor caeerarobabilities, especially when between-study
variance is present (Moreno, Sutton, Turner et 2009). Third, regression-based methods offer the
opportunity to control for omitted variables whiatay be the cause for funnel asymmetry (Callot &,
2011). We will use the funnel asymmetry test (FAI¢heck for serious reporting bias and to ddtexsize

of the true effect between CSP and CFP (Stanled5&@03° FAT adjusts the effect between two variables by
regressing the inverse of standard error (}/8&the value of the-statistic (7 (see Equation 1 below). The
slope B; in this equation offers information on the existerand size of the “real” effect between two

variables, whereas the constfgindicates the presence or absence of reporting Dascouliagos, 2005).

z; = Bo + B1 1/SE; +v; Equation (1)

12 Some authors use a meta-significance test (MSagdition (Stanley, 2005a). An MST tests whetheréhis a real
effect between two variables by regressing therabtogarithm of the degrees of freedom)dh the natural logarithm
of the absolute value of the t-statistig)(|tf there is a real effect between two variabieds positive and statistically
significant (Stanley, 2001). The authors do notuwtoent the results of the MST test because maitgrasted in the
over-reporting of positive CSP-CFP effects.
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The logic behind this equation builds on the sadea ias the funnel plot. If reporting bias is absém@n the
constanf}, in the equation equals zero and is not significBinst, studies with high standard errors (smaller
studies) are counted as close to zero, as one texfiesee such “noisy” studies associated with arme
standardized effect of zero. Some studies will famoBll positive or negative effects, although athell
find huge positive or negative effects. Secondjisgiwith small standard errors (large studieS)efioee get

a higher weight as one expects precise studie® teds noisy and to converge at the “real” standead
effect. Because, on average, less precise studiestda standardized effect of zero, and preciseiest
converge at the real standardized effect, thispattreates a regression line whose intercept appes the
origin, that is, zero. The slope of this regresdioa shows the size of the real effect by detechiow effect

size evolves if the precision of a study increases.

However, if there is reporting bias, then the cantf, in the equation does not equal zero and is st
This measure indicates that there is a selectias ibithe literature because studies with highdstaherrors
report large positive or large negative standaddieifects disproportionately often. This effectates a
regression line with an intercept different fromm@ea regression line that already starts withrgdaositive
standardized effect even though the studies hapeecision close to zero. Again, the slope of tine |

indicates the real effect between two variabletovit selection bias.

Even though in the social sciences, the FAT tetltidsbest tool in meta-analysis to detect repottiiages
and to adjust for them, it should be noted thatettage still a range of problems that may generataral
asymmetries in funnel plots, such as data depeieenestimation faults, or omitted variables whire
unknown to the researcher (Callot & Paldam, 20Wihile the present study controls for several okéhe
reasons, by replicating the results for an independtudy sample, by including different estimation

methods, or by including omitted variables, natasaimmetry cannot be ruled out completely.

Analytical Method

Hypothesis 1 will be tested by the funnel-plot tast the FAT test. If we find indications of a sfgrant
reporting bias, we will investigate which study @eristics reinforce or reduce this bias. Thisgiuility

can be tested by analyzing whether certain studyacteristics significantly affect the size andediron of
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the z-value as documented in a study, and whether ffestein turn, significantly affects whether a dyu
documents a significant, positive effect. All teatsd models will be analyzed for the sub-effectdiwia
study, as well as overall study effects. Studyatffeodels are clustered at the study level in otdeget
unbiased-values. Sub-effect models are weighted by theigitet of a study. Meta-analyses either use a
fixed-effect model or a random-effect model to gssiveights to studies (Borenstein, Hedges, & Rethst
2007). These two model types lead to different rmams for assigning weights that, in turn, causes
different assumptions about the nature of the etudinder the fixed-effect model, the assumptiotihas
there is one true effect size shared by all indusi&dies. In contrast, under the random-effectehatie
studies are assumed to be a random sample of lgnamé distribution of effects; here the true efffec
permitted to vary from study to studfy.Both models will be applied. On the one hand,dior sample, the
random-effect model seems more realistic; for examgime may cause different effects on performeanc
than a top position in rankings. On the other hdfnfdinnel plots are asymmetrical, random-effedtreates
will be pulled more towards findings from smalléudies than the fixed-effect estimates will be. &Ran-
effect models are thus not always conservativeriiStest al., 2011). For both models, weights were
computed at the study-effect level, meaning tHadwudi-effects of one study sample enter the reigmessith

the same weight.

Robustness Test

Appendix B documents the results of two prior ratalyses — namely, Orlitzky et al. (2003) and Méisg
et al. (2007) — on the CSP-CFP link. Both metays®a report significant positive effects on the €3
link, but control for reporting biases only parestibally. They deal with the problem by computirgp t
number of additional unlocated studies needed usethe correlation to decrease to a minimal efitevel
or zero. As mentioned in the introduction, suclest tis incomplete and does not adequately indledent

knowledge about reporting biases. To test thesiss of our results, we therefore repeat theelypiot

13 The random-effect model assumes two levels of §ampnd thus two levels of error. First, each gtiglused to
estimate the true effect in a specific populati®acond, all of the true effects are used to estintied mean of the true
effects. Therefore, in assigning weights to estimathe random-effect model deals with both soun€sampling error
— within and between studies (Borenstein et aD;720
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test and FAT test for both samples. Orlitzky esgR003) sample covers data on 52 studies thairr&88
effects between CSP and CFP. In Appendix B, we mect Orlitzky et al.'s average effect per study,
allowing us to collect a one-study-one-effect samgur coding led to a sample consisting of 51isafd
Margolis et al.’'s (2007) sample covers data on did@ies that report 192 sub-effects effects betwe®R
and CFP. Also in Appendix B, we document Margotisles sub-effects, which allowed us to collecbsu
effects per study as wéfl.The advantage of sub-effect samples first liethinfact that one can work with
the original data as documented in the studiesdmed not have to rely on combined measurementshwhic
are corrected by study reliability or sample si@econd, sub-effect samples capture more variante wi
respect to different measurements or model spatibics. In both samples, we control for study
characteristics (as documented by both Orlitzkstleand Margolis et al.), which are different CSfel £FP

measures, sample sizes, publication years, cordri@bles, and the use of time-lagged effects.

