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Abstract. Reporting biases refer to a truncated pool of published studies with the resulting suppression or 

omission of some empirical findings. Such biases can occur in positive research paradigms that try to 

uncover correlations and causal relationships in the social world by using the empirical methods of (natural) 

science. Further, reporting biases can come about because of authors who do not write papers that report 

unfavorable results despite strong efforts made to find previously accepted evidence, and because of a higher 

rejection rate of studies documenting contradictory evidence. Reporting biases are a serious concern because 

the conclusions of systematic reviews and meta-analyses can be misleading. The authors show that published 

evidence in win-win corporate social responsibility (CSR) research tends to overestimate efficiency. The 

research field expects to find a positive association between corporate social performance (CSP) and 

corporate financial performance (CFP), and findings meet that expectation. The authors explain how this 

pattern may reflect reporting bias. The empirical results show strong tentative evidence for a positive 

reporting bias in the CSP-CFP literature but only weak tentative evidence for CSP efficiency. The study also 

examines which factors, such as time trends, publication outlet, and study characteristics, are associated with 

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

of the greatest “failed experiments” of all times (1887), Albert Michelson and Edward Morley could not find 

this ether. It took Albert Einstein’s special theory of relativity (1905) to show that there was never a need for 

luminiferous ether (http://www.aps.org/programs/outreach/history/historicsites/michelson-morley.cfm). 

Popper (1963) suggested that all scientific theories are by nature conjectures and inherently fallible. Should 

any theory survive a number of critical tests, it may be closer to some truth.  

Win-win corporate social responsibility (CSR) may be such a widely-held belief.1 “Empirical research has 

largely focused on establishing a positive connection between corporate social performance (CSP) and 

corporate financial performance (CFP)” (Margolis & Walsh, 2003, p. 273). The aim is to substantiate the 

kind of claims that Kofi Annan made to US corporations in 2001, namely that there is  “a happy convergence 

between what your shareholders want and what is best for millions of people the world over” (Margolis & 

Walsh, 2003, p. 273). A large number of empirical studies do confirm that a positive connection exists 

between CSP and CFP. The results of meta-analyses confirm that the standardized CSP-CFP effect is 

positive and significant (for example, Allouche & Laroche, 2005; Margolis, Elfenbein, & Walsh, 2007; 

Margolis & Walsh, 2001, 2003; Orlitzky, 2011; Orlitzky, Schmidt, & Rynes, 2003; Orlitzky & Swanson, 

2008). The now 40 years of the search2 for an association between CSP and CFP (see Wood, 2010), reflect 

the enduring quest to find a persuasive business case for social initiatives.  

However, when it comes to belief in a strong, positive relationship between CSP and CFP, other scholars are 

more skeptical (McWilliams & Siegel, 2000, 2001). Some of these scholars are skeptical about positive 

                                                      

1 McWilliams and Siegel (2001, p. 117) define CSR as “... actions that appear to further some social good, beyond the 
interests of the firm and that which is required by law.” According to Wood (1991, p. 695): “the basic idea of corporate 
social responsibility is that business and society are interwoven rather than distinct entities.” CSR initiatives that focus 
on both linkage sides, which aim to strengthen company competitiveness by influencing society and by considering that 
external conditions affect business as well, are seen as strategic CSR and as win-win CSR, respectively (Porter & 
Kramer, 2006). 
2 Margolis and Walsh (2003) found 127 published studies that empirically examined the relationship between 
companies’ socially responsible conduct and their financial performance and 13 reviews of those studies. 
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empirical evidence, arguing that social responsibility that goes above just complying with the laws detracts 

from a firm’s financial performance (Friedman, 1970; Jensen, 2002). CSP raises a firm’s costs, thereby 

putting it at an economic disadvantage in a competitive market. Others take a more nuanced stand and argue 

that CSP may not only raise but also decrease a firm’s performance level (Benabou & Tirole, 2010), has 

diminishing returns for imitating firms (Brammer & Millington, 2008; Kopel, 2009), and can only provide  

insurance in the context of negative business events (Godfrey, Merrill, & Hansen, 2009). Finally, some 

scholars argue that the literature suffers from methodological problems and misspecifications (McWilliams 

& Siegel, 2000). These scholars also argue that, from a theoretical point of view, a neutral CSP-CFP link 

should be expected (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). 

This study accepts that scientific knowledge is irreducibly conjectural. By relying on the conjectures and 

refutations of win-win CSR, the authors first argue that a genuine effect between CSP and CFP can only be 

expected under very restrictive conditions. Nevertheless, the CSP-CFP literature generally does find positive 

effects. Second, the authors explain how this pattern may reflect reporting bias in the CSP-CFP literature. 

Such selection bias in the literature can be attributed to authors not writing papers on unfavorable results, in 

spite of strong efforts being made to find accepted evidence. One can also attribute such selection bias to the 

higher rejection rate of studies documenting contradictory evidence. As demonstrated by recent research, the 

underlying reason may be that “social-scientific research is embedded in a variety of genealogies of inquiry 

that may shape and frame conclusions” (Orlitzky, 2011, p. 410). The underlying reason implies that “an 

institutional logic represents a much broader concept than researcher  ‘bias’, which presumes some 

undesirable deviations from a known, objective fact” (Orlitzky, 2011, p. 410). Thus, reporting or selection 

biases in the literature, as understood in all that follows, refer to unintended, collective consequences of 

individual actions which – from each researcher's point of view – are desirable.3 Third, the authors identify 

circumstances reinforcing reporting bias. We analyze whether, in CSP-CFP research, positive, favorable 

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

                                                      

3 Although conclusive evidence of authors deliberately altering research data is difficult to document, the pressure to 
publish in refereed journals, especially top-tier journals, is strong enough to warrant a suggestion that reporting bias can 
also result from academic cheating 
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theory or method. The hypotheses are tested with a sample of 162 studies documenting 2,263 sub-effects on 

the CSP-CFP link. Sub-effects are estimations on the CSP-CFP link which rely on the same study sample but 

rely on alternative measurements, time intervals, or regression methods used within a paper. The authors use 

meta-regression analysis – in particular, the funnel asymmetry test (FAT) – to quantify reporting biases 

within the literature.  

Our research contributes to the literature by pointing out that empirical results – in particular, the results of 

meta-analyses – can be undermined by reporting biases (Dalton et al., 2012; Rosenberg, 2005; Scargle, 

2000). Rosenthal (1979) is the seminal reference. Reporting biases are the result of scientific consensus and 

can be very powerful in leading a largely one-sided debate (Popper, 1934). Scientists who question the 

paradigm may be shunned in a scientific community: their articles may not be published, and their research 

grants may be revoked or denied. This article argues that reporting biases are an important but under-

investigated issue in the social sciences. Although the problems are well known in research, these claims 

have barely been systematically analyzed or explained in management research. Even though previous meta-

analyses on the CSP-CFP link address what is termed the “file-drawer problem” – that is, the problem of 

missing studies – they do so only parenthetically. These analyses deal with this issue by computing the 

number of additional unlocated studies needed to cause the correlation to decrease to a minimal critical level 

or zero (Margolis et al., 2007; Orlitzky, 2011; Orlitzky et al., 2003). Because large numbers of studies are 

arguably needed, it is reasoned that reporting bias is absent. Such a reporting-bias test remains rather silent 

on the size and significance of the reporting bias within the analyzed literature. Moreover, nothing is said 

about the size and significance of the remaining effect if reporting bias is absent. Furthermore, even though 

the quantity of empirical research is expanding rapidly, management research to date has shown little 

concern for the existence of reporting biases and the implication for the research field. 

It should be noted that this article only refers to positive research paradigms in management in CSR: “a 

paradigm that tries to uncover correlations and causal relationships in the social world by using the empirical 

methods of (natural) science” (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007, p. 1096). This positive paradigm leads to a merely 

instrumental interpretation of CSR. This study excludes normative research paradigms in management or 

CSR: a paradigm based on the humanities “that does not look for observable causal relationships in the social 
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world” (Scherer & Palazzo, 2007, p. 1097) but rather is “centered on moral evaluation, judgment, and 

prescription of human action” (Swanson, 1999, p. 570, cited by Scherer & Palazzo, 2007, p. 1097).  

The remainder of the paper is as follows: In the next section “Hypotheses Development” we will first bring 

forward two interrelated theoretical arguments against a general case for a clear and positive CSP-CFP link. 

While such a view implies that a clear, positive CSP-CFP link cannot be expected, it contradicts the view of 

empirical research in Social Issues in Management, Business Ethics, or Business and Society. We will 

second argue that the published research within a research field can be confronted with a biased 

representation of the total population of research results suggesting that the positive effect between CSP and 

CFP, as documented in most studies and meta-analyses, may be caused by selection bias in the literature. In 

the third part of this section we will analyzes factors which may reinforce reporting bias. The section 

“Research Method” introduces the method, the sample and the measurements to analyze the research 

question and hypotheses. In the section “Results” we will introduce and summarize our findings. Our main 

result suggests that that the positive CSP-CFP evidence is caused by reporting bias in the literature 

originating from collective cognitive structures within a research discipline. In the final section we will 

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

Hypothesis Development 

The Absent CSP-CFP Link: Theoretical Arguments 

Without attempting to be comprehensive, there are also two interrelated theoretical arguments against the 

general case for a clear and positive CSP-CFP link. This statement implies that the authors do not argue 

against a specific case for this positive link. Nevertheless, these theoretical arguments indicate that a clear, 

positive CSP-CFP link cannot be expected because there remain significant theoretical refutations. 

First, in the economic research paradigm (see Orlitzky, 2011), firms envision very different roles for CSP. 

Benabou and Tirole (2010) distinguish three visions: win-win (doing well by doing good), delegated CSR 

(the firm as a channel for the expression of citizen values), and insider-initiated CSR. Although the first 

vision may show a positive correlation between CSP and profits, the reverse should hold true for the third 

vision. An application of the first vision could go hand-in-hand with product differentiation or innovation 
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(e.g. ecological products), which matches a greater willingness of particular customer segments to pay (see 

also McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Yet, the effects of such CSP investments, when they are not perfectly 

specific to the CSP leader firm (that is, they spill over to follower firms investing later), can lead the follower 

firms to have a second-mover advantage (Kopel, 2009). There is then a CFP disadvantage for the CSP first 

mover.  

 

The implementation of the second vision relies on a willingness by stakeholders to sacrifice money to bolster 

firm image, and so by definition can at best achieve a much more indirect effect than the first vision. 

However, even an assumed positive relationship between CSP and CFP for both visions could follow a 

nonlinear pattern -- that is, be subject to positive returns first, and then diminishing and eventually 

decreasing returns (Brammer & Millington, 2008). Following this line of argument further, one could also 

assume that CSP only has a positive insurance value in the context of negative business events. One might 

assume that firms very active in CSP would benefit from smaller declines in stock prices in the face of such 

events (Godfrey et al., 2009).  

The third vision reflects a more managerial concept of CSP. Firms donating to institutions such as opera 

houses or museums can directly benefit senior management, as for example when chief executive officers 

(CEOs) and chief financial officers (CFOs) are offered board memberships there. CFP usually decreases with 

that sort of CSP. 

