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Abstract

We investigate whether firms that proclaim a commitment to corporate social
responsibility (CSR) by CSR reporting indeed internalize such a commitment and
behave more responsibly. We analyze the association of the issuance and quality of
voluntary CSR reports with the occurrence, number, and severity of corporate mis-
behaviors, both preceding and subsequent to CSR reporting. We find a significantly
positive association of CSR reporting with our measures of prior and future misbe-
havior. The results are corroborated by a quasi-natural experiment around the Rana
Plaza disaster where we find that the signatories of an accord for better working
conditions have significantly higher prior and future misbehavior relative to non-
signatories and firms unaffected by the exogenous shock. Our results are in line with
legitimacy theory implying that, on average, the firms’ proclaiming commitment to
CSR is not a signal of internalized commitment but more likely serves greenwashing
and impression management purposes.
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1 Introduction

Whether firms that publicly proclaim commitment to corporate social respon-
sibility (CSR) indeed internalize such commitments and act responsibly is an
unresolved research question.! Recent initiatives to regulate CSR reporting, such
as the European Non-Financial Reporting Directive 2014/95/EU, consider CSR
reporting a means to better align managerial decision-making with stakehold-
ers’ interests, that is, to alter firm behavior toward more responsibility (e.g.,
GRI 2011; Dechow 2023). However, prior empirical evidence on whether CSR
reporting is indeed associated with more responsible behavior is inconclusive
(see, e.g., Christensen et al. (2021) for a review).

While more and more firms voluntarily disclose CSR information, there is
no indication that the number of cases of corporate irresponsibility is decreasing.
Media reports reveal misbehavior such as human rights abuse or environmental
damage daily. Disclosure theory suggests that firms that signal commitment to CSR
should “walk their talk” and reduce misbehavior (Hermalin 2013; Hoi et al. 2013),
in line with stewardship theory and the related principle of “what gets measured gets
done” (Donaldson and Davis 1991; Davis et al. 1997). Socio-political legitimacy
theory (Dowling and Pfeffer 1975), in contrast, argues that firms primarily proclaim
a commitment to CSR to legitimize misbehavior and enhance their public reputa-
tion (Moneva et al. 2006). Which theory more accurately explains firm behavior is
largely an empirical question, which we revisit from a novel perspective.

Prior studies commonly measure CSR-related activities as an aggregate meas-
ure of CSR performance. These measures aggregate responsible and irresponsible
behavior and thus capture whether one of the two predominates (Hughes et al. 2001;
Cormier et al. 2004). This measurement and aggregation issue has been found to
be one of the main reasons why prior studies find contradictory evidence about the
relation between CSR reporting and corporate (mis)behavior (e.g., Patten 2002;
Mattingly and Berman 2006; Strike et al. 2006; Semenova and Hassel 2015; Chris-
tensen et al. 2021).

When firms do positive things in some areas to compensate for irresponsi-
ble behavior in others, aggregate measures of CSR performance may indicate
improvements despite increases in misbehavior (Kotchen and Moon 2012; Adams
and Abhayawansa 2022). Such aggregation is highly problematic because irre-
sponsible activities such as corruption, fraud, and child labor are associated
with high economic and social costs, whereas responsible activities such as CO,
reduction and development aid do not have benefits on the same scale and can-
not compensate for the irresponsible behavior (Hail et al. 2018). Responsible and
irresponsible activities are in fact considered distinct concepts that do not simply
describe opposite reflections of CSR but are largely independent of each other
and follow different purposes (e.g., McGuire et al. 2003; Strike et al. 2006). We

! Practitioners and academics interchangeably refer to “corporate responsibility,” “corporate social
responsibility (CSR),” “environmental, social, and governance (ESG) issues,” and “sustainability” to
describe commitment to sustainable economic development and ethical standards (e.g., VanMarrewijk
2003; Christensen, Hail, and Leuz 2021).
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therefore do not examine an aggregate measure of CSR performance, but focus
on irresponsible behavior to analyze if firms that proclaim commitment to CSR
subsequently avoid misbehavior, in line with Friedman’s (1970, 126) demand on
firms to stay “within the rules of the game” as well as the EU Taxonomy princi-
ple to “do no significant harm” (EU 2019, 4).2

To date, to the best of our knowledge, only one study (Christensen 2016) has
analyzed the relation of voluntary CSR reporting and a non-aggregated measure of
misbehavior. It finds a decline in CSR-related lawsuits subsequent to issuing a CSR
report. These results may imply that firms improve their CSR performance subse-
quent to CSR reporting as they internalize the proclaimed commitments, consistent
with the intentions of those who emphasize the stewardship role of disclosure, like
the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) (Christensen 2016). An alternative explanation,
however, is that CSR reporting provides a mechanism for successful image improve-
ment, such that legal prosecution decreases while corporate behavior is not improved.

Moreover, prosecuted cases of corporate misbehavior are rare (Mark-Ungericht
and Weiskopf 2007), so many cases of misbehavior go unnoticed when using such
measures, particularly those that occur in subsidiaries under foreign jurisdiction. In
fact, legal prosecution is not the only form of sanctions for corporate irresponsibil-
ity, as firms face repercussions from customers and other stakeholders when their
public image is harmed. The public media plays a vital role in revealing misbehavior
and shaping stakeholders’ perceptions (Einwiller et al. 2010; Dube and Zhu 2021).
We thus study a broader measure of misbehavior that captures the firms’ account-
ability to the public, based on critical media reports. Moreover, prior literature has
only studied the dichotomous decision whether to voluntarily issue a CSR report.
We extend this by also considering CSR disclosure quality based on Bloomberg’s
ESG disclosure score to provide a deeper understanding of the relation between
CSR reporting and misbehavior.

We use the independent Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD), which
includes a broad range of summaries of public information on (responsible and
irresponsible) corporate behavior (CCRD 2020a). The CCRD is part of the Brit-
ish Ethical Consumer Initiative, which provides ethical ratings based on its research
database. It collects firm-specific CSR-related news from all over the world. The
database covers all firms that sell products or services in Europe. We identify cases
and evaluate the severity of misbehavior based on this information. We define
misbehavior as violations of the principles of the United Nations Global Compact
(UNGC), which may be considered a consensus on global ethical standards (e.g.,
Rasche and Waddock 2014).> Our measures of corporate irresponsibility thus do not

2 “There is one and only one social responsibility of business—to use its resources and engage in activ-
ities designed to increase its profits so long as it stays within the rules of the game, which is to say,
engages in open and free competition without deception or fraud” (Friedman 1970, 126). “Responsible
businesses enact the same values and principles wherever they have a presence, and know that good
practices in one area do not offset harm in another” (UNGC 2020a).

3 The UNGC is a worldwide voluntary compact between the United Nations, firms, and other parties
(e.g., NGOs and business associations) (UNGC 2020b). The ten UNGC principles encompass human
rights, labor, environment, and anti-corruption that reflect responsibility to people, the planet, and long-
term corporate success (UNGC 2020a).
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focus on only one dimension of CSR, but comprehensively include environmental,
social, and governance (ESG) issues. For robustness, we also use the ESG contro-
versy score from Refinitiv as an alternative measure of corporate irresponsibility.

Another feature that distinguishes our study from prior research is that we con-
sider lead-lag relations (Granger 1969), i.e., corporate irresponsibility before and
after CSR reporting. One might expect that firms with (more severe) prior misbe-
havior continue to engage in (more severe) misbehavior in the future (Trevifio 2005;
Wu 2014). However, if CSR reporting is indeed a credible signal of increased com-
mitment to CSR, it should foster change and break a direct relation between past and
future misbehavior (e.g., Linnenluecke and Griffiths 2010).

Our main sample comprises the firms listed in the Fortune Global 500 between
2003 and 2013. For robustness, we also analyze the period until 2018. We focus on
voluntary stand-alone CSR reports based on the GRI guidelines, which have become
the de facto standard of CSR reporting (DeVilliers and Alexander 2014). We also
consider CSR reports that do not apply the GRI guidelines in robustness analyses.
The year 2003 represents the onset of a period of intense CSR reporting (Freundlieb
and Teuteberg 2013). Our main sample period ends in 2013 to avoid potential biases
due to (1) early adoption of the EU directive 2014/95/EU, which was issued in 2014
and renders CSR reporting mandatory for large European firms as of January 2017,
and (2) adoption of the International Integrated Reporting Council’s framework,
published in December 2013, which commonly leads to CSR reports being com-
bined with annual reports and other reports in a single integrated report that is not
captured by the GRI measure. We collect data on misbehavior for the time before
and after CSR reporting, covering the period 1999-2018. Compared to prior CSR
studies, we use a larger dataset that allows for broader conclusions.

To corroborate our findings, we analyze a second sample that comprises the firms
affected by an exogenous shock to textile-related industries. In a quasi-natural exper-
iment, we investigate a different form of proclaiming commitment to CSR. After the
Rana Plaza disaster in Bangladesh in 2013, many firms voluntarily signed an accord
for better working conditions. We compare the signatories to non-signatories within
textile-related industries and to a control group of firms that were not affected by the
disaster for the period 2000-2018.

Signaling theory implies that firms that proclaim commitment to CSR are com-
mitted to reducing misbehavior. In contrast, legitimacy theory suggests that prior
misbehavior increases the likelihood of firms subsequently proclaiming CSR com-
mitment on the surface but not reducing misbehavior. In both samples, we find evi-
dence consistent with legitimacy theory. We find a significantly positive relation
between all measures of CSR reporting and prior as well as future misbehavior.
Both the number and severity of prior misbehaviors are positively associated with
the decision to disclose a CSR report as well as its quality as captured by Bloomb-
erg’s ESG disclosure score. On the other hand, the number and severity of future
misbehaviors increase subsequent to CSR reporting. This indicates that firms
expend higher effort on CSR reporting when they have a history of past misbe-
havior and expect future misbehavior. These findings are robust to different meth-
ods of addressing endogeneity and to alternative variable measurements, model
specifications, and sample compositions. Likewise, the quasi-natural experiment
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1808 C. Reitmaier et al.

indicates that the signatories have significantly higher misbehavior pre and post
2013, compared to both peer groups. Signatories show an increase in misbehavior
after signing the accord, compared to non-signatories of the same industry and a
control group of non-textile firms.

Our contribution is twofold: First, we contribute to the literature on the conse-
quences of CSR reporting and greenwashing (e.g., Clarkson et al. 2008; Heflin and
Wallace 2017) by focusing on irresponsible behavior identified by critical media
reports to resolve measurement issues in prior research. Our results are consistent
with the explanation that the firms’ proclaiming their commitment to CSR by volun-
tary CSR reporting or signing an accord for better working conditions is not a signal
of internalized responsibility but more likely serves greenwashing purposes. These
results are important because in many parts of the world there is an ongoing contro-
versial debate about mandating CSR reporting (e.g., Christensen et al. 2021). Our
analyses show that voluntary CSR reporting is not sufficient to alter firm behavior
towards more responsibility and is linked to an increase in the number and severity
of future misbehaviors. However, whether mandatory CSR reporting does better and
achieves the goal of indirectly regulating firm behavior through public pressure is
up to future research. First supportive evidence is limited to specific contexts like
hydraulic fracturing (Bonetti et al. 2023b), greenhouse gas emissions (e.g., Downar
et al. 2021; Grewal et al. 2023; Tomar 2023), and climate change risk disclosures
under the SEC 2010 rule (Kim et al. 2023), or to positive CSR activities (Fiechter
et al. 2022).

Second, we contribute to the literature on the determinants of CSR report-
ing (e.g., Cormier et al. 2005; Thorne et al. 2014) by identifying prior misbehav-
ior across the broad range of CSR dimensions as an additional determinant of CSR
reporting. Knowledge about what motivates voluntary CSR reporting is increasing
but still limited (e.g., Hahn and Luelfs 2014; Huang and Watson 2015). Evidence on
prior misbehavior as a precedent to CSR reporting is limited to a few case studies
(e.g., Bonetti et al. 2023a). Other related studies either restrict misbehavior measure-
ment to the environmental dimension or measure performance and reporting at the
same point in time (e.g., Neu et al. 1998; Haddock 2005).