Appendix B further documents a funnel-plot anay&r a non-independent-study sample of our meta-
analysis. We combined into one source the studl@shaely on similar samples, such as the rankifgs
Fortune MagazinegKLD, andThe Wall Street JournalThese samples may not be strictly independent of

each other, because they share similar sourcesafunement errors.

Results

Evidence for Reporting Biases

Funnel plot. Figures 1a and 1b show the counter-enhancecffynhots for our sample by relying on study
effects and on all sub-effects published within #tadies. In the figures, the standardized efféent s
(Fisher’sz) is measured on the horizontal axis and its acgufthe standard error of Fishersis measured
on the vertical axis. The figures show that thenfirplots are not symmetrical, which may indicatearting

bias in the CSP-CFP literature. Studies tend taestenate the effects of the CSP-CFP link becahee t

% 1n Appendix B, Orlitzky et al. (2003) document $tlidies. Ten studies were dropped from the arshatause the
authors did not report an average study effect.

15 Our coding led to a sample consisting of 148 swidinot 167 studies) that report 205 (not 192)cesfe

Rost, K, Ehrmann, T. (2014), Reporting Biases isifR@ Research Paradigms in Management: The ExaoffWin-Win Corporate Social
Responsibility, forthcoming: Business & Society.



27

plots show a higher concentration of studies orritite side of the mean. Further, for positive issan the
CSP-CFP link, at the right side of the plot, thexea high concentration of studies which just mibet
criteria of statistical significance or report nsighificant results. Non-significant results foudies which
just meet the criteria of statistical significarare, however, largely missing for negative resoiftshe CSP-

CFP link, at the left side of the plot.

The authors run a simple Egger test — a FAT testowt control variables — as a first statisticat i test
for the presence of serious reporting bias (Eggenith et al., 1997). For the sub-effect level all a® the
study-level sample, the intercept of the Eggeritestgnificant, indicating reporting biases whielad to an
overestimation of the true CSP-CFP effect (seentites of Figure 1). In the sub-effect-level samghe,
observed CSP-CFP link is 0.075, but when adjustedeporting bias, the effect decreases to 0.08Thé

study-level sample, the observed CSP-CFP linkG9@.whereas the adjusted effect decreases t0.0.033

Figures B1 and B2 in Appendix B document the cauatdanced funnel-plot results for Orlitzky et al.’
(2003) and Margolis et al.’s (2007) meta-analyddscause the findings are similar, there seems to be
evidence for a strong and significant reportinglimathe CSP-CFP literature. Again, the figuresdats that

the funnel plots are not symmetrical. The plotssshdhigher concentration of studies on the rigtie if the
mean. Further, for positive results on the CSP-OH/E there is a high concentration of studies wahijigst
meet the criteria of statistical significance opag non-significant results. In Orlitzky et alsample, the
observed effect between CSP and CFP amounts t6,0n2&reas the adjusted effect decreases to Os&24 (
notes bottom of Figure B1). In Margolis et al.’srgde, the observed effect between CSP and CFP amoun
to 0.133, whereas the adjusted effect decrease9%d for the sub-effect sample and to 0.037 ferdiudy

sample (see notes bottom of Figure B2).

Figure B3 in Appendix B also documents the funret-pesults and the Egger test for the non-indepetid

effect sample of our study. The results are conig@rahe reporting bias is positive and significafe
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observed effect between CSP and CFP amounts t0,0n02reas the adjusted effect decreases to 0se@8 (

notes bottom of Figure B3).

FAT test. Table 1a/b documents the results of the FAT testgumeta-regression analysis. The dependent
variable is thez-value of the sub-effects, that is, the study effiésee sub-section on “Size and direction of
the CSP-CFP link*). Column | reports the resulttfoe random-effect sub-effect model, i.e., the fiect is
permitted to vary from study to study (see subteaatn “Analytical Method”). Column Il reports thresult

for the fixed-effect sub-effect model: the assummptis that there is one true effect size sharedalby
included studies (see sub-section on “Analyticatiidd”). ). Column Ill makes no use of study-weightg
instead clusters the sub-effects at the study-levejet unbiased-values (see sub-section on “Analytical
Method”). Table 1a shows the results without inglgdstudy characteristics, whereas Table 1b shbes t

results by including study characteristics.

Independent of the estimation method, the resaltthé Tables la/b first confirm a positive and high
significant reporting bias, indicating that the psifted literature tends to overestimate the CSP-@#H®
According to the results, this overestimation isffam negligible: Studies tend to over-report thelue by

an amount varying from 0.553 up to 3.802. The FASttwas repeated for Orlitzky et al.’s (2003) and
Margolis et al.’s (2007) meta-analyses (see AppeBdiTables B1 and B2). The analyses show comparabl
findings. In both samples, the reporting bias isitpae and highly significant. According to the udéis, this
overestimation is far from negligible: Studies tendover-report the-value by an amount varying from
1.165 up to 4.856. The results hold for both timepsd regression model and for the full model thattmls

for study diversity.