Of course, in practice, CSP is likely to involve a mix of all three visions across the corporate sample. It is 

often unclear which specific channel is being tested. Let us assume that a partial value of CFP can be 

interpreted as a function of all the CSP investments made simultaneously by a firm because of the three 

different visions. We know that, by definition, these CSP investments follow different incentives, 

presumably with different results. However, when we do not know the weights of the CSP activities that 

follow the aforementioned visions or the functional forms of their particular CFP consequences (see 

Brammer & Millington, 2008, for very different forms), we cannot even determine ex-ante, whether CFP 

increases or decreases because of these CSP activities. For the ex-post analysis, it is almost impossible to 

solve the problem of reverse engineering and disentangling the CFP result to reveal its different CSP causes. 
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It becomes clear that, in the economic research paradigm, and only under certain circumstances, can a clear 

positive relationship between CSP and performance be expected (Vogel, 2005). McWilliams and Siegel 

(2001) using an arbitrage argument found that firms, whether they provided CSP or not, had the same rate of 

profit. From this finding, they predicted that there would be generally a neutral relationship between CSP 

activity and firm performance.  

This inconclusiveness stems partly from one general problem that holds true for the underlying research 

field: using organizational performance as a dependent variable (March & Sutton, 1997). The primary focus 

of CSP-CFP studies is the idea that organizational performance can be predicted, understood, and shaped. 

Consequently, researchers take organizational performance as a dependent variable and seek to identify 

variables that produce variations in profits, sales, market share, productivity, debt ratios, and stock prices. 

“Researchers who study organizational performance in this way typically devote little attention to the 

complications of using such a formulation to characterize the causal structure of performance phenomena. 

These complications include the ways in which performance advantage is competitively unstable, the causal 

complexity surrounding performance, and the limitations of using data base on retrospective recall of 

informants” (March & Sutton, 1997, p. 698). The findings of March and Sutton serve as an illustration for 

empirical and methodological problems when analyzing the CSP-CFP link.4 Consequently, even if the firm’s 

CSP activities only follow the first vision, it is not certain that research will identify this positive CSP-CFP 

relationship. On an aggregated level, such noise results in a zero finding, as former empirical and theoretical 

research verifies (McWilliams & Siegel, 2000, 2001). 

                                                      

4 For example, the above-mentioned complications begin when assuming a simple cost-improving process innovation 
that is partly introduced for CSP reasons. Research first has to estimate the CSP ratio of the cost-cutting innovation 
before it can estimate the direct and indirect CFP consequences of CSP (for an example, see McWilliams & Siegel, 
2000). Critics of organizational performance research further argue that the success at understanding performance 
differences is self-destructive: it becomes common knowledge and thus cannot be a success factor any longer (March & 
Sutton, 1997; Nicolai & Kieser, 2002). The performance impact of a “success factor” of CSP therefore may be positive 
in the invention stage but may rapidly be reduced to zero in the innovation and maturity stages where most studies are 
conducted. 
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The Positive CSP-CFP Link: Reporting Bias 

The considerations above contradict the view of empirical research in Social Issues in Management, Business 

Ethics, or Business and Society (Orlitzky, 2011). Building on instrumental stakeholder theory (Jones, 1995), 

it can be argued that socially responsible firms increase their legitimacy and develop a positive reputation 

(Orlitzky, 2011). This view seems to be supported by the findings of previous meta-analyses documenting an 

overall positive CSP-CFP relationship. (A selection of these meta-analyses are Allouche & Laroche, 2005; 

Margolis et al., 2007; Margolis & Walsh, 2001, 2003; Orlitzky et al., 2003). However, meta-analyses can be 

confronted with a biased representation of the total population of research results (Rosenthal, 1979), or with 

organizational theories and research assumptions that become self-fulfilling prophecies (Orlitzky, 2011). 

Such reporting bias arises when the selection of studies for publication is made either on the basis of the 

statistical significance of results or on the basis of whether the results satisfy preconceived theoretical 

expectations (Doucouliagos, 2005; Stanley, 2005a). This condition leads to a truncated pool of published 

studies with the consequent suppression of some empirical findings. Various types of reporting bias exist, 

including publication bias, time-lag bias, location bias, citation bias, language bias, or outcome reporting bias 

(McGauran et al., 2010). Reporting bias is not a trivial issue. If it exists, it distorts the scientific record, hides 

the “truth,” influences decision making, misleads policy makers and causes harm to affected persons 

(McWilliams & Siegel, 1997a; Stanley & Doucouliagos, 2010).  

Medical researchers have long acknowledged the importance and seriousness of publication selection (Begg 

& Berlin, 1988; Egger, Smith, Schneider, & Minder, 1997; Sterling, 1959). The Paxil and Vioxx scandals put 

reporting bias on the research agenda (Krakovsky, 2004). Paxil has the unfortunate side effect of increased 

teen suicide; Vioxx’s side effects include the increased risk of heart disease. The life-threatening side effects 

were well known from clinical trials, but sponsors of the clinical trials suppressed the reporting of these side 

effects. A review of five meta-analyses on clinical trials shows that 73% of all positive clinical trials are 

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

Reporting biases are a problem not only in medical research. A study analyzing over 4,600 papers published 

in all disciplines shows that the overall frequency of positive support has grown by over 22% between 1990 
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and 2007 (Fanelli, 2012). The increase was stronger in the social disciplines (Fanelli, 2010b) and in publish-

or-perish environments such as the United States (Fanelli, 2010a). There is also a growing interest in 

reporting bias in the field of economics. Researchers found evidence for reporting biases in areas such as aid 

effectiveness on growth (Doucouliagos & Paldam, 2008), minimum-wage studies (Card & Krueger, 1995; 

Doucouliagos & Stanley, 2009), economic freedom and economic growth literature (Doucouliagos, 2005; 

Doucouliagos, Laroche, & Stanley, 2005), the estimates of returns from education (Ashenfelter, Harmon, & 

Oosterbeek, 1999), the productivity effects of multinationals (Görg & Strobl, 2001), and the price elasticity 

of water (Stanley, 2005a). Reporting bias is a widespread phenomenon that might be expected to occur in the 

business literature as well (McWilliams & Siegel, 1997a).  

Doucouliagos et al. (2005) hypothesized that reporting bias can be found in particular areas of research 

where mainstream theory supports a specific effect. Instrumental stakeholder theory in CSP-CFP research, 

the mainstream theory for researchers in Social Issues in Management (Orlitzky, 2011), promotes a social 

justice view of the world that strives to align with shareholder wealth maximization. Thus, CSP is viewed as 

a source of competitive advantage resulting in positive performance effects. This positive view stands in 

contrast to the economic view and general management view on the empirical CSP-CFP relationship: both 

research paradigms expect a neutral relationship (Orlitzky, 2011). Hence, it is likely that reporting bias may 

affect the CSP-CFP literature: while two research paradigms expect no specific CSP-CFP relationship, one 

research paradigm expects a positive CSP-CFP relationship. The lack of a research paradigm which expects 

a clear negative CSP-CFP relationship can lead to an over-dominance of positive research findings.    

There are two particular sources that cause reporting bias (Card & Krueger, 1995; Hopewell et al., 2009). 

First, the dominant institutional logic in which authors are embedded shapes their cognitions and behaviors 

and frames their conclusions (Orlitzky, 2011). This logic may result in the fact that researchers, and in 

particular those closely connected to instrumental stakeholder theory, do not write and submit papers on 

negative results contradicting the conventionally expected result. This condition would be consistent with the 

results from other research disciplines: author surveys have shown that the most common reasons for not 

submitting papers are negative results and a lack of interest, time, or other resources (Callaham et al., 1998; 

Weber et al., 1998). Second, reviewers and editors, and in particular those connected to instrumental 
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stakeholder theory, may be predisposed to accept papers consistent with a conventional view. “Social 

networking effects and interpersonal connections sometimes explain publication decisions much better than 

the objective characteristics of submissions” (Orlitzky, 2011, p. 412). As shown by prior empirical research, 

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

manuscripts and not the rejection of manuscripts by journals (Olson et al., 2002).  

In the context of CSP-CFP, reporting bias can take several forms. First, authors, referees, and editors may 

disproportionately select significant, positive results believing that they are more informative. This selection 

bias could partly be a consequence of collective cognitive structures, for example of the professional 

business school environment where many researchers are employed (March & Sutton, 1997). The customers 

of these schools – such as aspiring managers – expect to be trained to create success stories in organizations. 

In addition, researchers secure funding and establish legitimacy as consultants to organizations, as lecturers 

to organizational audiences, or as authors of books providing suggestions for improving organizational 

performance. These audiences encourage researchers to create success stories (Clarkson et al., 2008). 

Positive findings reflect the majority view in the field and have a higher probability of being read and cited. 

In addition, in the CSP-CFP literature, there is an overwhelming professional consensus of a social justice 

view of the world.5 Negative findings contradict this view, and concerns may be raised about the possibility 

of misspecification, data problems, or estimation errors. 

Second, reporting bias can result in authors finding it difficult to publish results where the CSP-CFP link is 

positive but not significant, even though some research paradigms expect such a non-specific relationship. In 

general, null findings are perceived as less interesting and most scholars will not even write a working paper 

                                                      

5 The conventional view that virtuous firms are rewarded may be explained by expressive utility (Hillman, 2010). 
Expressive utility reflects a person’s identity: a view that people have of themselves in terms of who they are and what 
they stand for, support, or oppose. Expressive utility can result in an expressive research trap in which there is majority 
support for a social-justice view of the world. The hypothesis is confirmed by a research stream related to CSP: aid 
effectiveness. This literature sees aid as a treatment given to poor countries to generate development. A meta-analysis, 
however, finds that aid is ineffective in promoting economic growth or in benefiting the poor in low-income countries 
(Doucouliagos & Paldam, 2008). The meta-analysis shows that, overall, the aid literature finds positive effects due to 
publication bias. Publication bias may be the result of expressive research traps: the promotion of aid signals that 
research cares about poor people in poor countries (even if aid proves ineffective). 
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on such results. Furthermore, referees may argue that CSP should show a statistically significant impact on 

CSP. Authors may be encouraged to locate this effect by, for example, changing the sample size, changing 

the empirical methodology, altering the set of control variables, or using a different estimation technique. 

This condition  may, for example, explain why so many event studies of CSR have quite long and seemingly 

randomly chosen “window” lengths (McWilliams & Siegel, 1997a).6 

Third, researchers who find a negative effect on CFP may choose not to submit these results to journals or 

other publication outlets because they believe the results to be incorrect, they expect that they will have a low 

probability of being accepted, or their preferred literature does not offer accepted theories to explain negative 

findings. 

Summing up, the foregoing arguments suggest that the conventional view within CSP-CFP studies, that CSR 

is likely to pay off, may be the result of an overrepresentation of positive, significant findings, whereas 

insignificant or negative empirical findings remain suppressed. This analysis leads to the first hypothesis 

suggesting that the positive effect between CSP and CFP, as documented in most studies and meta-analyses, 

may be caused by selection bias in the literature or by collective cognitive structures within this research 

discipline.  

Hypothesis H1: Reporting bias causes the significant, positive effect between CSP and CFP, as documented 

in the management literature.  