2 Related research and hypotheses development

There is a large literature on the consequences of voluntary CSR reporting, including
capital market effects and real effects on firm behavior (e.g., Dhaliwal et al. 2011;
Matsumura et al. 2014; see Christensen et al. 2021 for a review). These prior studies
largely rely on signaling theory or legitimacy theory.* According to signaling theory,
responsible firms will signal their quality to the market to differentiate themselves
from competitors (Akerlof 1970; Spence 1973; Morris 1987). By providing addi-
tional information that is hard to mimic, firms with superior CSR performance can
signal their concern about and compliance with stakeholders’ expectations (Clarkson

# Frynas and Yamahaki (2016) provide an overview of theories used in prior studies to explain CSR.
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et al. 2008; Plumlee et al. 2015). In line with the stewardship theory of disclosure,
additional information improves stakeholders’ monitoring and hence the alignment
of managerial decisions with stakeholders’ interests (Lambert et al. 2007). The use
of measurement and control systems for CSR reporting increases firms’ awareness of
misbehavior and promotes internal self-regulation and responsible corporate govern-
ance (Topping 2012; Wu 2014; Adams and Abhayawansa 2022).

Standard setters consider disciplining mechanisms the main reason for mandat-
ing CSR reporting (e.g., EC 2021). Yet, it is unclear whether reporting can indeed
achieve the aspired real effects. First supportive evidence on mandatory reporting
is limited to specific cases of CSR. However, it is unclear whether voluntary CSR
reporting would not also be sufficient to achieve the desired real effects (Christensen
et al. 2021; Fiechter et al. 2022).

Legitimacy theory, in contrast, argues that firms use voluntary disclosures
to legitimize corporate activities (Patten 1991; Cho and Patten 2007). In particu-
lar, firms with poor prior CSR performance might face strong public pressure and,
hence, report on CSR efforts to prevent or reduce reputational and legitimacy dam-
ages (Lindblom 1994). Managers may use CSR reporting opportunistically for
impression management and greenwashing purposes despite the potential costs of
getting caught (Merkl-Davies and Brennan 2007; Mishina et al. 2010). Numerous
studies have shown that CSR reporting is often unbalanced and self-laudatory and
neglects negative incidents (Wiseman 1982; Holder-Webb et al. 2009).

Prior empirical studies are inconclusive about the relation between voluntary
CSR reporting and CSR performance (Christensen et al. 2021). To measure CSR
performance, prior studies focus on environmental aspects (e.g., Neu et al. 1998;
Kim and Lyon 2011), aggregate responsible and irresponsible behavior (e.g.,
Schultze and Trommer 2012; Mahoney et al. 2013; Lee and Maxfield 2015), and
measure variables of interest at the same point in time without considering lead-lag
relations. The literature on the consequences of CSR reporting on misbehavior has
focused on the issuance of a CSR report to capture CSR reporting, without consid-
ering the quality of the reporting (e.g., Christensen 2016). Other studies, however,
have shown that the quality of CSR disclosures is informative in establishing a rela-
tion between CSR reporting and, for instance, firm value (Plumlee et al. 2015). To
signal their CSR commitment or, alternatively, to legitimize their behavior, firms
may not only decide to issue a voluntary CSR report but also expend higher effort
for better CSR disclosure quality. We hence also consider CSR disclosure quality in
our analyses.

Some studies find support for signaling theory (e.g., Al-Tuwaijri et al. 2004;
Mahoney et al. 2013); others support legitimacy theory (e.g., Kim and Lyon 2011;
Cho et al. 2012). Even within single studies, the results are not conclusive. For
instance, Clarkson et al. (2008) find a positive relation between CSR disclosures and
CSR performance, which supports signaling theory, but they also find that legiti-
macy theory explains patterns in these disclosures. Explanations for the inconclu-
sive results include inadequate sample selection, omitted or confounding variables
measuring CSR performance (Patten 2002; Christensen et al. 2021), and, in par-
ticular, aggregating responsible and irresponsible behaviors (Mattingly and Berman
2006; Strike et al. 2006; Semenova and Hassel 2015). To measure responsibility in
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the sense of avoiding misbehavior, it is important to distinguish irresponsible from
responsible behavior (McGuire et al. 2003; Strike et al. 2006; Kriiger 2015).

To the best of our knowledge, only Christensen (2016) does not use an aggre-
gate measure of CSR performance; he instead uses CSR-related lawsuits to capture
misbehavior. He finds that voluntarily issuing a CSR report reduces the likelihood
of CSR-related lawsuits in the following year, and concludes that after CSR report-
ing, firms improve their CSR performance due to an internalization of proclaimed
commitments. However, the negative association of CSR reporting and CSR-related
lawsuits is not an unambiguous indication that CSR reporting indeed improves the
firms’ behavior. An alternative explanation, which is not ruled out in his study, is
that the voluntary issuance of a CSR report provides a mechanism of successful
image improvement, such that legal prosecution decreases without real improve-
ments in corporate behavior.

In a similar vein, Raghunandan and Rajgopal (2023) study the relation between
firms’ signing the Business Roundtable’s “Statement on the Purpose of a Corpo-
ration” and violations of US federal laws. As in Christensen (2016), their depend-
ent variable requires a legal investigation, but such investigations are rare (Mark-
Ungericht and Weiskopf 2007) and may be biased by the firms’ political connections
(McCarten et al. 2022). Most cases of corporate misbehavior will not result in a
federally reported violation. In particular, cases of misbehavior that occur in foreign
subsidiaries that are not subject to US laws will go unnoticed.

In contrast, the public media plays a vital role in revealing corporate misbehavior
and shaping stakeholders’ perceptions (Einwiller et al. 2010; Dube and Zhu 2021).
In its desire to publish attention-provoking pieces, the media has the incentives,
resources, and scrutiny to reveal misbehavior. Therefore, to capture firms’ overall
accountability to the public, we measure corporate misbehavior based on critical
media reports across the broad range of CSR dimensions. We consider misbehavior
before and after CSR reporting to directly address lead-lag relations, which helps to
identify causal relations (Granger 1969).

Regarding the relation between CSR reporting and prior misbehavior, signal-
ing theory implies that responsible firms benefit from CSR reporting by signaling
that they have learned from past mistakes. Stakeholders are particularly vigilant in
observing the activities of previously irresponsible firms, such that strategic costs
increase (DeTienne and Lewis 2005). To reduce such costs, responsible firms have
incentives to signal their type. Legitimacy theory argues that firms use CSR reporting
after the revelation of misbehavior to respond to increased public pressure. To legiti-
mize themselves, firms may expend higher effort to issue a CSR report or improve
the report’s quality as captured by the public’s eye. Evidence of this is limited to a
few case studies. Jantadej and Kent (1999) show that the mining firm Broken Hill
published more environmental information after the disaster at Ok Tedi Mine. Oth-
ers find similar effects after the Exxon Valdez oil spill (Patten 1992), the BP oil
spill (Heflin and Wallace 2017), and the Fukushima nuclear disaster (Bonetti et al.
2023a, b).? Both theories imply a positive relation between prior misbehavior and

5 Christensen (2016) includes prior misconduct, measured as publicized lawsuits, as a control variable in
his analysis and finds insignificant results.
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CSR reporting. However, irresponsible firms may not have sufficient favorable CSR
information to be willing to issue a CSR report or improve their CSR disclosure
quality, implying a negative relation. Based on signaling and legitimacy theory, we
hypothesize:

H]I: Prior corporate misbehavior is positively associated with CSR reporting.

Regarding the effects of CSR reporting on subsequent firm behavior, the arguments
of signaling and legitimacy theory differ. Signaling theory implies that firms expect
capital market benefits from improved CSR disclosure and better CSR information,
which, in turn, improves monitoring and hence firm behavior. This is the rationale that
standard setters are following (e.g., Christensen 2016; EC 2021) and suggests that firms
that voluntarily issue CSR reports or spend higher efforts to improve CSR disclosure
quality will internalize their CSR commitment and improve their behavior.

However, firms have no strong incentives to change their behavior. Sanctions
on euphemistic reporting and misbehavior are largely absent (Mark-Ungericht
and Weiskopf 2007). Prior evidence suggests that investors only show very lim-
ited reactions to voluntary CSR reports (Yoon and Serafeim 2020; Burzillo et al.
2023). Firms may hence use CSR reporting to improve their legitimacy and reputa-
tion without changing their activities (Lindblom 1994). Even higher CSR disclo-
sure quality, as measured by publicly available ESG scores, does not reflect internal
improvements in the responsibility of operations but largely represents the fulfilment
of information requirements by the rating agencies (Ahmed et al. 2023). If CSR
reporting helps firms to successfully improve their public image, it may lead to less
legal scrutiny and investor activism but not necessarily to less misbehavior. Based
on legitimacy theory, we hypothesize:

H2: CSR reporting is positively associated with future corporate misbehavior.

3 Measurement of CSR reporting and corporate misbehavior

We measure CSR reporting (CSRR, ) in two ways: Firstly, we use an indicator vari-
able for issuing a voluntary stand-alone GRI-based CSR report (CSRR_I; ), as in
prior research (e.g., Simnett et al. 2009; Dhaliwal et al. 2011; Christensen 2016).6
We collect data from the GRI Database, which covers GRI reports since 1999. We
use CorporateRegister, the firms’ websites, and internet searches to verify the data

% The GRI guidelines provide a CSR reporting framework of high quality (e.g., Christensen 2016) and
are the most frequently used (e.g., KPMG 2022). The GRI does not focus solely on financial materiality
but extends to corporate impacts on sustainable development. Such double materiality is central to cur-
rent debates and developments involving mandatory non-financial reporting (Adams and Abhayawansa
2022). Despite recent attempts to integrate CSR topics into annual reports (e.g., the introduction of the
Integrated Reporting Framework), stand-alone reports are still the most common form of CSR reporting
(e.g., KPMG 2008, 2011, 2017, 2022). We differentiate neither between the GRI versions G2 to G4 nor
between the different application levels (A +to C, undeclared, GRI-referenced).
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from the database, to complete missing values, and to collect data for an alternative
measure that captures all kinds of stand-alone CSR reports (CSRR_I2;,) (which we
use for robustness).” Secondly, to capture CSR disclosure quality (CSRR_Q; ), we
use Bloomberg’s ESG disclosures score (e.g., loannou and Serafeim 2017; Huang
et al. 2022).% This score captures transparency and the perceived quality of the pres-
entation of CSR information from the perspective of investors, not the underlying
CSR performance.

We identify cases of corporate irresponsibility (CIR;,) as violations of the
UNGC, based on the CCRD database.” The CCRD is “an independent, not-for-
profit, multi-stakeholder co-operative with open membership” based in the United
Kingdom that collects (positive and negative) CSR-relevant firm information
(CCRD 2021a).'° The CCRD covers all firms active in the European market and
regularly conducts in-depth analyses of a broad range of primary and secondary
publications, from daily news to allegations by NGOs like Greenpeace (CCRD
2020a, 2021c). It covers international media sources, uses translation experts
or software when information is not available in English, and cooperates with
local partners from around the world (CCRD 2020a, 2020b, 2021d, 2021e).'! By
investigating critical media reports, we respond to criticism on measures of CSR
performance based on CSR reports or ESG ratings (e.g., Chatterji et al. 2009;
Berg et al. 2022; Larcker et al. 2022).

The CCRD collects publicly available information about a firm, be it positive or
negative news, and integrates it into “stories” where several sources are matched
and combined to obtain a balanced coverage of the underlying event. The CCRD

7 We measure CSR reporting in the year of publication t. In our sample period, we observe that firms do
not generally continue to publish a GRI report in every single year after their first publication but rather
publish GRI reports only in selected years. While some firms publish a GRI report every second year,
others do not follow an obvious pattern.

8 Bloomberg’s ESG score compares a firm’s CSR reporting to a list of ESG disclosure items. It ranges
from zero (if a firm does not disclose any information on these data points) to 100 (if a firm discloses
information on all data points). The score is composed of three pillars (E=environmental, S =social, and
G=governance). Each pillar includes several topics that are further devided into fields. While the E, S,
and G pillars and the topics are equally weighted, Bloomberg assigns weights to the fields, with quantita-
tive fields weighted more heavily than binary fields.

° In particular, Donaldson and Dunfee’s (1994, 1999) Integrative Social Contracts Theory and definition
of hypernorms allow for a detailed differentiation between responsibility and irresponsibility based on
the UNGC.

10 The CCRD changed its website to ethicalconsumer.org in 2019-2020, when it started to place higher
emphasis on the ethical ratings and consultancy services that it provides based on the research database
(now called Corporate Research Database; CCRD 2021b). We only use the database, not the ratings.
Except for including information on how a particular story influences the rating of the firm, the underly-
ing methods of the database have remained the same. Lately, Ethical Consumer has been providing a
video introduction to the database at https://youtu.be/iyiOooX_h3I.

1" Although this global orientation reduces potential coverage and language biases, we further address
them in our robustness tests.