The results in Table 1a/b also show that, aftereting for reporting bias, the CSP-CFP effect sstly
absent; in accordance with our theoretical explanathe effect seems to be neutral. Only in twaosiaf
models is the corrected effect significant. Howetee size of this effect is negligible; its stardized size
ranges from -0.006 up to 0.029. The analyses vegreated for Orlitzky et al.’s (2003) and Margolisk'’s
(2007) meta-analyses (see Appendix B, Tables B1B#)d The analyses show comparable findings. The

unbiased CSP-CFP effect is only significant in ¢hoé nine models. Again, the size of the unbias&®-C

Rost, K, Ehrmann, T. (2014), Reporting Biases isifR@ Research Paradigms in Management: The ExaoffWin-Win Corporate Social
Responsibility, forthcoming: Business & Society.



29

CFP effect seems negligible; its standardized ginges from -0.003 up to 0.132. The results holddh

the simple regression model and for the full madat controls for study diversity.

The results of the funnel-plot test and the FAT peevideprima facieevidence in support of Hypothesis 1,
by showing that the significant and positive parfance evidence for CSP, as documented in the ealpiri
literature, may be caused by reporting bias andbectuse CSP has a strong a business case asnis oft

anticipated in many CSP-CFP studies.

Moderators of Reporting Biases

This sub-section analyzes those factors reinforogpgrting bias, looking at the circumstances undgch
the published literature tends to overestimatedB88-CFP link. Table 3 documents descriptive restible
1b above documents the meta-regression results tvélr-values as the dependent variable. Table 2

documents the meta-regression results with sigmifipositive results as the dependent variable.

Publication time and outlet. Hypothesis HO-2 assumes that the supportive CSP&RkRence is not biased
towards an increase in publication time. The dpsigg findings in Table 3 show that 59% of studies
published after 1995 report significantly positifiadings (on the sub-effect level: 22%). In studie
published before 1996, the percentage of studigsrtiag significantly positive findings was 43% (time
sub-effect level: 16%). On the sub-effect level fater studies, higher-values can also be found. The
regression findings in Table 1b support the findthgt thez-values are significantly higher and more
positive for publications after 1995 compared tblmations before 1995. The findings in Table 2 foom

that publications after 1995 report significantifee effects on the CSP-CFP link significantly raasften
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than publications before 1995 do. Thus, the nupidtlgesis HO-2 is rejected, assuming that the stippor

CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards an inciegmblication time,

Hypothesis HO-3 suggests that the supportive CSIP-8@kdence is not biased towards an increase of the
journal impact factor. According to Table 3, 72%tbé studies published in high-impact journals repo
significant positive findings (on the sub-effectdé 27%), whereas studies published in low-imgagtnals
report 30% significant positive findings (on thebseffect level: 11%). In addition, thevalues reported in
high-impact journals are higher than those repoiteldw-impact journals: 6.353 (on the sub-effextdl:
1.171) compared with 1.242 (on the sub-effect te@&197). The regression findings in Table 1b supfuy
the random- and the fixed-effect models, and thggest that the-values are significantly higher and more
positive for high-impact journal publications thim low-impact journal publications. The findings Table

2 confirm this result by showing that high-impagtijnal publications report significant positiveesfts on
the CSP-CFP link significantly more often than dadimpact journal publications. Thus the null hypegis
HO-3 is rejected, assuming that the supportive C&P-evidence is not biased towards an increaseein t

journal impact factor.

Hypothesis HO-4 further argues that the suppo@i$®-CFP evidence is not biased towards journallesti
as compared to published working papers. Howeterdescriptive findings in Table 3 indeed supploet t
suggestion that the-values are significantly lower and less positiee Wworking papers than for journal
articles: For working papers tlzevalue is -2.149 (on the sub-effect level: 0.2%@)ijle for journal articles
the value is 4.477 (on the sub-effect level: 0.789% of the working papers report significant geei
findings (on the sub-effect level: 13%), whereasjal articles report 54% (on the sub-effect |e2€%).
However, when controls for other factors such asjdkirnal impact factor are applied, the findingg able
1b do not confirm that-values are significantly higher and more posifimejournal publications compared
to working paper publications. The findings in T@Rl only confirm that on the study-effect level,riing
papers report significant positive effects on th8PECFP link significantly less often than journal
publications. Thus, there is only weak evidencepfmential editorial decision-making biases. Ouadhus
fail to reject the null hypothesis HO-4, suggestihgt the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased

towards journal articles as compared to publisherking papers.
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Theoretical aspectsHypothesis HO-5 suggests that the evidence suppgottie positive CSP-CFP link is
not biased towards studies testing no theory tbastfidies testing theory from social science onemics.
Table 3 indicates that thevalue for studies relying on no special theorg.i#42 (on the sub-effect level:
1.341), which is higher than for studies relying aifinance/economic theory (1.109/0.281) or on Giaso
science theory (3.863/1.109). However, the resulis respect to the amount of positive significanpport
are not so clear. The regression results in Tablsupport the supposition that for the random-¢ffeadel
and the study-effect model, tkeralues are significantly higher and more posifimestudies relying on no
theory than for studies relying on a social sciemcénance/economic theory. Table 3 confirms tieisult
for study sub-effects: Publications without a tlye@port significant positive sub-study effectstba CSP-
CFP link significantly more often than publicationith a theory. We do, therefore, find some, dlinei

comprehensive, evidence for rejecting the null liyesis HO-5.