Characteristics of Studies: Moderators of Reporting Biases 

This sub-section analyzes factors reinforcing reporting bias. As shown by Orlitzky (2011), the journals in 

sub-disciplines explain differences in the empirical CSP-CFP cross-study variability. Furthermore, medical 

research demonstrates that studies with positive or favorable results are associated with various other factors, 

                                                      

6 The finance literature recommends that event studies should use short time windows, of one or two days after the 
event, to calculate cumulative abnormal returns (CARs). Shorter time windows have the advantage that confounding 
events, such as the announcement of news unrelated to CSP, can be more or less excluded. In CSP-CFP research, the 
time windows are, however, often very long: more than a hundred days after announcement. According to McWilliams 
and Siegel (1997a), one explanation may be that the desired result on the CSP-CFP link does not appear in short time 
windows. 
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such as publication in journals with higher impact factors, a greater number of publications (including covert 

duplicate publications), more frequent citation, and more likely publication in English (Easterbrook et al., 

1991; Egger, Zellweger-Zahner et al., 1997; Gotzsche, 1987; Kjaergard & Gluud, 2002; Tramer et al., 1997). 

Also, time to publication is two years less for positive results than for negative results (Ioannidis, 1998; Stern 

& Simes, 1997). This study will, therefore, test whether positive or favorable results in CSP-CFP research 

are associated with factors such as publication time, publication in journals with higher-impact factors, or 

weak theory or method. The authors will develop conditional expectation for the case that Hypothesis 1 can 

be confirmed by the results. Therefore, further hypotheses will be presented as H0-hypotheses, typically 

corresponding to a general or default position. 

The aforementioned arguments concerning research incentives lead us to expect a certain lifecycle of 

publication bias in the empirical literature on CSR-CSP. The authors assume that the first publications, 

defined as studies which were published and thus made publically available in the earlier years of CSR-CSP 

research, will start with a bias, which could show a positive (or even a negative) CSR-CFP link. In each 

following period, new publication opportunities in the field arise that demonstrate a tendency towards the 

starting bias. This tendency can be viewed as informational cascades in the research field that lead 

“follower” researchers to imitate “first movers” in their research design. The cascades will happen when 

authors find it optimal to follow the pattern established by prior published work, even if that pattern of 

results contradicts their own research results. All innovative ideas towards the bias can be imitated at low 

cost by all researchers after publication. Both sides of the “market for articles” (authors and 

editors/reviewers) will, depending on their field, start to invest specifically in the reproduction of the biased 

view. While the research field moves towards a dominant design, both sides of the market will find it more 

and more costly to produce and evaluate unconventional views, thereby devaluing their previous investments 

in the conventional view.  

Inserting the incentives available for producing strong results into the logic of a product lifecycle, we should 

expect the following development over time. In the first phase of empirical papers on the CSR-CFP 

relationship, innovative CSR researchers should write papers with strong positive correlations; but before the 

dominant design has been established, we will find a small publication bias. With this research field moving 
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towards a dominant design, authors will find it more and more costly to produce unconventional views, both 

because the conventional view gets more and more empirical support, and because its theoretical 

underpinnings come to be more elaborated upon. Publication bias will also result over time with authors 

finding it difficult to publish results where the CSP-CFP link is positive but not significant. Referees will 

argue that CSP should show a positive and statistically significant impact on CFP. Authors may be 

encouraged to locate this effect. 

The cost argument also holds for editors and reviewers who, over time, accumulate specific investments in 

the conventional view, which would be devalued by opposing views. Papers that are unable to produce this 

conventional view will be excluded from the market. In addition, researchers may use the presence of an 

expected result as a model-selection test (Card & Krueger, 1995). Both incentives can lead to higher 

rejection rates by journals or to lower submission rates by authors. They can also lead to more data 

adjustments by authors in the latter stage of the CSP-CFP innovation in an attempt to find evidence for the 

conventional view. Therefore, in general, we expect to have a strengthening publication bias over time. The 

associated H0-hypothesis that will be tested is as follows: 

Hypothesis H0-2: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards an increase in publication time. 

As shown by medical research, studies with positive or favorable results are more often published in journals 

with higher-impact factors (Easterbrook et al., 1991). Positive and favorable results are read and cited to a 

greater extent, which is important in order to maintain and extend the competitive advantage with respect to 

the journal impact factor. Authors, editors, and reviewers may be aware of this fact, and significant, positive 

evidence will be both submitted and accepted to a greater extent in high-impact journals.  

Hypothesis H0-3: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards an increase in the journal impact 

factor. 

Furthermore, in the case of editorial decision-making biases, one should expect that the results of accepted 

journal articles contain larger reporting bias compared to the findings of published working papers. Some 

working papers may be continuously rejected by journals because the findings are either negative or non-
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significant.7 This outcome could be the consequence of cost considerations of reviewers. As the research 

field moves towards a dominant design, it becomes more demanding and time consuming for them to 

evaluate positively unconventional views, thereby devaluing their former investments in the conventional 

view. 

Hypothesis H0-4: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not more biased towards published journal articles 

than for published working papers. 

Large numbers of less ground-breaking research contributions also characterize CSP-CFP research. Often, 

researchers follow the conventional view because CSP-CFP research is perceived as “marketable.” In this 

case, the underlying research motivation may not be the investigation of a specific theory, but more the 

desire to participate in the new research trend. Typically, the research field in these papers is poorly 

understood. Authors may therefore decide to publish their results only if they support the conventional view. 

The demand for explanations that contradictory or non-significant empirical evidence poses for authors is 

quite high, especially given the widely established CSR-CFP link. Furthermore, faced with a theoretically 

weak paper, reviewers and editors may only accept research modeled on the conventional view in the field. 

The authors therefore expect that the reporting bias is highest for studies investigating no specific theory.  

Hypothesis H0-5: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies testing no theory than for 

studies testing a social science or economic theory. 

Most studies in CSP-CFP research deduce directed hypotheses for the CSP-CFP link. However, directed 

hypotheses are vulnerable because arguments both for and against the CSP-CFP link can be made. It may 

therefore be advisable to formulate an H0 hypothesis, to test whether no link between CSP and CFP can be 

determined. Testing the H0 hypothesis allows more freedom when reporting the actual outcome of the study, 

                                                      

7 Non-significant findings are especially problematic to publish. They can either mean that, in reality, there is no 
systematic relationship between two variables, or that that they occur at a particular level of probability we do not 
know. While the first interpretation implies a valuable finding and justifies publication, the second interpretation 
implies that non-significant findings are of dubious value and there may be no need for publication. However, as we do 
not know which of the two interpretations is more valid, we hold the view that non-significant findings justify 
publication. For example, in medical research it is important to know whether an indication is ineffective. 
Ineffectiveness is typically demonstrated by small and non-significant effects of an indication on healing processes.     
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whereas testing a directed hypothesis puts some pressure on the researcher not to reject the hypothesis. We 

therefore expect higher reporting biases for studies testing a directed hypothesis. Authors may only write 

papers on supportive evidence. Furthermore, they may also be engaged more often in some type of data 

adjustment to find at least some evidence for their hypothesis.  

Hypothesis H0-6: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies that do not test the H0-

hypothesis for the CSP-CFP link. 

Some researchers within the field support a clear positive CSP-CFP link by outlining the competitive 

advantages for organizations. Other researchers are more critical by outlining the strengths and weaknesses 

of CSP with respect to CFP. Reporting bias should more often occur when the discourse in professional 

networks does not lend itself to conjecture and refutation but, instead, uncritically supports the conventional 

view. For example, authors more inclined to be uncritical may not write papers on negative or non-

significant findings or may adjust their data to find positive and significant evidence.  

Hypothesis H0-7: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies that do not discuss the 

pros and cons of a positive CSP-CFP link. 

CSP-CFP research is characterized by methodological problems such as performance instability, 

retrospective recall, or simple models of complex worlds (March & Sutton, 1997; Nicolai & Kieser, 2002). 

In particular, studies that face many of these problems will be modeled after the conventional view. The 

demand for explanations that contradictory empirical evidence poses for both sides of the market for 

publications is quite high, especially given the widely established CSR-CFP link. By definition, the 

presentation of contradictory evidence requires a deep theoretical and methodological understanding of the 

investigated research field. Therefore, authors write papers on methodologically weak studies only if the 

findings clearly confirm the conventional view within the field, thereby increasing the credibility of their 

research design. Furthermore, as explained above, editors and reviewers may accept these studies only if the 

results confirm the conventional views, thereby sustaining their past investments (see McWilliams, Siegel, & 

Teoh, 1999, for a discussion of the methodological problems with event studies of CSP).  
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Hypothesis H0-8: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies with greater 

methodological problems. 

Reporting bias results from authors finding it difficult to publish results where the CSP-CFP link is positive 

but not significant. Authors may be encouraged to locate this effect by, for example, changing the sample 

size, changing the empirical methodology, altering the set of control variables, or using a different estimation 

technique. The incentive to apply “permitted” manipulations is particularly strong for authors using 

multivariate empirical methods, such as regression analysis. They can alter the set of control variables or use 

a different estimation technique to obtain the desired result. In the case of univariate empirical methods, such 

as mean comparison or bivariate correlations, such grey areas of data adjustments exist to only a lesser 

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

Hypothesis H0-9: The supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies that use multivariate 

empirical methods but is biased towards studies using univariate empirical methods.  

Research Method 

Sample 

To investigate reporting bias in the CSP-CFP literature, the authors rely on a meta-analysis (Hunter & 

Schmidt, 2004). Meta-analysis has the advantage of being able to quantify the diverse results of prior 

research. To collect the study sample, we consulted prior meta-analyses or literature reviews on the CSP-

CFP relationship.8 We further conducted our own research using the Web of Science, Google, and other 

bibliographical databases by using several keywords (such as corporate social responsibility and financial 

performance) and the forward and backward citations of collected studies. To ensure convergence in the 

study sample, two independent persons were involved. The search steps of the two persons together provided 

                                                      

8 Aldag & Bartol, 1978: 10 studies; Allouche & Laroche, 2005: 82 studies; Arlow & Gannon, 1982: 7 studies; 
Aupperle, Carroll, & Hatfield, 1985: 10 studies; Cochran & Wood, 1984: 14 studies; Griffin & Mahon, 1997: 51 
studies; Liston-Heyes & Ceton, 2009; Margolis et al., 2007: 147 studies; Margolis & Walsh, 2001: 95 studies; 2003: 
127 studies; Orlitzky et al., 2003: 52 studies; Pava & Krausz, 1996: 21 studies; Preston & O’Bannon, 1997: 8 studies; 
Richardson, Welker, & Hutchinson, 1999: 14 studies; Roman, Hayibor, & Agle, 1999: 46 studies; Wokutch & Spencer, 
1987: 20 studies; Wood & Jones, 1995: 34 studies; Wu, 2006: 39 studies. 
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a list of 282 studies. Many studies were identified in both search steps and by both persons; however 

especially newer studies were only identified by our own research and not by former meta-analyses. 

Furthermore, the keyword search was expanded and altered up to a point where the inclusion of new key 

words did not lead to the inclusion of new studies.  The authors subsequently excluded 120 studies because 

they did not document statistical results (being literature reviews or qualitative studies). The final sample 

includes 162 empirical studies on the CSP-CFP link (see Appendix C), and is therefore larger than prior 

samples. 