@ Springer


https://youtu.be/iyiOooX_h3I

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are... 1813

only includes one story per case of (mis)behavior (CCRD 2021a).'? Each story pro-
vides a summary of the case, such as “discrimination against minorities,” “human
rights abuse,” or “environmental pollution,” and a reference to the primary sources
of information. In addition, each story entails an allocation to one or several subcat-
egories of topics that the CCRD investigates (CCRD 2021f). These topics overlap
with the UNGC principles but are not identical to them. Appendix 1 tabulates the
UNGC principles, the corresponding CCRD (sub-)categories, and examples of mis-
behavior per CCRD subcategory. For instance, the CCRD includes a story on BP plc
in 2010 with a primary reference to the BBC News website on “the 2010 BP Gulf
of Mexico oil spill,” and allocates the story to the subcategories “climate change,”
“pollution & toxics,” and “habitats & resources” (CCRD 2020c). This story violates
the UNGC principles 7, 8, and 9 and thus represents a case of misbehavior in the
category “environment.” We exclude CCRD stories from our analysis that refer to
subcategories not included in the UNGC categories (e.g., animal rights).'?

Following prior research (e.g., Brown and Deegan 1998; Christensen 2016), we
treat all categories of misbehavior as equally important. We employ three ways to
measure a firms’ corporate irresponsibility per year (CIR; ). First, we analyze the
occurrence of misbehavior and use a dichotomous variable that indicates whether a
firm has committed irresponsible behavior (CIR_I; ). CIR_I;, equals 1 if firm i com-
mits at least one case of misbehavior in t, O otherwise, as in prior literature (Chris-
tensen 2016; Aouadi and Marsat 2018; Raghunandan and Rajgopal 2022; 2023).
Second, we analyze the number of cases of misbehavior per year by a categorical
variable (CIR_N; ). Third, we analyze the severity of misbehavior by implementing
a self-constructed misbehavior score (CIR_S; ). For each case of misbehavior, the
score measures the effect size by awarding score points. It ranges from one (limited
effects) to five points (severe effects) per case. If a firm commits more than one case
of misbehavior in a year, we summarize the score points over all cases of misbehav-
ior to capture the overall severity of misbehavior in that year. Appendix 2 provides a
detailed description of the scoring scheme.

To account for the time between issuing a CSR report and prior or subsequent
cases of misbehavior, we introduce time lags and add cases of misbehavior over dif-
ferent time periods. We measure future misbehavior in the year subsequent to CSR
reporting t+1 (FutureCIR; ,, ;) based on our three measures of CIR;,,;=(CIR_I;,,,,
CIR_N;,,;, and CIR_S;, ,)-* For prior misbehavior, we investigate a longer time

12" Advertising or comparable information in the news is one more reason to focus on misbehavior rather
than aggregate CSR when analyzing firms’ true CSR behavior. While an aggregated measure might be
biased by firm-induced media news or advertising, the negative news will not be. If the media prefers
publishing negative over positive news or vice versa in order to win a bigger audience, then an aggregate
measure of good and bad news will be biased. By focusing on negative news, this bias is avoided. If, on
the other hand, the media’s desire to win a big audience leads to false accusations and exaggerations,
then all firms will be equally affected.

13 Breitinger and Bonardi (2019) apply a similar method when investigating corporate reputation dam-
ages based on the Swiss database RepRisk. Following Strike et al. (2006), we attribute a subsidiary’s
misbehavior to the parent firm.

' To adjust for their strongly skewed distribution, we logtransform CIR_N;,., and CIR_S;,,, (In (x+1))
in our analyses.
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lag to account for the time necessary to implement CSR reporting after misbehavior
(PriorCIR,; , 3/53,). We analyze the occurrence, number, and severity of misbehav-
iors in the individual year t-3 (CIR_I;, 3, CIR_N;, ;, and CIR_S, , ;) and over the last
three years (CIR_I;y 3, CIR_N,y;,, and CIR_S,y ) as alternative measures of Prior
CIRi,t-j‘/ij'lS

Moreover, we use Refinitiv’s ESG controversy score as an alternative measure of
corporate misbehavior in robustness analyses. Refinitiv calculates a percentile rank
score based on the weighted number of ESG controversies per year relative to other
firms’ performance.'® Since a higher score implies fewer controversies, we use 1
minus the score to measure corporate misbehavior (CIR_RZ-,,).17 We use the Refinitiv
score in t-3 for prior misbehavior (PriorCIR;, ;=CIR_R;, ;) and in t+1 for future
misbehavior (FutureCIR;,, ;= CIR_R; ., ;). We use the CCRD-based measures in our
main analyses to avoid measurement problems of ESG scores and for better method-
ological traceability (e.g., Larcker et al. 2022; Li et al. 2023). Appendix 3 contains

all variable definitions.

4 Econometric models
4.1 Prior corporate misbehavior and CSR reporting

To test HI, we include prior misbehavior in a regression of the determinants of CSR
reporting.
CSRR,, = By + f, PriorCIR,,_s 55, + p,DISI,, + p;UNGC,, + B,AGE,, + fsCROSS,,
+ BsBRAND;, + p,MSHARE, + fSTATE,, + f,LEGAL, + §,(FFLOAT,, (1)
+ B, VOLA,, + B,,LEV,, + B\3SIZE;, + B ,ROE;, + IND + YEAR + ¢,

CSRR;,=(CSRR_I;,, CSRR_Q, ) is either our measure of the voluntary issuance
of a GRI-based CSR report in t (CSRR_I; ) or of CSR disclosure quality in t (CSRR_
Q, ), as outlined in Sect. 3. PriorCIR,; , 35, measures misbehavior before the period

of CSR reporting, as captured by our six measures of misbehavior explained in Sect. 3

15 As for future misbehavior, we use logtransformed values for CIR_N;, ;, CIR_N,-ﬂy, CIR_Siy,_j, and
CIR_S; 53, (In (x+ 1)) to adjust for their strongly skewed distribution.

16 Refinitiv calculates the ESG controversy score in three steps: (1) it counts the number of controversies
based on public media along 23 topics; (2) it multiplies this number by severity weights based on market
capitalization, using 1 for small firms (<2 billion), 2/3 for medium firms (> =2 billion), and 1/3 for large
firms (>=10 billion); and (3) it calculates the score based on a percentile rank formula that is a ratio
of (the number of firms with a worse value plus one half of the number of firms with the same value)
divided by the number of firms with a value different from zero. The score takes the value of 1 in cases
with zero controversies (Refinitiv 2022).

17 We find significant correlations of CIR_R;, with our handcollected CCRD-based measures CIR_I;,
(Bravais-Pearson correlation=0.20, Spearman rank correlation=0.20, p <0.05, untabulated), CIR_N;,
(Bravais-Pearson correlation=0.19, Spearman rank correlation=0.21, p <0.05), and CIR_S;, (Bravais-
Pearson correlation=0.16, Spearman rank correlation=0.21, p <0.05). We also find correlations of the
prior and future scores from Refinitiv with our CCRD-based measures of prior and future misbehavior

(between 0.12 and 0.26, p <0.05).
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(CIR_L;, 3, CIR I;53,, CIR_N, 5, CIR_N,y5,, CIR_S; 5, CIR_S, ;). Based on HI, we
expect a positive relation between prior misbehavior and CSR reporting. We include
all determinants of CSR reporting identified in prior literature. DJSI;, is a dichoto-
mous variable that indicates listing in the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI). Per
industry, this index includes the most responsible 10 percent of firms listed in the
Dow Jones Global Index. Disclosure of CSR information is required by listed firms,
which implies a positive relation (Cho et al. 2012). UNGC;, is a dichotomous variable
that indicates UNGC membership. The UNGC requires a yearly “Communication on
Progress” in internalizing the UNGC principles (Williams 2014). Members regularly
issue CSR reports (Skouloudis et al. 2014). Since the GRI is a partner of the UNGC
(UNGC 2020c), we expect a positive sign. AGE;, is a firm’s age, measured in years
since IPO. The older the firm is, the more its reputation depends on social aspects and
the more likely it is to use CSR reporting (Roberts 1992; Muttakin and Khan 2014).
CROSS, , is a dichotomous variable that indicates that a firm is cross-listed on three or
more stock exchanges. Such firms voluntarily disclose more information to meet the
regulation requirements of all stock exchanges and additional informational needs of
foreign investors (Hahn and Kuehnen 2013). BRAND, , proxies for a firm’s visibility
and is a dichotomous variable that indicates that the Interbrand Best Global Brands
ranking records at least one of the firm’s brands in that year (Interbrand 2017). More
visible firms use voluntary CSR reporting to appease stakeholder concerns, which
increase with media exposure (Kotchen and Moon 2012). MSHARE, , measures pro-
prietary costs proxied by market share, i.e., a firm’s sales divided by the sum of sales
of all Fortune Global 500 firms from the same Industry Classification Benchmark
(ICB) sector.'® Higher market shares come with better competitive positions and
lower proprietary costs. We multiply market shares by -1 for ease of interpretation
(Dhaliwal et al. 2011). Firms with high proprietary costs use improved reporting to
gain competitive advantages, which implies a positive sign. STATE;, is the percent-
age of state ownership, which proxies for corporate governance structures. The close
relations to the government of (partly) state-owned firms reduce the perceived need
to use CSR reporting for legitimization purposes (Zhao 2012). LEGAL, is a binary
variable that indicates whether firm i is headquartered in a civil law country, which
implies a positive sign since these countries are considered more stakeholder oriented
(Kolk and Perego 2010). FFLOAT;, measures free float (Gamerschlag et al. 2011).
Widely held firms face higher information asymmetry and proclaim compliance with
outside interests by doing additional reporting, which implies a positive sign (Chau
and Gray 2002). VOLA, , is the average yearly volatility of the share price with respect
to its mean. Prior literature is inconclusive about the sign (Bebbington et al. 2008).
LEV;, is leverage. Prior literature is inconclusive about the sign (Hahn and Kuehnen
2013). SIZE, , is firm size, measured as the natural logarithm of market value. Large

18 As the Fortune Global 500 includes only the firms with the highest sales worldwide, our measure of
market share relates to the biggest competitors rather than all competitors. Butler et al. (2007) use a simi-
lar measure. They proxy strategic costs by a four-firm concentration ratio that measures a firm’s sales in
relation to its four biggest competitors. Other studies using the Herfindahl-Hirschman index to proxy for
proprietary costs (e.g., Dhaliwal et al. 2011; Christensen 2016) did not find a significant relation to CSR
reporting.
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firms use voluntary disclosures to reduce higher agency conflicts (Gamerschlag et al.
2011) and to respond to higher public pressure due to their greater impact on society
(Hackston and Milne 1996). In addition, larger firms benefit from lower disclosure
costs, while the costs for substantive CSR implementation increase (Wickert et al.
2016). ROE;, measures financial performance proxied by return on equity. Prior lit-
erature is inconclusive about the sign (Skinner 1994; Albers and Guenther 2011). We
include industry fixed effects based on ICB supersectors (IND) and year fixed effects
(YEAR)."

4.2 CSRreporting and future corporate misbehavior

We analyze the relation between CSR reporting and future corporate irresponsibil-
ity — that is, whether CSR reporting prevents or fosters misbehavior (H2) — in a two
stages least squares (2SLS) and a special regressor (SR) model due to endogene-
ity concerns. Voluntary CSR reporting depends on firms’ choices (1) to engage in
CSR activities and (2) to report on these activities (Christensen et al. 2021). A firm
may engage in CSR reporting because of misbehavior resulting in bi-directional
causality. According to Harjoto and Jo (2015), a time lag of the endogenous regres-
sor (CSRR;, in t vs. FutureCIR;,, ; in t+1) can control for some but not all forms
of endogeneity. 2SLS and SR models correct for potential estimation biases more
comprehensively. Lewbel et al. (2012) compare four ways to identify consistent
estimators in a binary model with an endogenous regressor. They conclude that the
2SLS and SR methods have the lowest requirements for the endogenous regressor
and instrumental variables (IVs) and are preferable to maximum likelihood estima-
tion and control functions.”” We use FutureCIR,,,, as the dependent variable in the
second stage and estimate CSRR, , in the first stage regression via IVs (Wooldridge
2003). The SR model includes an additional regressor in the second stage.