According to Hypothesis H0-6, the supportive CSHRGvidence is not biased towards studies not gestin
the HO hypothesis for the CSP-CFP link. The desiegdindings in Table 3 show that studies testimg HO
hypothesis report lowezr-values (.724/.330) than studies testing a direttgabthesis (4.429/.821). There
are, however, only weak differences when deterrginitnether a study finds a positive significant efffe
Table 1b shows that on the sub-effect level, zivalues for HO studies are significantly lower than
studies testing directed hypotheses. Howeverz4laues on the study-effect level do not differ gigantly
between the two study types. According to Tabléh&,significantly positive evidence between HO ssd
and studies testing directed hypotheses also dmtegiffer significantly. We therefore find only wekwveak
support rejecting the null hypothesis HO-5, sugggsthat the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is nateloia

towards studies not testing the HO hypothesisifer@SP-CFP link.

Hypothesis HO-7 claims that the supportive CSP-E#Bence is not biased towards studies not disogissi
the pros and cons of a positive CSP-CFP link. Téscdptive findings in Table 3 support the supposit
that thez-values are significantly higher for studies comitag) no balanced discussion (9.69/1.525) compared
to studies containing a balanced discussion (1.962). 64% of the studies without discussion report
significant positive evidence for a positive CSPRConnection (on the sub-effect level: 33%), antb 47

studies with discussion report positive evidenae ffte sub-effect level: 14%). The findings in Talle
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support the hypothesis thatvalues are significantly lower for studies contagna balanced discussion of
the pros and cons of a positive CSP-CFP link. Esallts in Table 3 confirm this result for less #igant
positive effects on the CSP-CFP link on the subatflevel. Thus the null hypothesis HO-7 is rejdcte
assuming that the supportive CSP-CFP evidencetidineed towards studies not discussing the prds an
cons of a positive CSP-CFP link. There is evidefioce bias — most likely caused by beliefs of thehars

of these studies.

Methodological aspectsAccording to Hypothesis HO-8, evidence supportinmpsitive CSP-CFP link is not
biased towards studies with greater methodologioablems. The descriptive findings in Table 3 shibat
for studies that do not control for industry-fixeffects, firm-fixed effects or time-lagged effecthe z-
values are three times higher and the amount oififgignt positive evidence is twice as high ashose
studies that do control for these effects. Theifigs in Table 1b support the finding that methodaally
weak studies report significantly highewalues. The findings in Table 3 confirm that sasdincluding
industry-fixed effects, firm-fixed-effects and tiflegged effects report significant positive effeots the
CSP-CFP link less often. Thus the null hypothe€is8Hs rejected, assuming that the supportive CEP-C

evidence is not biased towards studies with greagthodological problems.

Finally, Hypothesis HO-9 suggests that the supperévidence for a positive CSP-CFP connection ts no
biased towards studies using multivariate empirioethods any more than for studies using univariate
empirical methods. Table 3 illustrates that, oreacdiptive level, we find no such evidence. As ameaild
expect, the-values of multivariate results are much lower tttaz-values of univariate results. However,
the form of analysis correlates with other studges$s such as the kind of CSP or CFP measure,eor th
underlying theory. Table 1b reports the meta-regoesresults by holding these aspects constanteTige
support for the contention that multivariate anatyseport highee-values for sub-effects compared to
univariate analyses. However, we do not find eweelior study effects. Table 2 shows that studipsrnteg
bivariate correlations or mean comparisons docursigmificant evidence on positive CSP-CFP linksato
much lesser extent on the sub-effect and studgteféarels. Thus the null hypothesis HO-9 is rejdcte
assuming that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence tismooe biased towards studies using multivariate

empirical methods than toward studies using uratarempirical methods.
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Summary of the Empirical Findings

This study finds only weak evidence for a true @fteetween CSP and CFP. However, the authors do fin
evidence for a positive reporting bias in the CIHRJiterature (Hypothesis 1). The reporting biaghie
CSP-CFP literature is associated with later pubboa (Hypothesis HO-2 rejected), with publicatians
high-impact journals (Hypothesis HO-3 rejected)thvstudies testing no theory (Hypothesis HO-5 e
with studies arguing dogmatically for a positive ESFP link (Hypothesis HO-7 rejected), with studies
applying weak methods (Hypothesis HO-8 rejected)with studies using multivariate methods (Hypoibhes
HO-9 rejected). The findings show only weak evidefar the assumption that working papers are astati
with fewer reporting biases (Hypothesis HO-4 faitedeject) and for the assumption that formulatngO

hypothesis prevents reporting biases (Hypothesi$ fled to reject). Table 4 summarizes theseiffigsl

Discussion and Conclusion

Reporting or selection biases occur in the managetiterature. For the positivist research paradigm
CSR research, the authors’ findings tentativelyl fam current research, show that published evideands
to overestimate efficiency. The CSP-CFP literatge@erally tends to find positive effects. Thesaultss
suggest that that this positive evidence may beezhipy reporting bias in the literature. Such repgr

biases arguably originate from collective cognitsteictures within a research discipline.

Even though there remain other reasons that magrgennatural asymmetries in funnel plots, suctiaas
dependencies, estimation faults, or omitted vaemhthich are unknown to the researcher (Callot Kidda,
2011), reporting biases seem to be very likely @xations for asymmetry in CSP-CFP findings. Calect
cognitive structures within a research disciplinaynibe the reason for reporting biases in the eogbiri
literature. However, the extent of mis-estimatiaasoften unknown. In the management literature in

particular, almost no studies quantify the ovensation or underestimation of effects due to repgrti
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biases. As a result, the conclusions of systematiews and meta-analyses based on published e&den
alone, without controlling for reporting bias, mag misleading. This distortion is a serious congerrases
where these documents are being used to suppdsiaemaking in the business context and to justify
research questions and results. A logical implicatis that reporting bias may result in inappragria
decisions by policy makers, managers, or schotard, could thereby harm employees, shareholders, and

other stakeholders, and lead to wasted resourcesealirected future research.