To qualify for inclusion in the sample, a study had to document statistical results on the CSP-CFP link in the 

following form: (1) correlation or standardized coefficient and sample size, (2) unstandardized coefficient, 

standard deviation, and sample size, (3) t-value and sample size, (4) mean, standard deviation, and group 

sample size for subsamples, and (5) the difference in mean and t-value for subsamples. From each study, the 

authors included all documented effects on the CSP-CFP link. However, for hierarchical regression analyses 

that documented several estimation steps using the same measures and methods, we only included the main 

effect estimations of the CSP-CFP link and not the results of models that included additional moderating 

effects between CSP and other measurements. The rationale is that the main effects in interaction-effect 

models are meaningless if moderating effects are not additionally considered. If the authors changed methods 

(ordinary least squares regression versus a fixed-effect regression) or used CSP/CFP measurements, more 

than one effect was included. Further, for event studies, we excluded (cumulative) abnormal returns in the 

period day -∞ up to day -2, but included estimates that either started on day -1 or ended on day ≥1. The 

process identified 2,263 sub-effects9 documented in the 162 studies. Half of the study sample was coded 

independently by two persons and subsequently compared to ensure reliability. The consistency between 

both coders was rather high. In the case of ambiguous coding, we discussed the reasons and agreed on rules 

for similar cases. The rest of the sample coding has been finished by only one coder.   

                                                      

9 From the 2,263 sub-effects, the authors excluded 12 sub-effects from the final analysis because the papers documented 
t-values above |200|. Such high values can cause overestimation and underestimation problems in the analysis. 
However, we ran robustness checks by including the 12 sub-effects. The results are comparable. 
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Measurements 

Size and direction of the CSP-CFP link. Our dependent variable is the size and direction of the CSP-CFP 

link as measured in a study. We standardized the diverse effect sizes of all studies by computing Fisher’s z, 

the associated standard error, and z-value. The Fisher transformation z is mainly associated with the Pearson 

sample correlation coefficient r. For correlations r smaller than |0.5|, z is identical. Compared to Fisher’s z, 

the variance of r grows smaller as the population correlation coefficient |ρ| approaches 1. We apply the 

variance-stabilizing transformation of Fisher’s z instead of Pearson’s r to simplify considerations in graphical 

exploratory data analysis, namely in funnel plots, and to allow the application of simple regression-based 

techniques. We did, however, run robustness checks by using Pearson’s r. The results are comparable as 

most correlations are lower than |0.5|. Standardized effects were computed by using the program 

Comprehensive Meta Analysis that allows for different data entry (Borenstein, 2000). As a dependent 

variable, we use the z-values of the effects (for more details, see below sub-section on “Reporting Bias 

Analysis”). Z-values are calculated on the sub-effect level and on the study-effect level. A study-effect 

approach combines the sub-effects of each study within one effect. Meta-analysis recommends the use of 

study effects instead of sub-effects to reduce the non-independence error (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). For 

robustness analysis, the authors calculated two dummy variables measuring whether sub-effects or study-

effects are positive and statistically significant. As a critical value, we chose z≥1.96, indicating that an effect 

is positive and significant at the 5% level.  

Publication time and outlet. At the study level, the authors measured publication year, journal impact 

factor and working papers. About 50% of all studies were published after 1995. We constructed a dummy 

indicating whether the study was published before or after 1995. We did not include the metric information 

for publication year because we additionally controlled for the time period analyzed through a study.10 

                                                      

10 The difference between both time measurements is that the publication year refers to the time in which a study has 
been published while the variable time period analyzed refers to the time period underlying a study sample. For an 
example, a paper has been published in 2005 and uses data of the time period 1990-2000.  
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Including the metric information of publication year causes multicollinearity problems.11 We collected data 

on the impact factor of the journals in which a study was published. The journal impact factor indicates how 

many times an average article within a journal is cited by other journal articles within the first two years after 

publication. For all journals included, the impact factor was available either from Thomson Reuters or from 

RePEc: Research Papers in Economics (both use the same formula). For working papers, we assigned an 

impact factor of zero. We also controlled for whether a paper had already been accepted by a journal or 

published as a working paper.  

Theoretical aspects. At the study level, the authors collected data on the underlying theory, on the way of 

discussing the CSP-CFP link, and the formulated CSP-CFP hypothesis. The underlying theory of a study 

was first coded into subcategories that we later summarized in three general groups. The first general group 

covers social science theories including (a) stakeholder theory, (b) resource-based view, (c) principal-agent 

theory, (d) legitimacy, (e) leadership, (f) organizational slack, (g) signaling theory, (h) studies contrasting the 

shareholder view with the stakeholder view, and (i) studies contrasting resource-based view with principal-

agent theory. The second general group covers economic or financial theories, including (a) ethical 

investments and investor behavior, (b) efficient market view, (c) shareholder view, and (d) financial 

accounting. Finally, the third group covers studies that made no use of any particular theory. The authors 

further coded whether a study discussed the arguments for and against a positive CSP-CFP link. We 

constructed a dummy variable that indicates whether a paper contained a balanced discussion of the pros and 

cons or contained only a pro or no discussion. The underlying CSP-CFP hypothesis of a study was coded as 

directed if the study assumed a positive, negative, u-shaped, or inversely u-shaped CSP-CFP link and as H0 

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

Methodological aspects. On the sub-effect level, we documented whether authors made use of industry-

fixed effects (or controlled for industry effects), firm-fixed effects, and time-lagged effects. Studies that 

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

                                                      

11 However, in a simple regression model which does not control for the analyzed time period but includes the metric 
information for publication year, the results are robust. 
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problems because they exclude some confounding factors of the CSP-CFP link. The research also measured 

which kind of analysis was used to compute sub-effects: multivariate methods such as regression analysis, or 

univariate methods, such as bivariate correlation analysis, or the t-test, or mean comparison. 

Control variables. In line with prior meta-analyses (Margolis et al., 2007; Orlitzky et al., 2003) on the sub-

effect level, the authors coded which indices were used to measure CSP and CFP. We first documented all 

measurements in detail and later developed useful categories. According to our analysis, studies measure 

CSP in six different ways: (1) subjective CSP rankings (KLD or Fortune 500 survey), (2) comparison of 

socially responsible investing (SRI) with non-SRI portfolios, funds, or indices (Dow Jones Sustainability 

Group Global Index versus conventional index), (3) announcement effects of crime, product recalls, 

incidents, or withdrawal (announcement of unethical events; the effects were re-coded so that positive values 

indicated no violation), (4) cash giving and contributions (sum of foundation disbursements and direct cash 

contributions), (5) social disclosure (environmental disclosure), and (6) effects of CSP regulations and 

principles (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act). CFP was measured in three different ways: (1) 

accounting performance (ROA, ROE, sales growth), (2) market performance (Jensen’s alpha, excess 

returns), and (3) event-based performance ([cumulative] abnormal returns). At the sub-effect level, we 

further coded the time period analyzed by a study by five time intervals (1960–69, 1970–79, 1980–89, 1990–

99, 2000–09). The authors measure whether a sub-effect covers years within a time interval or not. We 

further include the number of years investigated by a sub-effect.  

Table A1 in Appendix A reports the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for the variables in our 

sample. 

Reporting Bias Analysis 

In contrast to medical research, where studies must be registered from the beginning, a reporting bias 

analysis in social science research is more indirect. In social sciences, we do not know how many studies 

have been conducted, but subsequently not published. To overcome this problem, two simple tests, the 

funnel-plot test and FAT test, have been developed (Moreno, Sutton, Ades et al., 2009). The underlying 

assumption of both tests has been validated in medical research (Stanley & Doucouliagos, 2011). Validations 
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compare the results of the indirect tests (working without knowledge of the number or type of studies not 

published) with the results of direct tests (providing information on the findings of all registered studies and 

the findings of the sub-population of published studies). These real-life studies show that the findings of the 

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

Counter-enhanced funnel plots. The first graphical test for detecting reporting biases are funnel plots 

(Doucouliagos, 2005; Stanley, 2005a). The procedure plots a study’s effective size (x axis) against its 

accuracy, that is, its estimated standard errors (y axis) (Egger, Smith, & Phillips, 1997). To measure a study’s 

effective size, we will use Fisher’s z for a study’s effective size (x axis) and its associated standard error for a 

study’s accuracy (y axis) (for more details, see sub-section “Size and direction of the CSP-CFP link”). The 

plot shows symmetrical, funnel-like patterns when there is no reporting bias in the literature (Borenstein, 

2000). Studies with a lower sampling error (typically large studies) appear toward the top of the graph and 

cluster near the mean-effect size. Studies with a large sampling error (typically smaller studies) appear 

toward the bottom of the graph and are dispersed across a range of values around the mean-effect size 

because they contain more random variation. In the absence of reporting bias, the studies are distributed 

symmetrically around the mean-effect size (Borenstein, 2000). In the presence of bias, the bottom of the plot 

tends to show a higher concentration of studies on one side of the mean as opposed to the other, for example, 

because less precise studies are more likely to be published if they demonstrate larger-than-average effects 

(making them more likely to meet the criterion for statistical significance). Such errors may be caused by the 

high rejection rate of small studies documenting contradictory evidence or by the strong efforts to find 

accepted evidence (Card & Krueger, 1995).  

However, asymmetry in the plot does not necessarily imply that reporting bias exists, as alternative 

explanations for the asymmetry may be present. For example, confounding factors, small-study effects, true 

heterogeneity, structural breaks, non-linearity, non-normal residuals or, in the case of few studies, chance 

may also distort the appearance of the plot (Callot & Paldam, 2011; Sterne et al., 2011). In order to 

disentangle genuine reporting biases from other causes of funnel asymmetry, the literature recommends 

contour-enhanced funnel plots (Moreno, Sutton, Turner et al..,  2009). Based on the standard Wald test, these 

plots include contours that partition them into areas of statistical significance and non-significance in order to 
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identify the level of statistical significance of study effects. Reporting biases are related to statistical 

significance. “If studies seem to be missing in areas of statistical non-significance, then this adds credence to 

the notion that the asymmetry is due to publication biases. In such cases an attempt should be made to adjust 

for such biases” (Moreno, Sutton, Turner et al., 2009, pp. 2-3).           

FAT test. To explore reporting bias more rigorously, the literature recommends using meta-regression 

analysis (Doucouliagos & Stanley, 2009; Stanley, 2005b; Stanley & Jarrell, 1998, 2005). A meta-regression 

analysis checks for serious reporting bias and detects the size of the true effect between two variables by 

considering the influence of other drivers of effect size, such as different measurements, methods, time 

period, and so on. Regression-based alternatives offer several advantages as compared to funnel plots. First, 

in contrast to funnel plots, regression-based methods not only detect publication bias, but also adjust for it. 

Second, simulation studies (Moreno, Sutton, Ades et al., 2009), as well as real life studies (Moreno, Sutton, 

Turner et al., 2009),  show that regression-based alternatives, in contrast to funnel plots, have a lower 

tendency for misleading adjustments and poor coverage probabilities, especially when between-study 

variance is present (Moreno, Sutton, Turner et al., 2009). Third, regression-based methods offer the 

opportunity to control for omitted variables which may be the cause for funnel asymmetry (Callot & Paldam, 

2011).  We will use the funnel asymmetry test (FAT) to check for serious reporting bias and to detect the size 

of the true effect between CSP and CFP (Stanley, 2005a).12 FAT adjusts the effect between two variables by 

regressing the inverse of standard error (1/SEi) on the value of the z-statistic (zi) (see Equation 1 below). The 

slope β1 in this equation offers information on the existence and size of the “real” effect between two 

variables, whereas the constant β0 indicates the presence or absence of reporting bias (Doucouliagos, 2005). 