4.2.1 Main model: second stage 2SLS model

FMtureCIRi)t_'_] = ﬁo + ﬁlCSRRi,t + ﬁz UNGCi,H—l + ﬁ3P01
+ ﬂ4H01 + ﬂSGLOBALi,t+1 + ﬁ6Prl‘0rCIRi!t_3/Z3y + ﬁ7SIZEi,[+1 (2)
+ ByROE,, + IND + YEAR + £,

19 We do not use firm fixed effects since the dependent variable CSRR_I;, is a dichotomous variable
taking the values zero and one. If a firm does not issue a GRI report in any sample year, CSRR_I;, takes
the value zero in each year. If a firm issues a GRI report in each sample year, CSRR_I;, continuously
takes the value one. Using firm fixed effects would exclude respective firms due to perfect prediction.
In addition, firm fixed effects would prevent us from analyzing time-invariant variables like cultural dif-
ferences (PO; and HO,) and legal background (LEGAL;). For robustness purposes, we analyze different
fixed effects models (Sect. 7).

20 Maximum likelihood estimation requires a specific and complete set of IVs for the estimation to be
consistent. Control functions additionally require that the endogenous regressor is discrete and distrib-
uted continuously (Lewbel et al. 2012). Other models used to control for endogeneity in accounting
research, such as constrained regressions (e.g., Christodoulou and McLeay 2014), cannot be applied to
our setting since we do not have fully identified relations.
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FutureCIR; ,,; captures misbehavior that occurred in the period after issuing
a CSR report as captured by our measures of CIR;,,;=(CIR_I;, ;, CIR_N;,;, or
CIR_S; 1), outlined in Sect. 3. CSRR, , is our measure of CSR reporting as captured
by the voluntary issuance of a GRI- based CSR report in t (CSRR_I;,) or CSR dis-
closure quality in t (CSRR_Q; ), as outlined in Sect. 3. UNGC;,,; captures UNGC
membership in t+ 1 and represents managers’ positive view of CSR, indicating a
weaker tendency for misbehavior, compared to non-members (Cetindamar and
Husoy 2007). PO; and HO; proxy for country cultural influences on the implementa-
tion of CSR (Maignan and Ralston 2002). PO; is the encouragement of performance
improvement and excellence (House et al. 2004; Javidan 2004), implying a posi-
tive relation. HO, is humane orientation and indicates an encouragement of fairness
and altruism (Kabasakal and Bodur 2004), implying a negative sign. GLOBAL;,,,
is firm i’s degree of internationalization in t+ 1, measured as foreign sales divided
by total sales (Meek et al. 1995). We expect a positive sign, as international activi-
ties increase operational complexity, which creates fertile ground for misbehavior
(Reimann et al. 2015). Also, the “pollution haven hypothesis” predicts that firms try
to take advantage of weaker CSR standards by diversifying internationally (Taylor
2005; He 2006). We further include prior misbehavior and expect a positive sign
(PriorCIR; , 353,=CIR; . 3, CIR; 53, CIRN, 3, CIRN, s 3,, CIRS, 3, or CIRS;5;,). We
also expect a positive sign for SIZE, , ,;, as organizational complexity increases with
firm size and provides fertile ground for misbehavior (Strike et al. 2006). Financial
performance (ROE;,) may increase or decrease future misbehavior. Industry (IND)
and year fixed effects (YEAR) control for industry and time differences.!

4.2.2 First stage 2SLS model

We estimate the following first stage regression model of the endogenous CSR
reporting variable (CSRR; ,= CSRR_I;, or CSRR_Q, )):
CSRR;, = ay + ¢|AGE;, + a, FFLOAT; , + a; UNGC, | + a,PO;
+ asHO; + agGLOBAL; | + a;PriorCIR;,_3 /53, + agSIZE; ;. (3)

+ ayROE,, + IND + YEAR + ;,

AGE;, and FFLOAT;, are our main IVs.”> As a given construct within a firm’s
economic system, AGE, , represents an IV from a “natural experiment” (Larcker and

2l As in model (1), we do not use firm fixed effects since the dependent variable CIR_I, i1+ 18 a dichoto-
mous variable taking the values zero and one. If a firm does not commit misbehavior in any year after
CSR reporting, CIR_I; ,,, takes the value zero in each sample year. If a firm commits misbehavior in each
year, CIR_I; ,,; continuously takes the value one. Using firm fixed effects would exclude respective firms
due to perfect prediction. In addition, firm fixed effects would hinder us in analyzing time invariant vari-
ables like cultural differences (PO and HO). For robustness purposes, we analyze different fixed effects

models (Sect. 7).

22 For an IV estimation to be consistent, the IVs need to be relevant and exogenous (Stock and Watson
2012). That is, they need to correlate with the endogenous regressor (CSRR; ) but not with the error term
of the second stage (FutureCIR; ;) (Larcker and Rusticus 2010). Various tests substantiate the validity
of our IVs (Sect. 6.2). We do not use a lagged value of the endogenous regressor as an 1V, i.e., CSRR_I; ,,
at any time before t, since the exogenous and the endogenous part of the reporting decision persist over
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Rusticus 2010). Several studies use firm age as a valid IV (Harjoto and Jo 2011;
Christensen 2016). Others use firm age as a proxy for reputation (e.g. Datta et al.
1999). Firms with a higher reputation tend to disclose more to maintain reputation
(Reitmaier and Schultze 2017). Older firms have more experience and lower report-
ing costs (Camfferman and Cooke 2002; Alsaced 2006), suggesting a positive rela-
tion of AGE;, to CSR reporting. In contrast, there is no relation to future misbe-
havior. Misbehavior depends on factors that develop independently of firm age, like
corporate culture or competition. Literature on accounting fraud supports the irrel-
evance of firm age with respect to misbehavior since fraud firms do not differ in age
compared to non-fraud firms (Farber 2005; Chen et al. 2006).

Our second 1V is FFLOAT;,. High free float comes with high agency costs (Fama
and Jensen 1983; Prencipe 2004). To reduce these costs and to announce compli-
ance, managers use voluntary disclosures, implying a positive relation of FFLOAT;,
with CSR reporting (Brammer and Pavelin 2006). On the other hand, a direct rela-
tion between FFLOAT;, and corporate misbehavior is not intuitive. Chen et al.
(2006) find that boardroom characteristics are more relevant in explaining fraud than
ownership characteristics. Other studies find no significant relation between finan-
cial fraud and blockholders (Larcker et al. 2007; Johnson et al. 2009).

We use two further IVs in additional analyses that have been used in prior
research®*: The dichotomous variable DJSI; ., indicates DJSI listing in t-1, which
positively relates to nonfinancial disclosures (Cho et al. 2012). Listed firms are more
likely to issue a CSR report, as related disclosures are required for continued listing
(Dhaliwal et al. 2012). In contrast, there is no evidence for a relation between DJSI
listing in t-1 and corporate misbehavior in t+ 1. The dichotomous variable CROSS;,
indicates cross-listing at three or more stock exchanges in t. Additional listings
imply additional regulatory and reporting requirements, which increase voluntary
disclosures. In contrast, cross-listing does not subject firms to the CSR regulations
or laws of that country and hence does not affect misbehavior through legal bonding
(Shi et al. 2018).

4.2.3 Second stage SR model

The SR method does not require a complete set of IVs and fits nonlinear mod-
els.?* In comparison to the 2SLS model, it requires an additional regressor (V) in
the second stage with the following characteristics (Lewbel 2014): V is exogenous
and continuously distributed (Lewbel et al. 2012). V has a positive coefficient and

Footnote 22 (continued)

time. Likewise, we do not use industry aggregates since the endogenous part of the reporting decision
varies not only across industries but also within industries. The use of ranked endogenous regressors
would only transfer endogeneity from the original regressors to the ranked ones.

23 For robustness purposes, we repeat our analyses with all combinations of three or two of the four IVs
and also analyze alternative I'Vs (Sect. 7.2).

24 Lewbel (2014, 38) explains the SR method as follows: “For example, suppose an observed binary var-
iable D satisfies D=1 (V+ W*>0), where V is the observed special regressor, and W* is an unobserved
latent variable. [...] Special regressor methods work by exploiting the fact that if V is independent of W*
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is monotonous (Dong and Lewbel 2015).>> We include the average USD-EUR
exchange rate (EXCHANGE,) as V in model (2). We use all different measures of
future and prior misbehavior and CSR reporting, as outlined in Sect. 3%

FutureCIR,,,, = f + p,CSRR,, + p,UNGC,,,, + B;PO, + p,HO, + fsGLOBAL,,,,
+ PoPriorCIR, _s s, + B SIZE, ., + P4ROE,, 4)
+ foEXCHANGE, + IND + YEAR + ¢

ir+1

USD and EUR are the most important currencies worldwide (e.g., Norrlof 2009).
The US and Europe are the most strongly represented regions in our sample. The
USD/EUR exchange rate is exogenous.>” While it does not influence CSR reporting,
it might influence future misbehavior since exchange rates influence the competitive
environment in which a firm operates. Exchange rate fluctuations induce additional
risk for internationally operating firms (Kotabe and Murray 2004). The yearly aver-
age exchange rate is continuously distributed.

5 Sample

Our main sample is based on all 814 firms listed in the Fortune Global 500 in the
period from January 1, 2003, to December 31, 2013. The Fortune Global 500 lists
the world’s largest firms in terms of total sales and is frequently used in CSR stud-
ies because of its global impact (e.g., Muller and Whiteman 2009; Lee and Max-
field 2015).2® The sample period starts in 2003, which marks the onset of intense
voluntary CSR reporting due to rising public and governmental interest in CSR
(Freundlieb and Teuteberg 2013). The sample period ends in 2013 for two reasons.
First, the European Parliament and the Council issued EU directive 2014/95/EU in
October 2014, which rendered CSR reporting mandatory as of January 2017 for
large European firms. Early adopters might bias our analyses that explicitly focus

Footnote 24 (continued)

(either unconditionally or after conditioning on covariates) then variation in V changes the probability
that D=1 in a way that traces out the distribution of W* (either the unconditional distribution or the dis-
tribution conditional on covariates).”.

25 Dong and Lewbel (2015) relax the additional requirement of great support for V.
2 FutureCIR; . ;=CIR_l;;,;, CIR_N;,.,, or CIR_S; ;3 PriorCIR;, 353,=CIR_I;, 353, CIR_N;, 353,

—Vi,

or CIR_S;, 353, and CSRR;,=CSRR_I;, or CSRR_Q,,. The first stage regression remains basically
unchanged. Since it includes all determinants and control variables of the second stage regression, it also

includes V in the SR approach.

27 1Vs and the SR need to be exogenous in the respective model. That is, the IVs in model (3) need
to correlate with CSRR;, but not FutureCIR;,,;, and the SR in model (4) needs to correlate with
FutureCIR; ., ; but not CSRR,;,. Polynomial regressions of future misbehavior (CIR_I;,,;, CIR_N;,,,,
or CIR_S;,,;) on the SR confirm a positive coefficient and monotonic graphical appearance (Dong and

Lewbel 2015; Bontemps and Nauges 2016).

28 Analyzing only the largest firms reduces potential concerns about the disproportionate media cover-
age of larger firms and improves the likelihood that all cases of misbehavior are detected by public media
and hence the CCRD.
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on voluntary CSR reporting. Second, the International Integrated Reporting Coun-
cil published the Integrated Reporting Framework in December 2013. Adopting
firms no longer issue stand-alone CSR reports but generally integrate CSR reports,
annual reports, and other reports into one report, which our GRI measure does not
capture.

We exclude 127 firms with missing data in Datastream or Eikon, 96 firms not
covered by the CCRD, and 104 firms with missing data in other sources (UNGC
homepage, DJSI or Interbrand ranking), resulting in a sample of 487 unique
firms. We further exclude 858 firm-year observations due to bankruptcy or merg-
ers and acquisitions. We do not exclude those firms completely to avoid survi-
vorship biases. Our final main sample includes 4,499 firm-year observations. We
collect data on misbehavior for the time before and after voluntary CSR report-
ing (2000-2014). As Bloomberg’s ESG disclosure score does not cover all firms
over the entire period, the analyses refer to a reduced sample of 3,150 firm-year
observations.

Table 1 panel A shows the distribution of our main sample firms per ICB
supersector and the proportion of firms with misbehavior (CIR_I; ) per supersec-
tor. CIR_I;, is highest in the supersectors Food & Beverage (ICB code 3500),
Personal & Household Goods (3700), and Technology (9500), where more than
50 percent of the firms engage in misbehavior. At 17.65 percent, CIR_I;, is low-
est in the supersector Construction & Materials (2300). Panel B presents the
firms’ country of origin and shows that more than one-third of the firms are from
the US (36.96 percent), followed by Japan (14.78), the UK (8.42), France (7.19),
and Germany (5.13). The remaining 27.5 percent are in 22 different countries.
The percentage of firm-year observations with misbehavior is highest in Tur-
key (100 percent, one firm with misbehavior in each year) and Taiwan (71.43
percent). It is lowest in Austria and Colombia (0 percent each, one/two firms
without misbehavior).