With respect to the conditions reinforcing repagtibiases in a research discipline, this study'slifigs
indicate that editorial decision-making biases seeirto be the main cause. The remaining evideanebe
explained by authors not writing papers on unfableraesults. Furthermore, methodologically weaklissi
are only published if the result confirms the maam view. Finally, we also find some evidence clihi
may best be explained by manipulation. Multivariatalyses more often confirm the conventional view.
contrast to univariate analyses, multivariate asedy can legitimately achieve confirmation of the

conventional view by altering the set of contratighles or by using different types of regressinalgsis.

Future research has the following options for raifilgg reporting bias. First, management researdoaril
start systematically to investigate reporting igthin their research field. There are many promireffects
which could be affected by reporting biases as:vi@llexample, the pay-for-performance link for CE@he
outsider-performance link within corporate govem®nesearch, or the management entrenchment eeidenc
Such investigations would possibly show the sigaifice of reporting biases in business researefoutd

further help to understand the circumstances uwtiah reporting biases develop.

Second, business schools teach their managemel@nssuhow important scientific testing is for besia
decisions. Unexpected results are very importaetveryday management because they help to avoily cos
negative present-value investments. In that respestronger re-focus on courses in theory andgtihy

of science will also help scholars to recognizevaleie and the importance of empirical resultsriskeo to
falsify scientific theories. Today, most graduatbaols educate their management students, andialbpec
PhD students, in statistics and the “science oftiemppublications” [please provide a specific citith page]

at the expense of courses such as the theory eficecithat would help them to cope with findingst tha
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contradict the collective cognitive structure witha field. It is not surprising that some papersl fthat
reporting biases have increased in recent yearse(lka2012), and particularly in the social sciesac

(Fanelli, 2010b).

The authors invite other researchers to test theeahssumptions. For the positivistic researchdigna in

management research, it is important to identify quantify reporting biases and to offer solutions.

This study has limitations which should be congdewhen interpreting our empirical findings, and in
further research. First, other reasons that magrgés natural asymmetries in funnel plots remaichsas
data dependencies, estimation faults, or omittethbies that are unknown to the researcher (C&llot
Paldam, 2011). Second, we used statistical methwuitis,an assumption of normal distribution, to itfn
publication bias. A direct test would be more cbisli Future research could try to collect a sangfle
published and unpublished studies to see whetheresults can be replicated with such a sampleirdTh
the authors can only speculate which reasons dhasever-representation of positive research figslim
CSP-CFP research. Our assumptions are that trectoedl cognitive structures within the field leadlrsors

to write papers on unfavorable results less oféma, that reviewers have a preference for posiegelts.
These arguments are preliminary and should beddst further research, by conducting author arired
surveys or by using experimental designs. Fourntthe moderator analysis we only showed which studi
are associated with more positive findings on tI8P€FP link. While for most of our moderators, for
example the journal impact factor, the over-domaeaof positive findings should be caused by paiilo
bias, there may be also plausible reasons forrdiffees in CSP efficiency. We tried to validate fiodings

by running the FAT for subgroups and by analyzing $ize of the corrected effect and of the pubbcat
bias. These results are vulnerable because wetlsplgample, and thus do not rely on the distraouaf all
research findings, and also because we do notatdotrother determinants. Future research may come
with better methods that allow differentiating beem publication bias and corrected effect within
subgroups. Finally, the study sample was colleatetl the end of the year 2009. The collection thus
excluded newer publications on the CSP-CFP linkvé&estudies could show less publication bias, begau
for example collective cognitive structures havaragfed. The authors can give no evidence on thig,ider

which future research is needed.
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Figure 1 a/b.Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of the Meta-Sample
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Table 1a FAT Test: Determinants of the Size and DirectwbiEstimated CSP-CFP Effects
Model Sub-effects Sub-effects  Study-effects
weighted by  weighted by clustered by study
random-effects fixed-effects

Dependent variable:zValue B t B : t B+ t

Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. E .01&** [4.18] .00z [0.43] .011 [0.66]
Reporting bias (Constant) 55%%* [10.73] .86€*** [7.16] 3.00z* [2.21]
Number of observation 2651 2651 162(2651

F test 17.48%** 0.1¢ 0.42
R-squared .012¢ .000¢ .0087

*** p <.001, *p <.01, *p <.05
sunstandardized regression coefficient
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Table 1b. FAT Test: Determinants of the Size and Directbikstimated CSP-CFP Effects

Model Sub-effects Sub-effects Study-effects
weighted by  weighted by clustered by study
random-effects fixed-effects

Dependent variable:zValue B t B t B+ t

Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.) .004 [1.00] -.00€.337 [-.96] .02¢*  [2.03]
Reporting bias (Constant) 1.420** [4.81] 2.593*** [3.75] 3.80z* [2.11]
Publication time/outlet:

Publication after 1995 .65€*** [5.04] .73C* [2.54] 4.408*  [2.29]
Journal Impact Factor 073 [2.51] .223* [3.06] .364 [.93]
Working Paper -.01€ [-0.07] .63¢* [2.06] -5.201  [-1.59]

Theoretical aspects:
Underlying Theory: Social Science The

No Theory 551 [3.58] .62€ [1.55] 4,234 [2.68]
Finance/ Economic Th. 141 [[93] .701 [1.93] .98C [.65]
HO hypothesis -.395** [-3.06]-1.382** [-3.06] 1.507 [.54]

CSP-CFP pros and cons discussion -.672%** [-4.31]-1.08€*** [-3.66] -3.824* [-2.19]
Methodological aspects:

Industry-fixed effects - 448%* [-3.77] -.08¢ [-.21] -3.095*  [-2.13]
Firm-fixed effects -.68¢*** [-3.66]-1.374** [-2.82] -3.707*  [-1.99]
Time-lagged effects .301 [1.59] .341 [.85] 1.251 [.68]
Kind of Analysis: Regression