          Equation (1) 

                                                      

12 Some authors use a meta-significance test (MST) in addition (Stanley, 2005a). An MST tests whether there is a real 
effect between two variables by regressing the natural logarithm of the degrees of freedom (dfi) on the natural logarithm 
of the absolute value of the t-statistic (|ti|). If there is a real effect between two variables, α1 is positive and statistically 
significant (Stanley, 2001). The authors do not document the results of the MST test because mainly interested in the 
over-reporting of positive CSP-CFP effects. 
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The logic behind this equation builds on the same idea as the funnel plot. If reporting bias is absent, then the 

constant β0 in the equation equals zero and is not significant. First, studies with high standard errors (smaller 

studies) are counted as close to zero, as one expects to see such “noisy” studies associated with a mean 

standardized effect of zero. Some studies will find small positive or negative effects, although others will 

find huge positive or negative effects. Second, studies with small standard errors (large studies) therefore get 

a higher weight as one expects precise studies to be less noisy and to converge at the “real” standardized 

effect. Because, on average, less precise studies detect a standardized effect of zero, and precise studies 

converge at the real standardized effect, this pattern creates a regression line whose intercept approaches the 

origin, that is, zero. The slope of this regression line shows the size of the real effect by detecting how effect 

size evolves if the precision of a study increases. 

However, if there is reporting bias, then the constant β0 in the equation does not equal zero and is significant. 

This measure indicates that there is a selection bias in the literature because studies with high standard errors 

report large positive or large negative standardized effects disproportionately often. This effect creates a 

regression line with an intercept different from zero: a regression line that already starts with a large positive 

standardized effect even though the studies have a precision close to zero. Again, the slope of this line 

indicates the real effect between two variables without selection bias. 

Even though in the social sciences, the FAT test is the best tool in meta-analysis to detect reporting biases 

and to adjust for them, it should be noted that there are still a range of problems that may generate natural 

asymmetries in funnel plots, such as data dependencies, estimation faults, or omitted variables which are 

unknown to the researcher (Callot & Paldam, 2011). While the present study controls for several of these 

reasons, by replicating the results for an independent study sample, by including different estimation 

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

Analytical Method 

Hypothesis 1 will be tested by the funnel-plot test and the FAT test. If we find indications of a significant 

reporting bias, we will investigate which study characteristics reinforce or reduce this bias. This possibility 

can be tested by analyzing whether certain study characteristics significantly affect the size and direction of 
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the z-value as documented in a study, and whether this effect, in turn, significantly affects whether a study 

documents a significant, positive effect. All tests and models will be analyzed for the sub-effects within a 

study, as well as overall study effects. Study-effect models are clustered at the study level in order to get 

unbiased t-values. Sub-effect models are weighted by the precision of a study. Meta-analyses either use a 

fixed-effect model or a random-effect model to assign weights to studies (Borenstein, Hedges, & Rothstein, 

2007). These two model types lead to different mechanisms for assigning weights that, in turn, causes 

different assumptions about the nature of the studies. Under the fixed-effect model, the assumption is that 

there is one true effect size shared by all included studies. In contrast, under the random-effect model, the 

studies are assumed to be a random sample of the relevant distribution of effects; here the true effect is 

permitted to vary from study to study.13  Both models will be applied. On the one hand, for our sample, the 

random-effect model seems more realistic; for example, crime may cause different effects on performance 

than a top position in rankings. On the other hand, if funnel plots are asymmetrical, random-effect estimates 

will be pulled more towards findings from smaller studies than the fixed-effect estimates will be. Random-

effect models are thus not always conservative (Sterne et al., 2011). For both models, weights were 

computed at the study-effect level, meaning that all sub-effects of one study sample enter the regression with 

the same weight. 

Robustness Test  

Appendix B  documents the results of two prior meta-analyses – namely, Orlitzky et al. (2003) and Margolis 

et al. (2007) – on the CSP-CFP link. Both meta-analyses report significant positive effects on the CSP-CFP 

link, but control for reporting biases only parenthetically. They deal with the problem by computing the 

number of additional unlocated studies needed to cause the correlation to decrease to a minimal critical level 

or zero. As mentioned in the introduction, such a test  is incomplete and does not adequately include recent 

knowledge about reporting biases.  To test the robustness of our results, we therefore repeat the funnel-plot 

                                                      

13 The random-effect model assumes two levels of sampling and thus two levels of error. First, each study is used to 
estimate the true effect in a specific population. Second, all of the true effects are used to estimate the mean of the true 
effects. Therefore, in assigning weights to estimates, the random-effect model deals with both sources of sampling error 
– within and between studies (Borenstein et al., 2007). 
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test and FAT test for both samples. Orlitzky et al.’s (2003) sample covers data on 52 studies that report 388 

effects between CSP and CFP. In Appendix B, we document Orlitzky et al.’s average effect per study, 

allowing us to collect a one-study-one-effect sample. Our coding led to a sample consisting of 51 studies.14 

Margolis et al.’s (2007) sample covers data on 148 studies that report 192 sub-effects effects between CSP 

and CFP. Also in Appendix B, we document Margolis et al.’s sub-effects, which allowed us to collect sub-

effects per study as well.15 The advantage of sub-effect samples first lies in the fact that one can work with 

the original data as documented in the studies and does not have to rely on combined measurements which 

are corrected by study reliability or sample size. Second, sub-effect samples capture more variance with 

respect to different measurements or model specifications. In both samples, we control for study 

characteristics (as documented by both Orlitzky et al. and Margolis et al.), which are different CSP and CFP 

measures, sample sizes, publication years, control variables, and the use of time-lagged effects. 

Appendix B  further documents a funnel-plot analysis for a non-independent-study sample of our meta-

analysis. We combined into one source the studies which rely on similar samples, such as the rankings of 

Fortune Magazine, KLD, and The Wall Street Journal,. These samples may not be strictly independent of 

each other, because they share similar sources of measurement errors.  

Results 

Evidence for Reporting Biases 

Funnel plot. Figures 1a  and 1b show the counter-enhanced funnel plots for our sample by relying on study 

effects and on all sub-effects published within the studies. In the figures, the standardized effect size 

(Fisher’s z) is measured on the horizontal axis and its accuracy (the standard error of Fisher’s z) is measured 

on the vertical axis. The figures show that the funnel plots are not symmetrical, which may indicate reporting 

bias in the CSP-CFP literature. Studies tend to overestimate the effects of the CSP-CFP link because the 

                                                      

14 In Appendix B, Orlitzky et al. (2003)  document 61 studies. Ten studies were dropped from the analysis because the 
authors did not report an average study effect. 
15 Our coding led to a sample consisting of 148 studies (not 167 studies) that report 205 (not 192) effects. 
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plots show a higher concentration of studies on the right side of the mean. Further, for positive results on the 

CSP-CFP link, at the right side of the plot, there is a high concentration of studies which just meet the 

criteria of statistical significance or report non-significant results. Non-significant results for studies which 

just meet the criteria of statistical significance are, however, largely missing for negative results on the CSP-

CFP link, at the left side of the plot. 

------------------------------ 

Figures 1a and 1b about here 

------------------------------ 

The authors run a simple Egger test – a FAT test without control variables – as a first statistical test to test 

for the presence of serious reporting bias (Egger, Smith et al., 1997). For the sub-effect level as well as the 

study-level sample, the intercept of the Egger test is significant, indicating reporting biases which lead to an 

overestimation of the true CSP-CFP effect (see the notes of Figure 1). In the sub-effect-level sample, the 

observed CSP-CFP link is 0.075, but when adjusted for reporting bias, the effect decreases to 0.037. In the 

study-level sample, the observed CSP-CFP link is 0.090, whereas the adjusted effect decreases to 0.033.  

Figures B1 and B2 in Appendix B document the counter-enhanced funnel-plot results for Orlitzky et al.’s 

(2003) and Margolis et al.’s (2007) meta-analyses. Because the findings are similar, there seems to be 

evidence for a strong and significant reporting bias in the CSP-CFP literature. Again, the figures indicate that 

the funnel plots are not symmetrical. The plots show a higher concentration of studies on the right side of the 

mean. Further, for positive results on the CSP-CFP link, there is a high concentration of studies which just 

meet the criteria of statistical significance or report non-significant results. In Orlitzky et al.’s sample, the 

observed effect between CSP and CFP amounts to 0.235, whereas the adjusted effect decreases to 0.124 (see 

notes bottom of Figure B1). In Margolis et al.’s sample, the observed effect between CSP and CFP amounts 

to 0.133, whereas the adjusted effect decreases to 0.051 for the sub-effect sample and to 0.037 for the study 

sample (see notes bottom of Figure B2).  

Figure B3 in Appendix B also documents the funnel-plot results and the Egger test for the non-independent-

effect sample of our study. The results are comparable: the reporting bias is positive and significant. The 
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observed effect between CSP and CFP amounts to 0.020, whereas the adjusted effect decreases to 0.008 (see 

notes bottom of Figure B3). 

FAT test. Table 1a/b documents the results of the FAT test using meta-regression analysis. The dependent 

variable is the z-value of the sub-effects, that is, the study effects (see sub-section on “Size and direction of 

the CSP-CFP link“). Column I reports the result for the random-effect sub-effect model, i.e., the true effect is 

permitted to vary from study to study (see sub-section on “Analytical Method”). Column II reports the result 

for the fixed-effect sub-effect model: the assumption is that there is one true effect size shared by all 

included studies (see sub-section on “Analytical Method”). ). Column III makes no use of study-weights but 

instead clusters the sub-effects at the study-level to get unbiased t-values (see sub-section on “Analytical 

Method”). Table 1a shows the results without including study characteristics, whereas Table 1b shows the 

results by including study characteristics.  

Independent of the estimation method, the results in the Tables 1a/b first confirm a positive and highly 

significant reporting bias, indicating that the published literature tends to overestimate the CSP-CFP link. 

According to the results, this overestimation is far from negligible: Studies tend to over-report the z-value by 

an amount varying from 0.553 up to 3.802. The FAT test was repeated for Orlitzky et al.’s (2003) and 

Margolis et al.’s (2007) meta-analyses (see Appendix B, Tables B1 and B2). The analyses show comparable 

findings. In both samples, the reporting bias is positive and highly significant. According to the results, this 

overestimation is far from negligible: Studies tend to over-report the z-value by an amount varying from 

1.165 up to 4.856. The results hold for both the simple regression model and for the full model that controls 

for study diversity.    

The results in Table 1a/b also show that, after correcting for reporting bias, the CSP-CFP effect is mostly 

absent; in accordance with our theoretical explanation, the effect seems to be neutral. Only in two of six 

models is the corrected effect significant. However, the size of this effect is negligible; its standardized size 

ranges from -0.006 up to 0.029. The analyses were repeated for Orlitzky et al.’s (2003) and Margolis et al.’s 

(2007) meta-analyses (see Appendix B, Tables B1 and B2). The analyses show comparable findings. The 

unbiased CSP-CFP effect is only significant in three of nine models. Again, the size of the unbiased CSP-



29 

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

CFP effect seems negligible; its standardized size ranges from -0.003 up to 0.132. The results hold for both 

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

The results of the funnel-plot test and the FAT test provide prima facie evidence in support of Hypothesis 1, 

by showing that the significant and positive performance evidence for CSP, as documented in the empirical 

literature, may be caused by reporting bias and not because CSP has a strong a business case as is often 

anticipated in many CSP-CFP studies. 