Table 2 presents the development of the number of firms (not) issuing a GRI
report in a particular year (CSRR_I;,=0/1) over our sample period. The third
(fourth) column presents the corresponding number of firms with (without) mis-
behavior in the following year (CIR_I;,,;=0/1). The number of firms issuing a
GRI report increased from 58 in 2003 to 262 in 2013. The number of firms with
subsequent misbehavior does not follow a systematic trend; the levels are similar
in the first and last sample year (145 in 2003 and 157 in 2013). This suggests that
the increase in CSR reporting does not come with a systematic reduction in future
misbehavior.

Table 3 provides the descriptive statistics. For ease of interpretation, the values
for the number (CIR_N;, ;) and severity of current (CIR_S; ), prior (CIR_N; . ;, CIR_
N;s3y, CIR_S;, 3, or CIR_S; 5 ;,), and future misbehaviors (CIR_N, ., ; or CIR_S; ,, ) are
raw data before logtransformation.”’ Forty-three percent of the observations are GRI
reporters in t. Fifty-three percent issue some kind of CSR report in t. The average firm

2 To adjust for its strongly skewed distribution, we logtransform our measures of the number and sever-
ity of misbehaviors in our empirical analyses (see Sect. 3 for details).
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1824 C. Reitmaier et al.

Table 2 Sample firms with/without GRI reports and future misbehavior per year

Year CSRR_I;, CIR_I;,,,
Reporter Non-reporter Misbehavior No misbehavior
2003 58 332 145 245
2004 88 306 184 210
2005 106 301 143 264
2006 119 283 132 270
2007 147 251 111 287
2008 195 216 100 311
2009 213 204 117 300
2010 228 187 130 285
2011 254 171 101 324
2012 263 160 100 323
2013 262 155 157 260
Total 1,933 2,566 1,420 3,079

Presents the distribution of sample firms with and without GRI reports per year (CSRR_I;,) and the dis-
tribution of firms with and without at least one case of misbehavior in the following year t+1 (CIR_I; . ;)

has a Bloomberg ESG disclosure score of 40.32 percent. On average, almost one-third
of the sample firms conduct misbehavior (CIR_I;,). The mean of 0.94 for CIR_I;y;,
indicates that firms engage in misbehavior in about one of the past three years on aver-
age. The average firm conducts 0.54 cases of misbehavior per year; the maximum
number in t and t+1 is 23 (CIR_N;,, CIR_N; ;). The maximum number of misbe-
haviors in t-3 is 30 (CIR_N; ;). The average firm conducts 1.71 cases of misbehavior
over the prior three years; the maximum number is 44 (CIR_N,y;,). The maximum
severity score of misbehavior is 93.00; the mean is 2.37 in t (CIR_S; ), 2.36 in t+1
(CIR_S; ), and 2.61 in t-3 (CIR_S;, ;). The maximum sum over the prior three years
is 226.00 (CIR_S; y5,). The severity measure based on the Refinitiv controversy score
ranges from zero to one with a mean of 0.33 in t (CIR_R; ), 0.32 in t+1 (CIR_R;,, ),
and 0.35 in t-3 (CIR_R,;, ;). Notably, around one-third of the observations show DJSI
listing (mean of dichotomous variable DJSI;,=0.33) and UNGC membership in t
(mean=0.31).

Table 4 presents the results of difference in means tests. Panel A presents the
determinants of GRI reporting for reporting vs. non-reporting firms. The difference
is significant for all variables except ROE; . The mean of all measures of prior mis-
behavior is significantly higher for GRI reporters than non-reporters. This indicates
that CSR reporting increases after misbehavior, consistent with H/. Panel B shows
the determinants of future misbehavior for firms with and without misbehavior in
t+ 1. The difference in means is significant for all variables. The mean of CSRR_
I;, and CSRR_Q; , is significantly higher for firms with future misbehavior than for
firms without future misbehavior. Consistent with H2, this indicates a positive rela-
tion between CSR reporting and future misbehavior. Table 5 shows significant cor-
relations between our measures of CSR reporting and prior (panel A) as well as

future corporate misbehavior (panel B), consistent with H/ and H2.
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics

Variable N Mean SD Min Median Max
CSR reporting

CSRR_I;, 4,499 0.43 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.00
CSRR_I2;, 4,499 0.53 0.50 0.00 1.00 1.00
CSRR_Q;, 3,150 40.32 11.31 1.98 39.93 74.33
CSR reporting history

PriorGRI_I,, 4,499 0.47 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.00
PriorGRI_N;, 4,499 1.84 2.68 0.00 0.00 14.00
CSRR_I;, 3 4,499 0.28 0.45 0.00 0.00 1.00
Corporate misbehavior

CIR_I;, 4,499 0.31 0.46 0.00 0.00 1.00
CIR_N;, 4,499 0.54 1.25 0.00 0.00 23.00
CIR_S;, 4,499 2.37 5.38 0.00 0.00 93.00
CIR_R;, 3,986 0.33 0.37 0.00 0.16 1.00
Future corporate misbehavior

CIR I, 4,499 0.32 0.46 0.00 0.00 1.00
CIR_N; ., 4,499 0.55 1.24 0.00 0.00 23.00
CIR_S; .\, 4,499 2.36 5.30 0.00 0.00 93.00
CIR R, 3,982 0.32 0.36 0.00 0.16 1.00
Prior corporate misbehavior

CIR_I;, ; 4,499 0.31 0.46 0.00 0.00 1.00
CIR _I;53, 4,499 0.94 1.14 0.00 0.00 3.00
CIR_N;, ; 4,499 0.58 1.41 0.00 0.00 30.00
CIR_N;x3, 4,499 1.71 3.45 0.00 0.00 44.00
CIR_S; ; 4,499 2.61 5.97 0.00 0.00 93.00
CIR_S;y3, 4,499 7.68 15.84 0.00 2.00 226.00
CIR_R;, ; 3,194 0.35 0.40 0.00 0.16 1.00
Further variables

AGE;, 4,499 35.00 26.99 0.00 30.00 156.00
BRAND;, 4,499 0.14 0.35 0.00 0.00 1.00
CROSS;, 4,499 0.41 0.49 0.00 0.00 1.00
DJSI;, 4,499 0.33 0.47 0.00 0.00 1.00
DJSI;,, 4,499 0.33 0.47 0.00 0.00 1.00
EXCHANGE, 4,499 0.77 0.05 0.68 0.76 0.88
FFLOAT,;, 4,499 80.01 21.71 0.00 88.00 100.00
GLOBAL;, 4,499 41.03 32.42 -73.47 39.48 689.70
GLOBAL,,, 4,499 41.53 30.70 -73.47 41.13 215.62
HO, 4,499 3.98 0.38 3.18 4.17 4.96
LEGAL, 4,499 0.46 0.50 0.00 0.00 1.00
LEV,, 4,499 26.04 15.08 0.00 24.75 98.92
MSHARE; 4,499 -7.26 7.55 -59.00 -4.89 -0.00
PO, 4,499 4.32 0.25 3.58 4.36 4.94
RD;, 4,487 712,730.20  1,583,548.00 0.00 1,029.00 1.36e+07
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Table 3 (continued)

Variable N Mean SD Min Median Max
ROA,, 4,488 5.12 5.64 -38.96 4.38 62.35
ROE;, 4,499 15.24 64.94 -662.10 13.57 3,821.40
SIZE;, 4,499 16.86 1.15 9.32 16.85 20.04
SIZE; ., 4,499 16.91 1.13 9.88 16.90 20.29
STATE;, 4,499 2.24 10.48 0.00 0.00 93.50
UNGC;, 4,499 0.31 0.46 0.00 0.00 1.00
UNGC,,, 4,499 0.33 0.47 0.00 0.00 1.00
VOLA,, 4,499 26.06 8.14 6.65 25.01 73.02

Presents the descriptive statistics for all variables used in our main and robustness analyses for our main
sample of Fortune Global 500 firms over the period 2003—2013. Values for the number and severity of
current (CIR_N;,, CIR_S; ), future (CIR_Nj, 1> CIR_S; 1) and prior misbehaviors (CIR_N;, 3, CIR_

—Lr 1,
Nis3y CIR_S;, 3, CIR_S; y3) are raw data before logtransformation. Since these data are strongly skewed,
they are logtransformed in our empirical tests (Tables 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). All variables are defined as in
Appendix 3

6 Empirical results
6.1 Prior corporate misbehavior and CSR reporting

Table 6 presents the results for model (1), which tests HI (that prior corporate mis-
behavior and voluntary CSR reporting are positively associated). Panel A shows
the results of a logistic regression on CSRR_I;, based on our six measures of
PriorCIR;, 3/53,, displayed in column (A) trough (F). In all columns, the McFad-
den pseudo—Rzyis about 0.26, which is similar to related studies (e.g., Dhaliwal et al.
2011; Christensen 2016) and indicates that the regression is well-specified. The
goodness of fit (GOF) test is not significant, indicating that the model fits the data
well (Kleinbaum and Klein 2010). The area under the ROC curve is higher than 82
percent. The model classifies about 75 percent of reporting and non-reporting firms
correctly and is highly significant (p <0.01). Overall, the quality of our model speci-
fications is very similar to related studies (Brammer and Pavelin 2006; Legendre and
Coderre 2013).3% All variance inflation factors (VIFs) are below the conservative
threshold of 5. Robust standard errors control for heteroscedasticity. Industry and
year fixed effects control for industry and time differences.

All measures of prior misbehavior are significantly positively related to CSRR_
I;,. The odds ratios indicate that CSR reporting is between 6 and 22 percent
more likely for firms with prior misbehavior than for their peers (CIR_I;, ;. 1.197
(p<0.05), CIR_I;5;: 1.084 (p<0.05), CIR_N;, 3 1.223 (p<0.05), CIR_N;5;:
1.165 (p<0.01), CIR_S; . 5: 1.096 (p<0.05), CIR_S; y5,: 1.064 (p<0.1)). The effect

30 Some studies calculate other quality measures like the Nagelkerke R? or the Cox & Snell R2. Values
of about 0.41 and 0.30 for all our model specifications are in an uncritical range.
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Table 4 Difference in means tests

Panel A: Difference in means tests of the determinants of CSR reporting (CSRR_I;,=0/1)

All GRIreporter Non-reporter
Variable Mean Mean Mean Diff. in means t
CIR I, 5 0.3136 0.3678 0.2728 -0.0950 -6.8341#%*
CIR_I;53, 0.9438 1.0879 0.8352 -0.2528 <7415 %%
CIR_N;, ; 0.2932 0.3550 0.2466 -0.1083 -7.4254 %%
CIR_N; 53, 0.6305 0.7344 0.5523 -0.1821 -7.994 1%
CIR_S;, ; 0.7107 0.8306 0.6203 -0.2103 -7.4962% %%
CIR_S; 3, 1.3064 1.4653 1.1867 -0.2786 -7.4268%#*
DJSI;, 0.3350 0.4744 0.2300 -0.2445 -17.7888%*
UNGC;, 0.3121 0.4904 0.1777 -0.3127 -23.7712%%*
AGE,, 34.9953 39.5820 31.5401 -8.0419 -10.0016%**
CROSS;, 0.4072 0.4775 0.3542 -0.1232 -8.3924#s*
BRAND;, 0.1445 0.1945 0.1068 -0.0877 -8.348 1 sk
MSHARE;, -7.2645 -7.6841 -6.9484 0.7357 3.2397#%*
STATE;, 2.2394 2.6453 1.9336 -0.7117 -2.2568%#
LEGAL; 0.4614 0.5732 0.3772 -0.1960 -13.3036%%*
FFLOAT;, 80.0113 83.3963 77.4614 -5.9349 -9.1604#%*
VOLA,, 26.0618 25.4587 26.5162 1.0575 4.3194#5%%
LEV;, 26.0360 26.7908 25.4675 -1.3233 -2.9154%#
SIZE;, 16.8573 17.1238 16.6565 -0.4673 -13.8026%**
ROE, 15.2401 14.0574 16.1310 2.0736 1.0603

it

Panel B: Difference in means test of the determinants of future corporate misbehavior (CIR_1;,,,=0/1)