Correlation -1.00€*** [-4.32]-1.152*  [-2.55] -1.304 [-.51]
T-test, mean comparison -.321* [-2.02]-1.18%*** [-3.79] -.32E [-.22]

Control variables:
CSP Measure (CSP ranking)

SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio/Funds .04¢ [.L19] .697 [1.37] 1.38: [.50]
Crime/recall/incidents -188 [-1.27] .43z [1.28] -.61¢ [-.35]
Cash giving/contributions -.841%** [-3.50]-1.42** [-3.16] -6.67¢** [-2.91]
Social disclosure -512** [-3.12] -.39¢ [-1.01] -4.60: [-1.64]
CSP regulations/principles .20z [.56] 4.452*** [4.92] -2.32C [-.89]
CFP Measure: Accounting based

Event based -.658** [-3.13] .37¢ [.90] -.144 [-.07]
Market based -.50¢** [-2.80] -.721 [-1.75] -1.664 [-1.14]
Analyzed Time Period

1960-69 -302% [-2.24] -.90¢** [-2.82] -.804 [-.84]
1970-79 813 [3.72] -.05¢ [-.14] 4.99¢ [1.63]
1980-89 .601*** [4.20] .37¢€ [1.22] 3.03¢ [1.52]
1990-99 37e*  [2.70] .17C [.59] -.34¢ [-.17]
2000-09 -444* [-2.65] -.322 [-.99] -3.04z  [-1.32]
Number of year analyzed -.018 [-1.21] -.107* [-2.77] -.083 [-.45]
Number of observations 2651 2651 162(2651

F test 17.5€%+* 14,98+ 2.62%**
R-squared .188¢ .281¢ .5082

***p <.001, *p <.01, *p <.05
sunstandardized regression coefficient
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Table 2 Robustness Test: Determinants of SignificanttResCSP-CFP Findings

Model Sub-effects Study-effects
Dependent variable: B+ Z B+ y4
Significant positive finding

(Constant) -1.199%** [-3.63] 1.927** [5.72]
Publication time & outlet:

Publication after 1995 1.00¢*** [5.99] 2.48(*** [14.62]
Journal Impact Factor 07+ [2.68] .284**  [7.31]
Working Paper -.084 [-0.32] -.725%* [-3.24]

Theoretical aspects:
Underlying Theory: Social Science The

* No Theory .810*** [4.59] .25C [1.48]
* Finance/ Economic Th. 223 [1.18] -.40¢* [-2.41]
HO hypothesis -292 [-1.37] .091 [.89]

CSP-CFP pros and cons discussion -.613*** [-4.05] -.18¢ [-1.29]
Methodological aspects:

Industry-fixed effects -278  [-1.90] -.82¢*** [-5.89]
Firm-fixed effects -444*  [-1.96] -.40¢ [-1.77]
Time-lagged effects .302 [1.73] -.832%** [-4.27]
Kind of Analysis: Regression

» Correlation -.820** [-3.47] -.887** [-3.54]
+ T-test, mean comparison -.847** [-4.87] -.19¢€ [-1.17]

Control variables:
CSP Measure (CSP ranking)

* SRIvs. Non-SRI Portfolio/Funds -511  [-1.75] -.32¢ [-1.26]
» Crime/recall/incidents -.057 [-.25]-1.07&** [-5.20]
» Cash giving/contributions -1.802%** [-5.95] -.56(*  [-2.04]
» Social disclosure -449  [-1.90]-2.27&** [-9.38]
» CSP regulations/principles .646 [1.78]-1.173* [-3.45]
CFP Measure: Accounting based
* Event based -.663* [-2.26] .18: [.67]
* Market based -.187 [-.93] -.03¢ [-.20]
Analyzed Time Period
+ 1960-69 -601** [-3.11] -.501** [-3.12]
+ 1970-79 .834** [3.46] .61% [2.35]
+ 1980-89 .528** [2.86] -.18¢ [-1.00]
+ 1990-99 .352 [1.93] -.91¢*** [-5.16]
« 2000-09 -478% [-2.15]-2.650** [-12.46]
Number of year analyz -.011 [-.58] .01¢ [1.08]
Number of obervations 2651 162

(2651
Likelihood-ratio test 392.94%**
Wald test 37.60+**
Pseudo R-squared 1517 .307¢

***p <.001, *p <.01, *p <.05
sunstandardized regression coefficient
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Table 3 Descriptive Statistics of the Sample

a7

Descriptive statistics Frequency t-Value Percent Frequency t-Value Percent
Studiesi  study- sign. Sub-effects j sub- sign.
effects positive effects positive