------------------------------ 

Tables 1a and 1b about here 

------------------------------ 

Moderators of Reporting Biases 

This sub-section analyzes those factors reinforcing reporting bias, looking at the circumstances under which 

the published literature tends to overestimate the CSP-CFP link. Table 3 documents descriptive results. Table 

1b above documents the meta-regression results with the z-values as the dependent variable. Table 2 

documents the meta-regression results with significant positive results as the dependent variable.  

------------------------------ 

Tables 2 and 3 about here 

------------------------------ 

Publication time and outlet. Hypothesis H0-2 assumes that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased 

towards an increase in publication time. The descriptive findings in Table 3 show that 59% of studies 

published after 1995 report significantly positive findings (on the sub-effect level: 22%).  In studies 

published before 1996, the percentage of studies reporting significantly positive findings was 43% (on the 

sub-effect level: 16%). On the sub-effect level for later studies, higher z-values can also be found. The 

regression findings in Table 1b support the finding that the z-values are significantly higher and more 

positive for publications after 1995 compared to publications before 1995. The findings in Table 2 confirm 

that publications after 1995 report significant positive effects on the CSP-CFP link significantly more often 
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than publications before 1995 do. Thus, the null hypothesis H0-2 is rejected, assuming that the supportive 

CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards an increase in publication time,  

Hypothesis H0-3 suggests that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards an increase of the 

journal impact factor. According to Table 3, 72% of the studies published in high-impact journals report 

significant positive findings (on the sub-effect level: 27%), whereas studies published in low-impact journals 

report 30% significant positive findings (on the sub-effect level: 11%). In addition, the z-values reported in 

high-impact journals are higher than those reported in low-impact journals: 6.353 (on the sub-effect level: 

1.171) compared with 1.242 (on the sub-effect level: 0.297). The regression findings in Table 1b support for 

the random- and the fixed-effect models, and they suggest that the z-values are significantly higher and more 

positive for high-impact journal publications than for low-impact journal publications. The findings in Table 

2 confirm this result by showing that high-impact journal publications report significant positive effects on 

the CSP-CFP link significantly more often than do low-impact journal publications. Thus the null hypothesis 

H0-3 is rejected, assuming that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards an increase in the 

journal impact factor. 

Hypothesis H0-4 further argues that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards journal articles 

as compared to published working papers. However, the descriptive findings in Table 3 indeed support the 

suggestion that the z-values are significantly lower and less positive for working papers than for journal 

articles: For working papers the z-value is -2.149 (on the sub-effect level: 0.278), while for journal articles 

the value is 4.477 (on the sub-effect level: 0.789). 27% of the working papers report significant positive 

findings (on the sub-effect level: 13%), whereas journal articles report 54% (on the sub-effect level: 20%). 

However, when controls for other factors such as the journal impact factor are applied, the findings in Table 

1b do not confirm that z-values are significantly higher and more positive for journal publications compared 

to working paper publications. The findings in Table 2 only confirm that on the study-effect level, working 

papers report significant positive effects on the CSP-CFP link significantly less often than journal 

publications. Thus, there is only weak evidence for potential editorial decision-making biases. Our data thus 

fail to reject the null hypothesis H0-4, suggesting that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased 

towards journal articles as compared to published working papers. 
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Theoretical aspects. Hypothesis H0-5 suggests that the evidence supporting the positive CSP-CFP link is 

not biased towards studies testing no theory than for studies testing theory from social science or economics. 

Table 3 indicates that the z-value for studies relying on no special theory is 8.442 (on the sub-effect level: 

1.341), which is higher than for studies relying on a finance/economic theory (1.109/0.281) or on a social 

science theory (3.863/1.109). However, the results with respect to the amount of positive significant support 

are not so clear. The regression results in Table 1b support the supposition that for the random-effect model 

and the study-effect model, the z-values are significantly higher and more positive for studies relying on no 

theory than for studies relying on a social science or finance/economic theory. Table 3 confirms this result 

for study sub-effects: Publications without a theory report significant positive sub-study effects on the CSP-

CFP link significantly more often than publications with a theory.  We do, therefore, find some, albeit not 

comprehensive, evidence for rejecting the null hypothesis H0-5.  

According to Hypothesis H0-6, the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies not testing 

the H0 hypothesis for the CSP-CFP link. The descriptive findings in Table 3 show that studies testing the H0 

hypothesis report lower z-values (.724/.330) than studies testing a directed hypothesis (4.429/.821). There 

are, however, only weak differences when determining whether a study finds a positive significant effect. 

Table 1b shows that on the sub-effect level, the z-values for H0 studies are significantly lower than for 

studies testing directed hypotheses. However, the z-values on the study-effect level do not differ significantly 

between the two study types. According to Table 2, the significantly positive evidence between H0 studies 

and studies testing directed hypotheses also does not differ significantly. We therefore find only very weak 

support rejecting the null hypothesis H0-5, suggesting that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased 

towards studies not testing the H0 hypothesis for the CSP-CFP link. 

Hypothesis H0-7 claims that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies not discussing 

the pros and cons of a positive CSP-CFP link. The descriptive findings in Table 3 support the supposition 

that the z-values are significantly higher for studies containing no balanced discussion (9.69/1.525) compared 

to studies containing a balanced discussion (1.952/.465). 64% of the studies without discussion report 

significant positive evidence for a positive CSP-CFP connection (on the sub-effect level: 33%), and 47% of 

studies with discussion report positive evidence (on the sub-effect level: 14%). The findings in Table 1b 
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support the hypothesis that z-values are significantly lower for studies containing a balanced discussion of 

the pros and cons of a positive CSP-CFP link. The results in Table 3 confirm this result for less significant 

positive effects on the CSP-CFP link on the sub-effect level. Thus the null hypothesis H0-7 is rejected, 

assuming that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not biased towards studies not discussing the pros and 

cons of a positive CSP-CFP link. There is evidence for a bias – most likely caused by beliefs of the authors 

of these studies.  

Methodological aspects. According to Hypothesis H0-8, evidence supporting a positive CSP-CFP link is not 

biased towards studies with greater methodological problems. The descriptive findings in Table 3 show that 

for studies that do not control for industry-fixed effects, firm-fixed effects or time-lagged effects, the z-

values are three times higher and the amount of significant positive evidence is twice as high as in those 

studies that do control for these effects. The findings in Table 1b support the finding that methodologically 

weak studies report significantly higher z-values. The findings in Table 3 confirm that studies including 

industry-fixed effects, firm-fixed-effects and time-lagged effects report significant positive effects on the 

CSP-CFP link less often. Thus the null hypothesis H0-8 is rejected, assuming that the supportive CSP-CFP 

evidence is not biased towards studies with greater methodological problems. 

Finally, Hypothesis H0-9 suggests that the supportive evidence for a positive CSP-CFP connection is not 

biased towards studies using multivariate empirical methods any more than for studies using univariate 

empirical methods. Table 3 illustrates that, on a descriptive level, we find no such evidence. As one would 

expect, the z-values of multivariate results are much lower than the z-values of univariate results. However, 

the form of analysis correlates with other study aspects such as the kind of CSP or CFP measure, or the 

underlying theory. Table 1b reports the meta-regression results by holding these aspects constant. There is 

support for the contention that multivariate analyses report higher z-values for sub-effects compared to 

univariate analyses. However, we do not find evidence for study effects. Table 2 shows that studies reporting 

bivariate correlations or mean comparisons document significant evidence on positive CSP-CFP links to a 

much lesser extent on the sub-effect and study-effect levels. Thus the null hypothesis H0-9 is rejected, 

assuming that the supportive CSP-CFP evidence is not more biased towards studies using multivariate 

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

This study finds only weak evidence for a true effect between CSP and CFP. However, the authors do find 

evidence for a positive reporting bias in the CSP-CFP literature (Hypothesis 1). The reporting bias in the 

CSP-CFP literature is associated with later publications (Hypothesis H0-2 rejected), with publications in 

high-impact journals (Hypothesis H0-3 rejected), with studies testing no theory (Hypothesis H0-5 rejected), 

with studies arguing dogmatically for a positive CSP-CFP link (Hypothesis H0-7 rejected), with studies 

applying weak methods (Hypothesis H0-8 rejected) and with studies using multivariate methods (Hypothesis 

H0-9 rejected). The findings show only weak evidence for the assumption that working papers are associated 

with fewer reporting biases (Hypothesis H0-4 failed to reject) and for the assumption that formulating a H0 

hypothesis prevents reporting biases (Hypothesis H0-6 failed to reject). Table 4 summarizes these findings. 

------------------------------ 

Table 4 about here 

------------------------------ 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Reporting or selection biases occur in the management literature. For the positivist research paradigm in 

CSR research, the authors’ findings tentatively, and for current research, show that published evidence tends 

to overestimate efficiency. The CSP-CFP literature generally tends to find positive effects. These results 

suggest that that this positive evidence may be caused by reporting bias in the literature. Such reporting 

biases arguably originate from collective cognitive structures within a research discipline.  

Even though there remain other reasons that may generate natural asymmetries in funnel plots, such as data 

dependencies, estimation faults, or omitted variables which are unknown to the researcher (Callot & Paldam, 

2011), reporting biases seem to be very likely explanations for asymmetry in CSP-CFP findings. Collective 

cognitive structures within a research discipline may be the reason for reporting biases in the empirical 

literature. However, the extent of mis-estimations is often unknown. In the management literature in 

particular, almost no studies quantify the overestimation or underestimation of effects due to reporting 
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biases. As a result, the conclusions of systematic reviews and meta-analyses based on published evidence 

alone, without controlling for reporting bias, may be misleading. This distortion is a serious concern in cases 

where these documents are being used to support decision-making in the business context and to justify 

research questions and results. A logical implication is that reporting bias may result in inappropriate 

decisions by policy makers, managers, or scholars, and could thereby harm employees, shareholders, and 

other stakeholders, and lead to wasted resources and misdirected future research.  

With respect to the conditions reinforcing reporting biases in a research discipline, this study’s findings 

indicate that editorial decision-making biases seem not to be the main cause. The remaining evidence can be 

explained by authors not writing papers on unfavorable results. Furthermore, methodologically weak studies 

are only published if the result confirms the mainstream view. Finally, we also find some evidence which 

may best be explained by manipulation. Multivariate analyses more often confirm the conventional view. In 

contrast to univariate analyses, multivariate analyses can legitimately achieve confirmation of the 

conventional view by altering the set of control variables or by using different types of regression analysis. 

Future research has the following options for mitigating reporting bias. First, management researchers could 

start systematically to investigate reporting bias within their research field. There are many prominent effects 

which could be affected by reporting biases as well: for example, the pay-for-performance link for CEOs, the 

outsider-performance link within corporate governance research, or the management entrenchment evidence. 

Such investigations would possibly show the significance of reporting biases in business research. It would 

further help to understand the circumstances under which reporting biases develop.  

Second, business schools teach their management students how important scientific testing is for business 

decisions. Unexpected results are very important in everyday management because they help to avoid costly 

negative present-value investments. In that respect, a stronger re-focus on courses in theory and philosophy 

of science will also help scholars to recognize the value and the importance of empirical results in order to 

falsify scientific theories. Today, most graduate schools educate their management students, and especially 

PhD students, in statistics and the “science of top-tier publications” [please provide a specific cite with page] 

at the expense of courses such as the theory of science that would help them to cope with findings that 
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contradict the collective cognitive structure within a field. It is not surprising that some papers find that 

reporting biases have increased in recent years (Fanelli, 2012), and particularly in the social sciences 

(Fanelli, 2010b).  