All Future No future
misbehavior misbehavior

Variable Mean Mean Mean Diff. in means t
CSRR_I;, 0.4297 0.4908 0.4014 -0.0894 -5.6496%#*
CSRR_Q;, 40.3241 13.1035 39.1184 -3.9851 -9.20327%#*
UNGC;,,, 0.3343 0.3697 0.3180 -0.0518 -3.4240%*
PO; 4.3190 4.3290 4.3144 -0.0146 -1.8455%
HO; 3.9799 3.9367 3.9998 0.0631 5.2324% %%
GLOBAL;,,, 41.5294 49.2299 37.9781 -11.2518 -11.5956%*
CIR_I;, 5 0.3136 0.5648 0.1977 -0.3670 -26.5095%**
CIR_I;53, 0.9438 1.8183 0.5404 -1.2779 -40.9976%%*
CIR_N;, ; 0.2932 0.5751 0.1631 -0.4120 -28.6581 %%
CIR_N; 53, 0.6305 0.3637 1.2090 -0.8453 -40.3836%*
CIR_S;, ; 0.7107 1.2714 0.4521 -0.8193 -29.8303#%#*
CIR_S; 3, 1.3064 2.2136 0.8880 -1.3255 -37.8636%%*
SIZE; ., 16.9086 17.4152 16.6750 -0.7402 -21.4503%%*
ROE 15.2401 17.6670 14.1208 -3.5462 -1.7027*

it

Presents the difference in means tests. Panel A shows the difference in means tests of the determinants
of CSR reporting (CSRR_I; ). Panel B shows the difference in means tests of the determinants of future
misbehavior (CIR_I; . ;). Values for CIR_N;, ;, CIR_N; 3, CIR_S;, ;, and CIR_S,y ;, are logtransformed

as in all empirical tests. All variables are defined as in Appendix 3

, F%, ##% indicate that the estimated differences in means are statistically significant at the 10 percent, 5
percent, and 1 percent level, respectively, using a two-tailed test
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Table 5 Correlations

Panel A: Correlation matrix — prior corporate misbehavior and CSR reporting
CSRR_I;, CSRR_Q,, CIR,; CIR l;y;, CIRN;.; CIRN;y; CIRS; ; CIR_S;y;,

CSRR_I;, 1 0.3851* 0.1014*  0.1099* 0.1101*  0.1184* 0.1111*%  0.1101%*
CSRR_Q;, 0.3960* 1 0.1334*  0.1573* 0.1456*  0.1616* 0.1563*  0.1692%*
CIR I;,;  0.1086*  0.1404* 1 0.8063* 0.8900*  0.7623* 0.7052*%  0.6277*
CIR_I;y;, 0.1148%  0.1665* 0.7976% 1 0.7669*  0.9437* 0.6746%  0.7786*
CIR_N;,; 0.1169*  0.1512* 0.9787*  0.7948* 1 0.8228* 0.7625*%  0.6618*
CIR_N;s;, 0.1197%  0.1681* 0.7787*  0.9815% 0.7979* 1 0.7162*  0.8191*
CIR_S;,; 0.1098*  0.1566* 0.7385*%  0.6813* 0.7576*  0.6877* 1 0.8520%*

CIR_S;y; 0.1088*  0.1696* 0.6464*  0.8154* 0.6636*  0.8292* 0.8370*% 1

Panel B: Correlation matrix — CSR reporting and future corporate mishehavior
CIR_I,, CIRN,, CIRS,, CSRRI, CSRR_Q,

— Lt

CIR_1,,,; 1 0.8999* 0.7054*  0.0839* 0.1619*
CIR_N,; 09826% 1 0.7581*  0.0751* 0.1569*
CIR_S,.; 0.7171*  0.7319* 1 0.0642* 0.1320%*
CSRR_I; 0.1109*%  0.1126* 0.0792*% 1 0.3851%

=it

CSRR_Q;, 0.1658*  0.1658* 0.1300*  0.3960* 1

Presents the correlation matrices with Bravais-Pearson correlations above and Spearman rank correla-
tions below the diagonal. Panel A shows the correlations between the measures of prior corporate mis-
behavior and CSR reporting. Panel B shows the correlations between the measures of CSR reporting and
future corporate misbehavior. All variables are defined as in Appendix 3

* indicates that the estimated correlations are statistically significant at the 5 percent level

size is similar to factors identified in prior studies, such as firm size, leverage, and
age.’!

Panel B shows the results of an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression on CSRR_
Q; - For all measures of prior misbehavior, the adjusted R? is around 0.39, which indi-
cates that the regression is well-specified. All VIFs are below the conservative threshold
of 5. Robust standard errors control for heteroscedasticity. Industry and year fixed effects
control for industry and time differences. All measures of prior misbehavior are signifi-
cantly positively related to CSRR_Q; ,, which implies that the occurrence, number, and
severity of prior misbehaviors are associated with higher CSR disclosure quality, i.e.,
extended information on the items identified as relevant by external agencies such as

31 Government participation (STATE; ) has no significant effect on CSR reporting. The sign is negative
as expected. In our sample, state participation is very low (mean=2.24 percent). This may explain its
lack of influence. Share price volatility (VOLA;)) has no significant impact either, consistent with the
inconclusive results in prior studies. Leverage (LEV;) has a significantly positive effect (p<0.01) on
CSR reporting (Watson et al. 2002). ROE, is insignificant. The other determinants significantly relate to
CSR reporting and carry the expected signs.
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Bloomberg.*?> Overall, our findings support A/ and imply that firms use CSR reporting
to signal that they have learned from past mistakes, or, alternatively, that firms green-
wash past misbehavior to reduce reputational damages according to legitimacy theory.

6.2 CSRreporting and future corporate misbehavior

Table 7 presents the results for model (2), which tests H2 on the relation of CSR
reporting with future misbehavior.*® Panel A columns (A) through (F) show the results
for the decision to issue a CSR report (CSRR_I;,) and our three measures of future
misbehavior CIR;,,;, with two alternative prior period measures of misbehavior as
a control. The Durbin-Wu-Hausman test indicates endogeneity related to CSRR_I;,
(»<0.01/0.05) in all cases. The centered R? is between 0.10 and 0.49. The models are
highly significant (p<0.01). AGE;; and FFLOAT;, fulfill the criterion of relevance,
as simple correlations (untabulated) and multivariate tests (Tables 6 and 7) indicate
significant relations to CSRR_I;,.** Regarding exogeneity, AGE;, and FFLOAT,, show
no economically meaningful correlations with any measure of FutureCIR, ,, ; (between
0.03 and 0.08).% The Kleinbergen-Papp F statistic of the first stage is between 46
and 48, which is above the critical value of 19.93 for a model with one endogenous
regressor and two IVs (Stock and Yogo 2002; Bascle 2008).>® We can reject weak
identification and associated asymptotic biases based on these results (Bascle 2008)
and confirm the relevance and suitability of the IVs. We find a significantly positive
association of CSRR_I; , with all measures of FutureCIR,;,,; (p<0.01/0.05), consistent
with H2 and legitimacy theory. In all columns, we document a positive association
between past and future misbehavior. Column (G) analyzes the incremental effect of
the severity of prior misconduct in more detail. We include the interaction of CIR_
I;55, and CIR_S;y;, in model (2) with future misconduct CIR_S;,, as the depend-
ent variable. We continue to find a significantly positive association of CSRR_I; , with
CIR_S;,,; (0.263; p<0.05). Moreover, while we find that the coefficient on CIR_S; s 3,
is positive (0.352; p<0.01), the coefficient on CIR_Iy5, is negative (-0.256; p<0.01),
which indicates that prior incidents of misbehavior in the absence of high severity are
associated with less severe future misconduct. However, the interaction is positively
significant (0.114; p<0.01), implying that the severity of future misbehavior increases
in the frequency of prior misbehavior when the incidents are more severe.

32 This is in line with literature on ESG rating coverage, such as by Bloomberg, that finds an increase in
CSR disclosures for more-covered firms (Bikmetova and Pirinsky 2022).

3 We use heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors (r) since the Pagan-Hall test is significant with
p<0.01 and rejects homoscedasticity.

* This also holds for the additional IVs DJSI;, , and CROSS;,.

3 Correlations of DJSI;, ; and CROSS;, are slightly higher (between 0.16 and 0.18), but the C statistic
test of exogeneity for DJSI;, ; and CROSS;, finds insignificant results in our additional analyses (p>0.1,
untabulated), supporting their exogeneity (Bascle 2008). Prior studies have validated the exogeneity of
firm age (e.g., Harjoto and Jo 2011; Christensen 2016); hence, the prerequisite to perform the C statistic
test of at least one exogenous instrument (Wooldridge 2013) may be considered fulfilled.

3 We cannot use the Anderson-Rubin or Cragg-Donald tests (which also serve to validate relevance)
since we use heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors (e.g., Baum et al. 2007; Cheng et al. 2014).
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Panel B shows the results for CSRR_Q; .. The endogeneity results are similar to
CSRR_I;,. In columns (A) through (G), we find a significantly positive association
of CSRR_Q; , with all measures of FutureCIR;,,; (p<0.01/0.1), consistent with H2
and legitimacy theory. Voluntary CSR reporting does not seem to foster behavioral
change and break the direct relation between prior and future misbehavior. The inter-
action results in column (G) are largely equivalent to panel A. Overall, the results
imply that more extensive voluntary CSR reporting is not a signal of credible CSR
commitment. Instead, more extensive voluntary CSR reporting is associated with an
increase in the occurrence, number, and severity of future misbehaviors; hence, it
likely serves as an instrument of impression management and greenwashing.

Table 8 presents the results for the SR model, where we trim outliers in all contin-
uous variables at the 2.5th and 97.5th percentiles (panel A with CSRR_I; : N=4,278,
panel B with CSRR_Q; : N=2,996) and de-mean V to ensure that its mean is zero,
consistent with the underlying methodology (Dong and Lewbel 2015; Bontemps and
Nauges 2016). The general White (1980) test negates heteroscedasticity. We present
marginal effects since regression coefficients in binary models have less explana-
tory power. The results are inferentially equivalent to the 2SLS results. All measures
of FutureCIR,;,,, are positively associated with CSRR_I;, (p<0.01/0.05/0.1) and
CSRR_Q;, (p<0.01/0.05). All SR model specifications show adequate test statistics.

7 Additional analyses and robustness

In additional and robustness analyses, we address concerns that factors such as a
firm’s CSR reporting history, alternative IVs, variable measurement, model spec-
ification, or sample composition may affect our results. All tests strongly support
our main inferences. Table 9 summarizes the results for models (1) and (2) for our
measures of prior and future misbehavior based on CIR_I;,. Results with our other

measures of misbehavior (based on CIR_N; , CIR_S; ) are inferentially equivalent.

7.1 Reporting history

First, we address the concern that the firm’s history of CSR reporting may affect
our results. Following Granger (1969), we include an additional variable in model
(1) that accounts for prior CSR reporting. We use either a dichotomous variable that
indicates whether firm i has issued a GRI report in any year prior to t (PriorGRI_I; )
or a categorical variable that counts the number of prior GRI reports before t (Pri-
orGRI_N; ). For both variants, we find a significantly positive association with CSR
reporting in t (CSRR_I;, or CSRR_Q; ) (p <0.01, untabulated). As in our main anal-
yses, we find a significantly positive association between each measure of prior mis-
behavior (CIR_I;, 3, CIR I;y;,, CIR_N,, 3, CIR_N,y;,, CIR_S;, ;, or CIR_S, ;) and
CSRR_Q;, (p<0.01/0.05). However, there is no significant relation with CSRR_I; .
Subsequent to misbehavior, firms with a (more experienced) history of CSR report-
ing improve the quality of their reports rather than increase their likelihood of issu-
ing another CSR report, which is not surprising since they have already been issuing

@ Springer
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CSR reports in the past. In model (2), we replace the CSR reporting variable in
t with each of the reporting history variables (PriorGRI_I;, or PriorGRI_N, ). For
both variables, we find a significantly positive association with future misbehavior
(CIR_I; 11, CIR_N, ., or CIR_S;,, ;) (p<0.01/0.05/0.1), indicating an increase in
misbehavior after a (more experienced) history of CSR reporting, which is in line
with legitimacy theory.

Furthermore, controlling for prior CSR reporting quality in model (1) with
CSRR_Q;, as the dependent variable does not change our main inferences. We
include a variable that captures CSR reporting quality prior to past misbehavior,
i.e., CSRR_Q;, in the last available year prior to t-3 (PriorCSRR_Q; ). The asso-
ciations between prior misbehavior and CSRR_Q,, remain positively significant
(p<0.05/0.1, untabulated) for all measures of prior misbehavior (CIR_N;, ;, CIR_
N;y3y CIR_S;, 3, CIR_S,;y3,) except the association between (CIR_I;, ;, CIR I;y3,)

1A

and CSRR_Q; ;.