study- sub-effect:
effects

Publication Year

* 1975-1995 48 3.931 43% 1207 .60% 16%

* 1996-2010 11 3.73¢ 59% 145¢ .85¢4 22%

Journal Impact Factor

* Low Impact Factor (<0.60) 38  1.24 30% 1317 297 11%

* High Impact Factor (>0.61) 124  6.35:¢ 72% 134¢ 1.171 27%

Working Paper

* Published in a Journal 15z  4.47i 54% 2401 .78¢ 20%

» Working Paper 1 -2.14¢ 27% 262 27¢ 13%

Underlying Theory

* No Theory 45  8.44: 67% 824 1.34] 30%

» Social Science Theory 73  3.86: 5% 43 1.10¢ 24%

» Finance/ Economic Theory 44  1.10¢ 35% 140¢ .281 11%

HO hypothesis

* No 148 4.42¢ 51% 222¢ .821 20%

* Yes 14 72 51% 434 .33( 13%

CSP-CFP Pros and Cons Discuss

* no discussion, only pro discuss 62  9.06¢ 64% 701 1.52¢ 33%

* balanced discussion 10C  1.957 47% 196= A6t 14%

Industry-fixed effects

* No 94 5.13¢ 59% 164( .92 21%

* Yes 68 1.71¢ 39% 102z A4z 16%

Firm-fixed effects

* No 98  6.80: 76% 847 1.33¢ 29%

* Yes 67 2.43i 40% 181¢ 461 14%

Time-lagged-effects

* No 52 6.01] 82% 56€  1.16: 24%

* Yes 11C  3.23¢ 43% 2097 .62¢ 18%

Kind of Analysis

* Regression 93 1.94] 50% 69: .82t 25%

» T-test, mean comparison 67  3.95¢ 46% 165¢ .66( 16%

» Correlation 18 7.31¢ 83% 314 97¢ 24%

Total 16z  3.82f 51% 266° 617 19%
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Table 4 Summary of the Meta-Regression Findings

Model Hypo-  |Sub- Sub- Study- |Sub-effectdStudy-effects
thesis  |effects effects effects

(random- (fixed-

effects) effects)
Dependent variable t-value finding Sign. positive finding
Std. CSP-CFP effect I 1 I +sig. - -
Reporting bias H1 |+sig +sig. +sig. +sig. - -
Publication time/outlet:
Publication after 1995 Ho2 |+sig +sig +sig. +sig. +sig +sig
Journal Impact Factor Ho3 [+sig +sig +sig. I +sig +sig
Working Paper Ho4 |-sig. I +sig. 1 I -Sig
Theoretical aspects:
No Theory (Social Science) Ho5 |+sig +sig I +sig +sig I
Finance/Economic (Soc.Sc - 1 I I I -Sig
HO hypothesis Ho6 |-sig. -sig -sig 1 I I
CSP-CFP pros and cons di{ Hy7 |-sig. -Sig -Sig -Sig -Sig I
Methodological aspects:
Industry-fixed effects Hq8|-sig. -sig I -sig I -Sig
Firm-fixed effects Hq8|-sig. -sig -sig -sig -sig I
Time-lagged effects Ho8|-sig. 1 I 1 I -Sig
Correlation (Regression) | Hq9|-sig. -sig -Sig 1 -sig -Sig
T-test, means (Regression)| Hq9 |-sig. -sig -Sig I -sig Il

+sig.: significant positive
-sig.: significant negative
/I: non-significant effect
-2 not included
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Appendix A

Table Al. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations

IDVariable MeanSD Min Max Dummy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 2728
1 t-value (sub-effect) .742.02-8.78 17.N0D

2 t-value (study-effect) 3.837.29-8.09 24.R6 .53

3 positive significant (sub-effect) .19 .39 .00 1M6 .70 .47

4 positive significant (study-effect) .51 .50 .00 1W6 .41 .69 .36

5 Publication after 1995 55 - .00 1.0@s .06-.01 .07 .16

6 Journal Impact Factor 1.471.73 .00 6M8 .18 .32 .17 .29-.28

7 Working Paper 10 - .00 1.00es -.07-.27-.05-.15 .30-.28

8 No Theory .31 - .00 1.00ves .20 .43 .18 .21 .13 .05-.14

9 Finance/ Economic Th. 53 - .00 1.0@s -.24-.40-.21-.35-.18-.27 .22-.71

10CSP-CFP pros and cons discussion .74 - .00 Y&  -.23-43-.21-.16 .10-.41 .15-.36 .41

11HO hypothesis 16 - .00 1.00es -.09-.19-.07 .00 .18-.10 .43-.21 .32 .25

12Industry-fixed effects .38 - .00 1.00es -.11-.23-.06-.19-.05-.12 .31-.04 .13 .15 .17

13Firm-fixed effects .68 - .00 1.0@es -.20-.28-.17-.34-.14-.19 .02-.35 .43 .08 .08

14Time-lagged effects 79 - .00 1.0Ges -.11-.16-.07-.31-.08-.11 .03-.26 .30-.03 .06 .70

15Correlation 12 - .00 1.0Qes .04 .17 .04 .23-.05 .19-.12 .31-.29-.07-.23-.51-.50

16T-test, mean comparison .62 - .00 1¥6es -.05 .03-.11-.14-.22-.06-.30-.09 .18-.07-.308 .41 .34-.47

17SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio/Funds .19 - .00 1.00Yes -.11-.28-.09-.18 .31-.33 .55-.09 .23 .24 .47 .21 .15-.18-.22

18Crime/recall/incidents .30 - .00 1.00es -.04 .02-.03-.15-.24-.05-.21-.03 .04-.13-.29 .43 .33-.24 .41-.32

19Cash giving/contributions .07 - .00 l1.0@s -.01-.04-.07 .19 .21-.10-.08 .23-.27 .06-.09-.40-.43 .45-.28-.14-.18
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29Number of year analyz 6.694.98 1.00 29.00lo .04 .05 .03-.12 .00 .00 .09-.01 .02-.14-1® .39 .36-.31 .28 .10 .53-.27-.09-.06 .83.10 .24 .31.20.11
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Appendix B
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Standard error

Effect estimate

Notes:

Effect estimates are measured by Fishe(saxis) and accuracy by Fisherassociated standard error (y axis).
Egger’s Test of Reporting bias BO= 1.06181* (p=0,031.90412) [Explain * here for reader]

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effectaet): observed effect=0.23526, adjusted effec244B.

** < .001, **p <.01, *p <.05

Figure B1. Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of the Meta-Analy$i®©uditzky et al. (2003)

Rost, K, Ehrmann, T. (2014), Reporting Biases isifR@ Research Paradigms in Management: The ExaafplVin-Win Corporate Social
Responsibility, forthcoming: Business & Society.