The authors invite other researchers to test the above assumptions. For the positivistic research paradigm in 

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

This study has limitations which should be considered when interpreting our empirical findings, and in 

further research. First, other reasons that may generate natural asymmetries in funnel plots remain, such as 

data dependencies, estimation faults, or omitted variables that are unknown to the researcher (Callot & 

Paldam, 2011). Second, we used statistical methods, with an assumption of normal distribution, to identify 

publication bias. A direct test would be more credible. Future research could try to collect a sample of 

published and unpublished studies to see whether our results can be replicated with such a sample.  Third, 

the authors can only speculate which reasons cause the over-representation of positive research findings in 

CSP-CFP research. Our assumptions are that the collective cognitive structures within the field lead authors 

to write papers on unfavorable results less often, and that reviewers have a preference for positive results.  

These arguments are  preliminary and should be tested by further research, by conducting author and editor 

surveys or by using experimental designs. Fourth, in the moderator analysis we only showed which studies 

are associated with more positive findings on the CSP-CFP link. While for most of our moderators, for 

example the journal impact factor, the over-dominance of positive findings should be  caused by publication 

bias, there may be also plausible reasons for differences in CSP efficiency. We tried to validate our findings 

by running the FAT for subgroups and by analyzing the size of the corrected effect and of the publication 

bias. These results are vulnerable because we split the sample, and thus do not rely on the distribution of all 

research findings, and also because we do not control for other determinants. Future research may come up 

with better methods that allow differentiating between publication bias and corrected effect within 

subgroups. Finally, the study sample was collected until the end of the year 2009. The collection thus 

excluded newer publications on the CSP-CFP link. Newer studies could show less publication bias, because 

for example collective cognitive structures have changed. The authors can give no evidence on this issue, for 

which future research is needed.       
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Notes: Effect estimates are measured by Fisher’s z (x axis) and accuracy by Fisher’s z associated standard error (y axis). 
Upper Figure study-effects (N=162): Egger’s Test of Reporting bias B0= 2.46084** (p=0.000, t=4.81499)  
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effect model): observed effect=0.09019, adjusted effect: 0.03269 
Lower Figure sub-effects (N=2,663): Egger’s Test of Reporting bias B0= 0.5188** (p=0.000, t=10.93495)  
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effect model): observed effect=0.07459, adjusted effect: 0.03704.  
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
 
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 Direction of Estimated CSP-CFP Effects 
Model Sub-effects 

weighted by  
random-effects 

Sub-effects 
weighted by  
fixed-effects 

Study-effects 
clustered by study 

 

Dependent variable: z-Value B †  t B †  t B †  t  
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.) .015 ***  [4.18] .002  [0.43] .011  [0.66] 
Reporting bias (Constant) .553 ***  [10.73] .866 ***  [7.16] 3.002 *  [2.21] 
Number of observation 2651   2651   162(2651)   
F test 17.48 ***   0.19   0.43   
R-squared .0126   .0005   .0087   
 
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
† unstandardized regression coefficient 
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Table 1b. FAT Test: Determinants of the Size and Direction of Estimated CSP-CFP Effects 
Model Sub-effects 

weighted by  
random-effects 

Sub-effects 
weighted by  
fixed-effects 

Study-effects 
clustered by study 

 

Dependent variable: z-Value B †  t B †  t B †  t  
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.) .004  [1.00] -.006 .337 [-.96] .029 * [2.03] 
Reporting bias (Constant) 1.420 ***  [4.81] 2.593 ***  [3.75] 3.802 * [2.11] 
Publication time/outlet:          
Publication after 1995 .656 ***  [5.04] .730 * [2.54] 4.408 * [2.29] 
Journal Impact Factor .073 * [2.51] .223 ** [3.06] .364  [.93] 
Working Paper  -.016  [-0.07] .639 * [2.06] -5.201  [-1.59] 
Theoretical aspects:          
Underlying Theory: Social Science Theory          
No Theory  .551 ***  [3.58] .626  [1.55] 4.234 ** [2.68] 
Finance/ Economic Th. .141  [.93] .701  [1.93] .980  [.65] 
H0 hypothesis -.395 ** [-3.06] -1.382 ** [-3.06] 1.507  [.54] 
CSP-CFP pros and cons discussion -.672 ***  [-4.31] -1.086 ***  [-3.66] -3.824 * [-2.19] 
Methodological aspects:          
Industry-fixed effects -.449 ***  [-3.77] -.089  [-.21] -3.095 * [-2.13] 
Firm-fixed effects -.689 ***  [-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 -1.006 ***  [-4.32] -1.152 * [-2.55] -1.304  [-.51] 
T-test, mean comparison -.321 * [-2.02] -1.183 ***  [-3.79] -.325  [-.22] 
Control variables:          
CSP Measure (CSP ranking)          
SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio/Funds  .048  [.19] .697  [1.37] 1.383  [.50] 
Crime/recall/incidents  -.188  [-1.27] .432  [1.28] -.619  [-.35] 
Cash giving/contributions  -.841 ***  [-3.50] -1.423 ** [-3.16] -6.676 ** [-2.91] 
Social disclosure -.512 ** [-3.12] -.399  [-1.01] -4.603  [-1.64] 
CSP regulations/principles .202  [.56] 4.452 ***  [4.92] -2.320  [-.89] 
CFP Measure: Accounting based          
Event based -.655 ** [-3.13] .379  [.90] -.144  [-.07] 
Market based  -.509 ** [-2.80] -.721  [-1.75] -1.664  [-1.14] 
Analyzed Time Period          
1960–69 -.302 * [-2.24] -.909 ** [-2.82] -.804  [-.84] 
1970–79 .813 ***  [3.72] -.059  [-.14] 4.998  [1.63] 
1980–89 .601 ***  [4.20] .379  [1.22] 3.038  [1.52] 
1990–99 .378 ** [2.70] .170  [.59] -.349  [-.17] 
2000–09 -.444 ** [-2.65] -.322  [-.99] -3.042  [-1.32] 
Number of year analyzed -.018  [-1.21] -.107 ** [-2.77] -.083  [-.45] 
Number of observations 2651   2651   162(2651)    
F test 17.56 ***   14.98 ***   2.62 ***    
R-squared .1889   .2816   .5082    
 
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
† unstandardized regression coefficient 
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Table 2. Robustness Test: Determinants of Significant Positive CSP-CFP Findings 
Model Sub-effects  Study-effects 
Dependent variable:  
Significant positive finding 

B†  z  B†  z 

(Constant) -1.199 ***  [-3.63]  1.921*** [5.72]
Publication time & outlet:    
Publication after 1995 1.009 ***  [5.99]  2.480*** [14.62]
Journal Impact Factor .107 ** [2.68]  .284*** [7.31]
Working Paper  -.084  [-0.32]  -.725**  [-3.24]
Theoretical aspects:    
Underlying Theory: Social Science Theory    
• No Theory  .810 ***  [4.59]  .250 [1.48]
• Finance/ Economic Th. .223  [1.18]  -.406* [-2.41]
H0 hypothesis -.292  [-1.37]  .091 [.89]
CSP-CFP pros and cons discussion -.613 ***  [-4.05]  -.189 [-1.29]
Methodological aspects:    
Industry-fixed effects -.278  [-1.90]  -.826*** [-5.89]
Firm-fixed effects -.444 * [-1.96]  -.408 [-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]  -.196 [-1.17]
Control variables:    
CSP Measure (CSP ranking)    
• SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio/Funds  -.511  [-1.75]  -.325 [-1.26]
• Crime/recall/incidents  -.057  [-.25]  -1.073*** [-5.20]
• Cash giving/contributions  -1.802 ***  [-5.95]  -.560* [-2.04]
• Social disclosure -.449  [-1.90]  -2.278*** [-9.38]
• CSP regulations/principles .646  [1.78]  -1.173**  [-3.45]
CFP Measure: Accounting based    
• Event based -.663 * [-2.26]  .182 [.67]
• Market based  -.187  [-.93]  -.039 [-.20]
Analyzed Time Period    
• 1960–69 -.601 ** [-3.11]  -.501**  [-3.12]
• 1970–79 .834 ** [3.46]  .615* [2.35]
• 1980–89 .528 ** [2.86]  -.185 [-1.00]
• 1990–99 .352  [1.93]  -.916*** [-5.16]
• 2000–09 -.478 * [-2.15]  -2.650*** [-12.46]
Number of year analyzed -.011  [-.58]  .019 [1.08]
Number of observations 2651    162

(2651)
 

Likelihood-ratio test 392.94 ***     
Wald test     37.60  ***
Pseudo R-squared .1517    .3076 
 
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
† unstandardized regression coefficient 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 
Descriptive statistics Frequency 

Studies i 
t-Value 
study-
effects 

Percent 
sign. 
positive 
study-
effects 

Frequency 
Sub-effects j 

t-Value 
sub-
effects 

Percent 
sign. 
positive 
sub-effects 

 

Publication Year           
• 1975-1995 49 3.931 43% 1207 .605 16% 
• 1996-2010 113 3.738 59% 1456 .854 22% 
Journal Impact Factor     
• Low Impact Factor (<0.60) 38 1.242 30% 1317 .297 11% 
• High Impact Factor (>0.61) 124 6.353 72% 1346 1.171 27% 
Working Paper     
• Published in a Journal 152 4.477 54% 2401 .789 20% 
• Working Paper 10 -2.149 27% 262 .278 13% 
Underlying Theory     
• No Theory 45 8.442 67% 824 1.341 30% 
• Social Science Theory 73 3.863 75% 433 1.109 24% 
• Finance/ Economic Theory 44 1.109 35% 1406 .281 11% 
H0 hypothesis     
• No 148 4.429 51% 2229 .821 20% 
• Yes 14 .724 51% 434 .330 13% 
CSP-CFP Pros and Cons Discussion     
• no discussion, only pro discussion 62 9.069 64% 701 1.525 33% 
• balanced discussion 100 1.952 47% 1962 .465 14% 
Industry-fixed effects  
• No 94 5.139 59% 1640 .924 21% 
• Yes 68 1.719 39% 1023 .444 16% 
Firm-fixed effects  
• No 95 6.802 76% 847 1.335 29% 
• Yes 67 2.437 40% 1816 .461 14% 
Time-lagged-effects  
• No 52 6.011 82% 566 1.163 24% 
• Yes 110 3.236 43% 2097 .626 18% 
Kind of Analysis     
• Regression 93 1.941 50% 693 .825 25% 
• T-test, mean comparison 67 3.953 46% 1655 .660 16% 
• Correlation 19 7.315 83% 314 .979 24% 
Total 162 3.825 51% 2663 .617 19% 
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Table 4. Summary of the Meta-Regression Findings 
Model Hypo-

thesis 
Sub- 
effects 
(random-
effects) 

Sub- 
effects 
(fixed- 
effects) 