7.2 Alternative instrumental variables

To address the concern that our choice of IVs may bias the results, we repeat the
analyses of model (2) with all 10 combinations of four, three, or two of the IVs
outlined in Sect. 4.2.2. In addition, we follow Christensen (2016) and use R&D
expenses (RD; ) and GRI reporting in t-3 (CSRR_I; , ;) as additional IVs. Each speci-
fication confirms a significantly positive relation of CSR reporting and future misbe-
havior (p <0.01/0.05/0.1), in line with legitimacy theory.

7.3 Alternative variable measurement

To address the concern that our variable measurement may bias the results, we
repeat our main analyses with different measures of misbehavior. First, we measure
irresponsibility based on Refinitiv’s ESG controversy score instead of the CCRD.
We find significantly positive associations of CSR reporting (CSRR_I;,, CSRR_Q; )
with both the prior ESG controversy score in t-3 (CIR_R,;,.;) (p <0.05/0.1) and the
future ESG controversy score in t+1 (CIR_R; ., ;) (p<0.01).

Second, as an alternative measure for the severity of misbehavior, we apply
Refinitiv’s weighting mechanism to our CCRD-based data on the number of cases
of misbehavior in t-3, over the period from t-3 to t-1, and in t+ 1 (CIR_Nw; 3, CIR_
Nw; 3y, CIR_Nw; ). 37 Again, we find significantly positive associations between
prior misbehavior (CIR_Nw; , 3, CIR_Nw; y3,) and CSR reporting (CSRR_I;,, CSRR_
0; (p<0.01/0.05) and between CSR reporting (CSRR_I;,, CSRR_Q; ) and future
misbehavior (CIR_Nw; ., ;) (p<0.01/0.05).

37 Refiniv multiplies the number of cases of misbehavior by severity weights based on market capitaliza-
tion (1 for small firms (<2 billion), 2/3 for medium firms (> =2 billion), and 1/3 for large firms (>=10
billion)).

@ Springer



1848 C. Reitmaier et al.

We further use a measure for voluntary CSR reporting that does not require firms to
have applied the GRI standards (CSRR_I2;, instead of CSRR_I; ), i.., a dichotomous vari-
able that indicates the voluntary issuance of any kind of stand-alone CSR report (including
but not limited to GRI reports). The results are similar to our main results and in line with
legitimacy theory. Moreover, we measure performance by return on assets (ROA, ) instead
of ROE;, and find consistent results. Next, we measure industry fixed effects based on ICB
industries instead of supersectors and again find consistent results. Furthermore, we adjust
for outliers in all continuous variables by winsorizing and trimming at the 1% and 99" per-
centiles (e.g., Albers and Guenther 2011). The results remain inferrentially unaffected.

7.4 Alternative model specifications

Our main inferences remain valid for different combinations of fixed effects: (1)
industry-year fixed effects in addition to separate year and industry fixed effects; (2)
country instead of industry fixed effects in addition to year fixed effects; (3) as in
(2) and additionally clustered standard errors on the firm level to reduce the risk
of serial correlation in the residuals®®; (4) country-year fixed effects in addition to
separate year and country fixed effects; and (5) fixed effects on all three dimensions,
i.e., year, industry, and country.®* Analyzing probit instead of logistic estimations
of model (1) using CSRR_I;, as the dependent variable supports our inferences.
We also rerun the 2SLS regression in model (2) using probit and logistic regres-
sions for the first stage because CSRR_I;,,; is binary. Our main inferences remain
unaffected.*

In addition, we control for potential peer effects following Qiangian und Rui
(2018), who find that peer performance affects firms’ earnings management, i.e.,
intensifies opportunistic reporting behavior. Therefore, we include the mean number
of prior misbehaviors of all firms within the same ICB industry (CIR_Npeer;y;,) in
models (1) and (2). This variable is positively significant in both models (p <0.01,
untabulated) and does not change our main inferences. The firms’ voluntary GRI
reporting decision, their CSR disclosure quality, and their future misbehavior are
significantly associated with both their own and their peer group’s prior misbehavior.

3% The misbehavior severity score (CIR_. S;:.3 and CIR_S;y3,) turns insignificant in model (1). The indi-
cator variables and the number of misbehaviors (CIR_I;, ;, CIR_I;x;,, CIR_N,, ;, CIR_N, y;,), however,
remain significant (p <0.05/0.1). All specifications of model (2) confirm a significantly positive associa-
tion of CSR reporting with future misbehavior (p <0.01/0.05/0.1), in line with legitimacy theory.

3 The associations between the indicator variables of misbehavior (CIR_ I;,.3and CIR I;y5,) and CSRR_
Q, turn insignificant in model (1). The associations between the number and severity of misbehaviors
(CIR_N;, 3, CIR_N;53,, CIR_S;, ;, CIR_S;5;,) and CSRR_Q, . however, remain significant (p <0.05/0.1,
untabulated). The associations of all variants or prior misbehavior variables and CSRR_I;, remain sig-
nificant (p <0.01/0.05/0.1). All specifications of model (2) confirm a significantly positive association of
CSR reporting with future misbehavior (p <0.01/0.05).

0 The coefficients of CSRR_I;, in the second stage turn insignificant using the combination CIR_N;,.,
and CIR_Ny;, and the combmatlon CIR_S;,,; and CIR_Sy;,. All other specifications confirm a signifi-
cantly positive association of CSRR_I;, with future misbehavior (p <0.01/0.05/0.1).
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7.5 Alternative sample composition: cross-sectional analyses

To address the concern that our results may depend on the industrial or regional back-
ground of the sample firms, we repeat our primary analyses for different sample composi-
tions. First, we exclude ICB supersectors with high environmental and social impact (with
CSRR_I,: N=1952, with CSRR_Q, : N=1,355) following Young and Marais (2012)."!
High impact industries implemented CSR reporting at a very early stage (KPMG 1999,
2002), and CSR-related scandals have been prevalent in these industries (e.g., Boele et al.
2001; Flammer 2013). While our main inferences hold for the subsample excluding high
impact industries (p <0.01/0.05), the subsample with only firms from high impact indus-
tries (with CSRR_I;: N=2,547, with CSRR_Q;: N=1,795) provides some different
results for model (1): prior misbehavior (CIR_I;, ;, CIR_N;, 3, or CIR_S; ;) is not signifi-
cantly associated with CSRR_I;, or CSRR_Q, ,, consistent with the explanation that firms
from high impact industries are under pressure to report on CSR due to the bad image of
their industry and not necessarily their own behavior. The results of model (2) again show
a significantly positive association of CSR reporting and future misbehavior (CIR_I;,, ;,
CIR_N; ., or CIR_S; ,, ;» p<0.01/0.05/0.1, untabulated), in line with legitimacy theory.

Second, we exclude financial firms (ICB code 8000; with CSRR_I; : N=3,712,
with CSRR_Q; : N=2,612) since voluntary reporting is highly industry-specific
(e.g., Kolk et al. 2001). Our main inferences remain valid.*?

Third, we control for the influence of country cultural differences on voluntary
reporting (Maignan and Ralston 2002; Welford 2004) by re-estimating our models for
different subsamples: We first exclude all firms from the US, the most frequently rep-
resented nation in our sample (with CSRR_I; : N=2,858, with CSRR_Q, : N=2,028).
We find a significantly positive association between all variables of prior misbehavior
and CSRR_I;, (p<0.01/0.05/0.1) but not CSRR_Q;,. All specifications of model (2)
confirm a significantly positive association of CSR reporting with future misbehav-
ior (p<0.01/0.05). Next, we only include European firms (with CSRR_I; : N=1,605,
with CSRR_Q; : N=1,197), since Europe has emphasized CSR more strongly than
other regions (Tschopp 2005; Welford 2005).* In model (1), the association of prior
misbehavior with CSRR_Q;, is either insignificant (CIR_N;,;, CIR_S;,;) or nega-
tively significant (CIR_I; 3, CIR_Ii,By, CIR_N,»’Zj,y, CIR_SLB),, p<0.01/0.05/0.1).
With CSRR_I;,, all variants of prior misbehavior are significantly positively associ-

—Lip

ated (p<0.01/0.05). Firms with prior misbehavior tend to increase their likelihood of
issuing a CSR report but decrease their disclosure quality, which might be a result of

410500 Oil & Gas, 1300 Chemicals, 1700 Basic Resources, 2300 Construction & Materials, 2700 Indus-
trial Goods & Services, 3300 Automobiles & Parts, 3500 Food & Beverage, 3700 Personal & Household
Goods, 7500 Utilities.

“2 For CSRR_I;,, the indicator and the severity score of misbehavior (CIR_/, 3, CIR I3, CIR_S, 3, CIR_
Sy3,) turn insignificant in model (1). The number of misbehaviors (CIR_N, ; and CIR;NZ3V), however,
remains significant (p <0.1, untabulated). With CSRR_Q, ,, all variants of prior misbehavior are signifi-
cantly positively associated (p <0.01/0.05). All specifications of model (2) confirm a significantly posi-

tive association of CSR reporting with future misbehavior (p <0.01/0.05/0.1).

43 These tests further reduce concerns about potentially biased coverage of different regions by the
CCRD. We do not calculate our initial model for single countries since this would prevent us from inves-
tigating important aspects like cultural differences (PO, and HO,) and the influence of legal background
(LEGAL)).
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higher public scrutiny on CSR and related (mis-)reporting due to the stronger regula-
tions in Europe. Most specifications of model (2) confirm a significantly positive asso-
ciation of CSR reporting with future misbehavior (p <0.01/0.05/0.1).*

7.6 Alternative sample composition: extended timeframe

Finally, we analyze a broader sample of Fortune Global 500 firms until 2018.*> We com-
pare our main sample period (2003—2013) to the periods 2014-2016 (after the issuance
of the EU directive and the Integrated Reporting Framework) and 2017-2018 (after
the effective date of the EU directive). For 2014-2016, we find a significantly negative
association between prior misbehavior and CSRR_I;, in model (1) (p<0.01/0.05/0.1).
For 2017-2018, the association is insignificant for CIR I, 3, CIR_IZ3y, and CIR_NBy
and significantly negative for CIR_N, ;, CIR_S, ;, and CIR_SZ3), (p<0.05/0.1, untabu-
lated). In model (2), the association of CSRR_I;, with future misbehavior is insignifi-
cant for CIR_I;, 3, CIR_I;,, and CIR_N;, ; and negatively significant for CIR_Ny;,,
CIR_S;, 3, and CIR_S;y3, (p<0.05/0.1, untabulated) for 2014-2016 and insignificant
for 2017-2018. However, this extended time period is characterized by a transition
from voluntary to mandatory CSR reporting. We observe in the data collection pro-
cess that many firms have replaced GRI-based stand-alone CSR reports with integrated
reports or mandatory reports which are not captured by our measure for CSRR_I;,. The
CSRR_I;, measure is therefore not suitable for this time period, and the results cannot
be interpreted as evidence of a decrease in misbehavior.

For CSRR_Q; ,, we find no significant associations with prior or future misbehav-
ior in either time period. Again, the interpretation of these results requires caution, as
many of our sample firms are operating in jurisdictions that are affected by the Euro-
pean and other initiatives to mandate the disclosure of CSR-related information. The
firms’ reporting and hence our measure for CSRR_Q;, will therefore be affected by
these regulations. Overall, our measures of CSRR,; do not well reflect voluntary CSR
reporting during the later time periods, which is why we excluded these periods from
our main analyses. More future research is needed to analyze the effects of mandatory
CSR reporting on misbehavior in a clean setting.