51

0_
@ Studies
p<1%
1% < p <5%
: l:l 5% < p < 10%
A+ p>10%
[}
S
@
S [}
5 27
ie)
c
8
n
.3
[ ] [ J
4 T T T T ]
-1 -5 0 .5 1 15
Effect estimate
Notes:

Effect estimates are measured by Fishe(saxis) and accuracy by Fisherassociated standard error (y axis).
Funnel plot for the sub-effect sample.

Sub-effect sample (N=205): Egger’s Test of Repgrbras BO= 1.2163*** (p=0.000, t=3.53000)

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effectaed): observed effect=0.13392, adjusted effectc032.
Study sample (N=148): Egger’s Test of Reporting 8= 1.28231** (p=0.001, t=3.19314)

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effectaet): observed effect=0.13292, adjusted effect3664.

** < .001, **p < .01, *p <.05

Figure B2. Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of the Meta-Analy$iBlargolis et al. (2007)
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Effect estimates are measured by Fishe(}saxis) and accuracy by Fisherassociated standard error (y axis).
Studies relying on comparable data sources, egui@® Magazine ranking, KLD ranking, Wall Streetijoal
ranking, were combined as one study leading tonabeu of 126 “independent” study effects.

Egger’s Test of Reporting bias BO= 10.10** (p=0.06¢B.65)
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effectaat): observed effect=0.01978, adjusted effect0D/0

***p < .001, *p <.01, *p < .05

Figure B3. Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of the Analyzed Sarbaeved by Considering
Non-Independent Effects
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Table B1.FAT Test on the CSP-CFP-Link, Meta-AnalysisQifitzky et al. (2003)

Model Study-effects
weighted by
random-effects
Dependent variable: z-Value By t B+ t
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. E  .077 [1.82] .09% [1.71]

Reporting bias (Constant)
CSP Measure: Reputation

1.292% [2.53] 3.466* [3.25]

Social audit.. -2.261 [-1.87]
Disclosure.. -2.541 [-2.26]
Corporate Principles -2.21€¢  [-1.82]
CFP Measure: Account. base(

Market based -1.191 [-1.54]
Number of obervations 51 51

F test 3.30 4.01*
R-squared .024E .288¢

Study-effects

Study-effects

Study-effects

weighted by  weighted by no weight
fixed-effects reliability
Dependent variable: z-Value B; t B+ t B+ t
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Er .13z  [2.69] .09 [2.06] .090 [1.57]
Reporting bias (Constant) 4.018*  [3.28] 3.387** [4.05] 3.103 *** [4.07]
CSP Measure: Reputation
Social audit.. -3.71¢¢  [-2.68]-1.78t  [-1.72] -1.776 *  [-2.49]
Disclosure.. -3.85¢** [-3.16]-2.01z* [-2.16] -1.951 *  [-2.04]
Corporate Principles -3.594* [-2.73]-1.96¢  [-1.87] -1.803 [-2.00]
CFP Measure: Account. based
Market based -92C [-1.57]-1.12¢ [-1.46] -1.016 [-1.63]
Number of observations 51 51 51
F test 6.95kx* 3.85x* 332 *
R-squared A42¢ 294 .2697

**p<.001, *p <.01, *p <.05
+unstandardized regression coefficient

Rost, K, Ehrmann, T. (2014), Reporting Biases isifR@ Research Paradigms in Management: The ExaafplVin-Win Corporate Social

Responsibility, forthcoming: Business & Society.



54

Table B2.FAT test on the CSP-CFP-Link, meta-analysidafgolis et al. (2007)

Sub-effects

Sub-effects

Study-effects

weighted by weighted by clustered by study
random-effects fixed-effects

Dependent variable: z-Value B B+ B+ B
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.)  .013 [.64] .051 [1.90] -.00: [-.19] .057 * [2.09]
Reporting bias (Constant) 1.165** [4.70] 2.77¢** [3.60] 4.856¢** [5.54] 2.373 ** [2.92]
CSP Measure: Observer perceptions
Charitable contributions -.09¢ [-.11] .42t [.45] -.153 [-.18]
Corporate policies -2.672*  [-2.84] -2.852*  [-2.87] -2.476 ** [-2.89]
Environmental performance -1.38%  [-2.44] -1.02] [-(1.52] -1.277 * [-2.22]
Revealed misdeeds -1.22¢ [-1.42] -1.54¢ [-1.23] -.991 [-1.23]
Screened mutual funds -2.08%*  [-2.72] -2.712* [-3.38] -1.905 ** [-2.55]
Third party audit -2.140~** [-3.87] -2.79¢** [-4.03] -1.859 ** [-3.23]
Transparency -1.94¢ [-1.96] -1.72¢ [-1.68] -1.919 * [-2.23]
CFP Measure: Account. based
Market based 447 [-1.08] -.58¢ [-1.42] -.409 [-1.08]
CFP as time-lagged dep. variable - 74z [-1.31] -.97C [-1.61] -.661 [-1.19]
CFP/CSP simultaneous measured -.46¢ [-.93] -1.143 [-1.91] -.312 [-.66]
Control for industry -.067 [-.18] -1.00% [-2.33] .085 [.23]
Control for ownership control 481 [.51] -1.38¢ [-(1.10] .715 [.88]
Control for firm size -.28¢ [-.70] -.23C [-.54] -.292 [-.71]
Control for risk 19t [.43] .49: [.98] .159 [.36]
Number of obervations 20t 20t 20t 148

(205)
F test N il 2,10 4.1 1.90 *
R-squared .001¢ .142¢ 2917 .1335

** < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
+unstandardized regression coefficient
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