Study- 
effects 
 

Sub-effects Study-effects   

Dependent variable   t-value finding Sign. positive finding   
Std. CSP-CFP effect   // // // +sig. - -     
Reporting bias H1 +sig. +sig. +sig. +sig. - -     
Publication time/outlet:            
Publication after 1995 H02 +sig. +sig +sig. +sig. +sig +sig     
Journal Impact Factor H03 +sig. +sig +sig. // +sig +sig     
Working Paper  H04 -sig. // +sig. // // -sig     
Theoretical aspects:            
No Theory (Social Science) H05 +sig. +sig // +sig +sig //     
Finance/Economic (Soc.Sci.)  - // // // // -sig     
H0 hypothesis H06 -sig. -sig -sig // // //     
CSP-CFP pros and cons disc. H07 -sig. -sig -sig -sig -sig //     
Methodological aspects:            
Industry-fixed effects H08 -sig. -sig // -sig // -sig     
Firm-fixed effects H08 -sig. -sig -sig -sig -sig //     
Time-lagged effects H08 -sig. // // // // -sig     
Correlation (Regression) H09 -sig. -sig -sig // -sig -sig     
T-test, means (Regression) H09 -sig. -sig -sig // -sig //     
 
+sig.: significant positive 
-sig.: significant negative 
//: non-significant effect 
-: not included 
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Appendix A  

Table A1. Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations 
IDVariable Mean SD Min  Max Dummy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

1 t-value (sub-effect) .742.02-8.78 17.77 No                             

2 t-value (study-effect) 3.837.29-8.09 24.36 No .53                           

3 positive significant (sub-effect) .19 .39 .00 1.00 No .70 .47                          

4 positive significant (study-effect) .51 .50 .00 1.00 No .41 .69 .36                         

5 Publication after 1995 .55 - .00 1.00 Yes .06-.01 .07 .16                        

6 Journal Impact Factor 1.471.73 .00 6.48 No .18 .32 .17 .29-.28                       

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

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

9 Finance/ Economic Th. .53 - .00 1.00 Yes -.24-.40-.21-.35-.18-.27 .22-.71                    

10 CSP-CFP pros and cons discussion .74 - .00 1.00 Yes -.23-.43-.21-.16 .10-.41 .15-.36 .41                   

11 H0 hypothesis .16 - .00 1.00 Yes -.09-.19-.07 .00 .18-.10 .43-.21 .32 .25                  

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

13 Firm-fixed effects .68 - .00 1.00 Yes -.20-.28-.17-.34-.14-.19 .02-.35 .43 .08 .08 .14                

14 Time-lagged effects .79 - .00 1.00 Yes -.11-.16-.07-.31-.08-.11 .03-.26 .30-.03 .01 .16 .70               

15 Correlation .12 - .00 1.00 Yes .04 .17 .04 .23-.05 .19-.12 .31-.29-.07-.07 -.25-.51-.50              

16 T-test, mean comparison .62 - .00 1.00 Yes -.05 .03-.11-.14-.22-.06-.30-.09 .18-.07-.30 -.13 .41 .34-.47             

17 SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio/Funds  .19 - .00 1.00 Yes -.11-.28-.09-.18 .31-.33 .55-.09 .23 .24 .47 .44 .21 .15-.18-.22            

18 Crime/recall/incidents  .30 - .00 1.00 Yes -.04 .02-.03-.15-.24-.05-.21-.03 .04-.13-.29 -.17 .43 .33-.24 .41-.32           

19 Cash giving/contributions  .07 - .00 1.00 Yes -.01-.04-.07 .19 .21-.10-.08 .23-.27 .06-.09 -.15-.40-.43 .45-.28-.14-.18          

20 Social disclosure .10 - .00 1.00 Yes -.02 .00-.01 .04 .01 .18-.11-.06 .15-.02 .22 -.22 .07 .06-.01 .05-.17-.23-.10         

21 CSP regulations/principles .02 - .00 1.00 Yes .02-.02 .05 .00-.09 .00-.05-.10 .00 .03-.07 -.02 .02-.01-.06 .01-.08-.10-.04-.05        

22 Event based .48 - .00 1.00 Yes -.11-.04-.11-.21-.35 .00-.31-.20 .23-.10-.28 -.15 .64 .50-.35 .64-.43 .64-.27 .14 .04       

23 Market based  .25 - .00 1.00 Yes -.08-.21-.05-.08 .22-.21 .42-.07 .19 .20 .43 .36 .02 .05-.07-.23 .73-.35-.10-.14-.05-.56       

24 1960–69 .14 - .00 1.00 Yes -.08-.05-.08-.14-.11-.09-.12 .01 .01 .04-.14 .09 .11 .09-.06 .10-.08 .02-.10-.14 .12 .20 -.10      

25 1970–79 .17 - .00 1.00 Yes .11 .26 .10 .13-.39 .34-.15 .12-.11-.39-.10 -.06 .02-.01 .07 .12-.22 .20-.06 .17 .20 .18 -.15 -.06    

26 1980–89 .52 - .00 1.00 Yes .03 .14 .02-.04-.50 .16-.25-.08 .06 .01-.23 .03 .19 .09-.11 .35-.27 .37-.25-.10 .01 .43 -.21 .11 .03   

27 1990–99 .68 - .00 1.00 Yes -.05-.15-.05-.14 .31-.29 .04-.11 .15 .23 .10 -.08 .30 .20-.14 .11 .17 .06 .04-.11-.12 .14 .04 .02-.55 .02  

28 2000–09 .27 - .00 1.00 Yes -.03-.16 .00-.20 .55-.26 .49 .09-.05-.03 .12 .16-.05 .09-.19-.19 .48-.17-.06-.21-.10-.35 .35 .00-.27-.54.04 

29 Number of year analyzed 6.694.98 1.00 29.00 No .04 .05 .03-.12 .00 .00 .09-.01 .02-.14-.16 -.09 .39 .36-.31 .28 .10 .53-.27-.09-.06 .32 .03 -.10 .24 .31.20.11 
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Notes: 
Effect estimates are measured by Fisher’s z (x axis) and accuracy by Fisher’s z associated standard error (y axis). 
Egger’s Test of Reporting bias B0= 1.06181* (p=0.031, t=1.90412) [Explain * here for reader] 
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effect model): observed effect=0.23526, adjusted effect: 0.12443.  
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
 
Figure B1. Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of the Meta-Analysis of Orlitzky et al. (2003) 
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Notes: 
Effect estimates are measured by Fisher’s z (x axis) and accuracy by Fisher’s z associated standard error (y axis). 
Funnel plot for the sub-effect sample. 
Sub-effect sample (N=205): Egger’s Test of Reporting bias B0= 1.2163*** (p=0.000, t=3.53000)  
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effect model): observed effect=0.13392, adjusted effect: 0.05132.  
Study sample (N=148): Egger’s Test of Reporting bias B0= 1.28231** (p=0.001, t=3.19314)  
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effect model): observed effect=0.13292, adjusted effect: 0.03664.  
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
 
Figure B2. Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of the Meta-Analysis of Margolis et al. (2007)  
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Notes:  
Effect estimates are measured by Fisher’s z (x axis) and accuracy by Fisher’s z associated standard error (y axis). 
Studies relying on comparable data sources, e.g. Fortune Magazine ranking, KLD ranking, Wall Street journal 
ranking, were combined as one study leading to a number of 126 “independent” study effects.   
Egger’s Test of Reporting bias B0= 10.10** (p=0.000, t=3.65)  
Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random-effect model): observed effect=0.01978, adjusted effect: 0.0077 
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
 
Figure B3. Contour-Enhanced Funnel Plot of the Analyzed Sample Derived by Considering 
Non-Independent Effects  
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Table B1. FAT Test on the CSP-CFP-Link, Meta-Analysis of Orlitzky et al. (2003) 

Model Study-effects  
weighted by  
random-effects 

Dependent variable: z-Value B†  t  B†  t 
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.) .077  [1.82]  .093 [1.71] 
Reporting bias (Constant) 1.292 *  [2.53]  3.466**  [3.25] 
CSP Measure: Reputation       
Social audit …      -2.261 [-1.87] 
Disclosure …      -2.541* [-2.26] 
Corporate Principles      -2.216 [-1.82] 
CFP Measure: Account. based       
Market based      -1.191 [-1.54] 
Number of observations  51   51   
F test 3.30   4.01**   
R-squared .0245   .2884   
 

  Study-effects 
weighted by  
fixed-effects 

Study-effects 
weighted by  
reliability 

Study-effects  
no weight 

Dependent variable: z-Value  B†  t B†  t B†  t 
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.)  .132* [2.69] .091* [2.06] .090  [1.57] 
Reporting bias (Constant)  4.018** [3.28] 3.381***  [4.05] 3.103 ***  [4.07] 
CSP Measure: Reputation         
Social audit …   -3.716* [-2.68] -1.785 [-1.72] -1.776 * [-2.49] 
Disclosure …   -3.856** [-3.16] -2.012* [-2.16] -1.951 * [-2.04] 
Corporate Principles   -3.594** [-2.73] -1.969 [-1.87] -1.803  [-2.00] 
CFP Measure: Account. based         
Market based   -.920 [-1.57] -1.124 [-1.46] -1.016  [-1.63] 
Number of observations 51  51  51   
F test 6.95***   3.85**  3.32 *   
R-squared .4428  .2943  .2697   

 
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
† unstandardized regression coefficient 
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Table B2. FAT test on the CSP-CFP-Link, meta-analysis of Margolis et al. (2007) 

 Sub-effects  
weighted by  
random-effects 

Sub-effects 
weighted by  
fixed-effects 

Study-effects 
clustered by study 

Dependent variable: z-Value B†  t B†  t B†  t B†  t 
Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.) .013  [.64] .051 [1.90] -.003 [-.19] .057 * [2.09] 
Reporting bias (Constant) 1.165 ***  [4.70] 2.778***  [3.60] 4.856***  [5.54] 2.373 ** [2.92] 
CSP Measure: Observer perceptions           
Charitable contributions    -.096 [-.11] .425 [.45] -.153  [-.18] 
Corporate policies     -2.674** [-2.84] -2.852** [-2.87] -2.476 ** [-2.89] 
Environmental performance    -1.381* [-2.44] -1.021 [-1.52] -1.277 * [-2.22] 
Revealed misdeeds     -1.229 [-1.42] -1.544 [-1.23] -.991  [-1.23] 
Screened mutual funds     -2.087** [-2.72] -2.712** [-3.38] -1.905 ** [-2.55] 
Third party audit     -2.140***  [-3.87] -2.799***  [-4.03] -1.859 ** [-3.23] 
Transparency     -1.945 [-1.96] -1.729 [-1.68] -1.919 * [-2.23] 
CFP Measure: Account. based           
Market based     -.447 [-1.08] -.588 [-1.42] -.409  [-1.08] 
CFP as time-lagged dep. variable    -.742 [-1.31] -.970 [-1.61] -.661  [-1.19] 
CFP/CSP simultaneous measured     -.469 [-.93] -1.147 [-1.91] -.312  [-.66] 
Control for industry     -.067 [-.18] -1.005* [-2.33] .085  [.23] 
Control for ownership control     .481 [.51] -1.389 [-1.10] .715  [.88] 
Control for firm size     -.289 [-.70] -.230 [-.54] -.292  [-.71] 
Control for risk     .195 [.43] .493 [.98] .159  [.36] 
Number of observations 205  205  205  148 

(205) 
  

F test .41***   2.19**  4.17***   1.90 *  
R-squared .0016  .1429  .2911  .1335   
 
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 
† unstandardized regression coefficient 
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