8 Quasi-natural experiment

To further validate our results, we use a quasi-natural experiment and analyze an
exogenous shock to textile-related industries. In 2013, the Rana Plaza disaster in
Bangladesh led many firms to sign an accord for better working conditions. We
analyze the voluntary signature as an additional form of proclaiming CSR commit-
ment, to shed more light on the relation between public CSR commitment and actual

# The association is insignificant when using the combinations CSRR_I;, and CIR_I;y;, or CSRR_Q;,
and CIR_S; 3,
45 After excluding firms not covered by the databases used, the sample includes 632 firms.
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behavior.*® The general expectation is that catastrophes like the Rana Plaza disaster
lead to better working conditions in the related industries, since public scrutiny fol-
lowing the events is high and firms have incentives to fix their shortcomings. We
compare the firms affected by the disaster to a control group of unaffected firms
from other industries in a difference-in-differences design. In addition, we divide the
group of affected firms into signatories and non-signatories of the accord. Signal-
ing theory implies a particular reduction in misbehavior for signatories if the signa-
ture constitutes a credible signal of CSR commitment. However, the results of our
analyses above imply that many firms proclaim CSR commitment for legitimization
rather than signaling. Legitimacy theory implies that prior misbehavior increases the
likelihood of firms signing the accord and that signatories do not reduce, and may
even increase, their misbehavior afterwards. We thus expect that signatories behave
less responsibly than non-signatories pre and post accord.*’

We analyze 528 firms in five ICB subsectors: Clothing & Accessories (ICB code
3763), Footwear (3765), Food Retailers & Wholesalers (5337), Apparel Retailers
(5371), and Broadline Retailers (5373). The 176 firms that signed the accord in
2013 (Bangladeshaccord 2013) are concentrated in these five ICB subsectors, except
for three firms that we exclude since their main activities are in inadequately repre-
sented subsectors (Food Products (3577), Furnishing (3726), and Toys (3747)). We
exclude 95 firms that signed the accord after 2013 or signed the follow-up accord
that became effective in 2018. We further exclude 139 signatories and 171 non-sig-
natories that are not covered by the databases used (Datastream, Eikon, and CCRD).
The final sample includes 34 signatories and 89 non-signatories. As in Paik et al.
(2017), the size of these two subsamples is relatively small but sufficient (Barnes
2017). We analyze misbehavior from 2000 to 2018. As a control sample, we analyze
the Fortune Global 500 firms described in Sect. 7.6 (632 firms). Table 10 shows
the results. Panel A provides the means and standard deviations of CIR_I;, for the
period pre (2000-2012) and post the disaster (2014-2018) for the three samples.
Linear regressions test for differences (panel B). Figure 1 illustrates the results.

46 In April 2013, the Rana Plaza building in Dhaka collapsed, killing more than 1,100 people and badly
injuring thousands more (Bangladeshaccord 2019). This was an unexpected shock to the market and
affected textile-related firms all over the world that commonly outsource their manufacturing in Bang-
ladesh to save costs (Quinlan and Sheldon 2011; Barnes 2017). In response to an increase in external
pressure after the disaster, outsourcing firms, trade unions, and witnesses initiated a safety agreement
(the Accord on Fire and Building Safety in Bangladesh) effective in May 2013 — only one month after
the disaster (Bangladeshaccord 2019). The aim was to gather money and resources to improve safety and
working conditions and foster CSR over economic targets (Paik, Lee, and Krumwiede 2017).

47 Another, more recent incident occurred in Dhaka in 2017. An old heating boiler exploded in a factory
despite inspections in accordance with the accord (Bangladeshaccord 2017). The factory was a supplier
for several firms that had signed the accord in 2013. Akbar and Deegan (2021) highlight that a main
reason for increased disclosures on workplace safety after the Rana Plaza disaster is to respond to outside
pressure. Sinkovics et al. (2016) further find that outside pressure after the disaster has led firms to prior-
itize measurable standards implementation above the needs of their employees and society as a whole. In
addition, firms seek greater efficiency in their processes to cope with the increasing cost of compliance,
and neglect harmful side effects that destroy social value. Overall, this indicates that improvements after
the disaster do not necessarily address all dimensions of CSR.
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POST

—e— CIR_F500  —-&-- CIR_SIG
..... ®---- CIR_NONSIG — 4 - CIR_ALL

Fig. 1 Mean corporate misbehavior pre and post 2013 by firm groups. Displays the mean corporate mis-
behavior (CIR_I;,) pre and post 2013 by firm groups (created in STATA). On average, corporate misbe-
havior is significantly lower for the overall sample of firms and for the control group of unaffected For-
tune Global 500 firms in the period after the incident compared to the period before the incident. While
for both non-signatories and signatories corporate misbehavior is significantly higher after the incident,
the average corporate misbehavior remains significantly higher for signatories compared to non-signato-
ries as well as to the unaffected Fortune Global 500 firms

from pre to post 2013. The coefficient of -0.0740 (p <0.01) of POST indicates that
the average unaffected Fortune Global 500 firm has reduced misbehavior by 0.0740
from pre to post 2013 (0.2807 vs. 0.2066). The mean of CIR_I;, is higher for sig-
natories than for unaffected firms by 0.0904 pre 2013 (p <0.01; 0.3710 vs. 0.2807)
and by 0.1816 post 2013 (p<0.01; 0.3882 vs. 0.2066). This difference has thus
increased by (0.1816-0.0904 =) 0.0912 from pre to post 2013 (p <0.05). CIR_I; , of
non-signatories is lower than that of unaffected firms by 0.1026 pre 2013 (p <0.01;
0.1780 vs. 0.2807). Post 2013, it is higher by 0.0383 (p <0.1; 0.2449 vs. 0.2066).
This difference has thus increased by (0.0383-0.1026=) 0.1409 (p<0.01). The
main inferences hold after including the determinants and control variables of model
(2) and using industry fixed effects.*® Overall, the results indicate that misbehavior
is more likely for signatories compared to both non-signatories and unaffected firms
pre and post 2013 and that signatories do not reduce their misbehavior after signing
the accord. Firms seem to sign the accord to greenwash misbehavior rather than to
signal true CSR commitment.

Overall, CIR_I; , has significantly declined for the average firm in the total sample

non-signatories compared to unaffected firms is no longer significant. All other differences, particularly
those of signatories, remain significant. PO;, HO;, GLOBAL;,, CIR_I;,;, and SIZE;, are significant at
p<0.01; ROE,, is significant at p<0.1. UNGC; is not significant. We measure prior misbehavior (CIR_
I;,.;) in the year before the dependent variable CIR_I;, in order to control for the direct relation between
past and future misbehavior. We measure all other variables at the same time as CIR_I;, i.e., in t (com-
parable to model (2) where FutureCIR; ,; and further variables are measured at the same time, t+1). We

do not use year fixed effects since POST captures time differences.

8 The difference in the mean of CIR_I;, pre 2013 and the change of CIR_I;, from pre to post 2013 for
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9 Conclusion

We analyze corporate misbehavior pre and post voluntary CSR reporting to
address the reciprocal relation of proclaimed and implemented CSR commit-
ment over time. Prior literature on the relation between CSR reporting and CSR
performance often aggregates responsible and irresponsible behaviors. To avoid
measurement problems arising from this aggregation, we measure irresponsible
behavior only, but across all CSR dimensions and preceding as well as sub-
sequent to CSR reporting. We find significantly positive associations between
CSR reporting (the voluntary issuance of a GRI report and CSR disclosure
quality) and both prior and future misbehavior (occurrence, number, and sever-
ity). This implies that prior misbehavior increases the efforts expended for CSR
reporting. However, our results imply that CSR reporting, even of better qual-
ity, is not an indication of improved operations but is related to increased future
misbehavior, both in terms of number and severity.

We substantiate our findings using the Rana Plaza disaster in Bangladesh in
2013 as a quasi-natural experiment. We analyze the voluntary decision to sign an
accord for better working conditions as an additional form of proclaiming CSR
commitment. We find that misbehavior is more likely for signatories before and
after the signature, compared to non-signatories and firms from industries not
affected by the exogenous shock. Signatories show no sign of improvement. Con-
sistent with legitimacy theory, our results imply that voluntarily proclaiming CSR
commitment is not a credible signal of the latter but serves impression manage-
ment and greenwashing purposes.

An inevitable limitation of our study is that we cannot entirely rule out endo-
geneity issues. Still, multiple approaches that address these issues support our
inferences. Also, due to a lack of data, we had to exclude some firms from coun-
tries with apparent human rights violations like China. Our analyses focus on the
period until 2013 when CSR reporting was generally voluntary and before some
jurisdictions had begun to mandate it. Whereas we find an increase in misbehav-
ior subsequent to voluntary CSR reporting during our main sample period, we
find no such evidence for the extended time period of 2014-2018. However, this
later time period is characterized by a transition to mandatory reporting during
which our measures do not well reflect voluntary CSR reporting, which is why
we excluded it from our main analyses. Whereas some jurisdictions, like Europe,
have decided to mandate the disclosure of CSR information, others, like the US,
remain undecided about whether and how to mandate CSR reporting. The results
from our main sample period are unaffected by CSR reporting mandates and pro-
vide valuable insights for debates over what voluntary CSR reporting can and
cannot achieve. Nevertheless, future research is needed to investigate whether
mandatory CSR reporting is more effective in altering firm behavior toward
more responsibility than voluntary CSR reporting.

@ Springer



C. Reitmaier et al.

1856

Surxy-9o11d ‘ooueproae xe) ‘K1aqrig

(Sme[ TejuWw
-UOIIAUQ Jsurege “*3-a) suorjeuop [eoniog
uonordep
I9JeM ‘SONIUNWIIOD [BIO] JO Judwade[dsIp
‘ur33o7 (3971 ‘(A)1s19A1pOIQq) sa10ads
para3uepud 0) SJEAIYy) ‘UONONNSIP Jeyiqeyq
sapronsad Jo asn peardsopim
‘strids 1o ‘uonnyjod 19jem ‘uonnyjod Iy
SUOISSIWIO SeT 9SNOYuaaIs JO 9sea[ar
‘UOT)BISAI0JOP/ISAIOJUTET JO UONONNSI

soruedwoo
1o11ddns ur suonipuod 1ood ‘Surdinos
9rqeuressnsun ‘Korjod ureyd Ajddns 1004

SUOT)IPUOD SUTIOM
100d ‘INOQR[ PIOIO] “OUIT)IIAO SAISSIOXD
‘sofem Ky1oaod ‘sormfur 1oxyIom Aressadouun)

QOUQ[OIA
‘uonepIwnul JUaWSSeIRY [BNX9s ‘SUOT)
-B[OIA SIYSLI uBWINY ‘UO0ISSassodsIp ‘uorn
-BUIWLIOSIP JOPUAS ‘UONRUTWILIOSIP [RIoRy

QouRUY [BIO0S-NUY

SANIATIOR [2o1I[0d

$90IN0SAI 2 SJBIIqRY
SOIX0} 29 UONN[[O4

a3ueyd rewrt)

juowageuew ureyd Ajddng

SIYSII  SIOIOA

Sy uewInyg

KIaqrIq pue UOTIOIXd SUIpN[OUI ‘SWLIOJ ST [[B
ur uonydniiod jsureSe y1om prnoys sassoursng:(] opdourig
sontoq uondniiod-nuy

Sa130[0UY09) A[PUSLL} AJ[BIUSWUOIIAUD

Jo uorsnyjip pue juawdo[oAap oY) 93eInoous :¢ o[dourig
pue ‘Apiqisuodsar [ejuawuor

-1AUD 19Je213 djowold 03 saaneniur ayelropun g dourig
¢soSua[[eyd [eIUSWIUOIIAUD O} yoroidde

Kreuonnesaid e j10ddns pnoys sessoursng:/ opdrourig

JUSWIUOIIAUT JUSWIUOIIAUT

uonedndoo pue Judwiojdwa
J0 100dsa1 ur UOTJBUTWILIOSIP JO UONBUIIS 9y} :9 9[dIouLid
pue ‘Inoqe[ PIIYo JO UOTIOqE SATIIYS oy} :G o[drourig
<aoqe K1osnduwod
PUE Pa210J JO SULIOJ [[B JO UONBRUIWIS dY) :f o[dIouLid
‘3urureSreq 9AnO9[[0d
01 Y311 9y} JO UONTUS0II SATIOJYS A} PUB UOTIRIJOSSE
Jo wopaaig oY) proydn pnoys sessaursng :¢ o[drourig
Joqe]
sasnqe sy
uewny ur 3191dwod jou axe A3y Jey aIns ayew ;g rdourid
pue ‘sjySur uewny pawred0id A[[EUOnRUIUI JO UOT)O9)
-o1d oy 30adsax pue 110ddns pinoys sassoursng :| opdrourig
o1doag SIySTI uewng|

K1089100
-qns (YD) Iod 1o1ARyQQgSIW Jo sojdwexyg

sar10391eqNs (YD)

sa11039180 YD sa11039180 DONN

sar10391ed(-qns) (@YD) Surpuodsariod pue sordourrd DONN L1 d|qelL

L Xipuaddy

pringer

AQs



1857

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are...

ATYI] USWIUOIIAUS 3Y) 0] 9FLWEP JAISUAXT

911 ATrep 03 suondnisip Jofew ur sjnsay

ATYI] SONIUNWWIOD 0) 9FBUIEP JAISUIXD ‘SALIN[UT JUSURULID]
pajodye st s3uraq Surarj/erdoad jo dnois 93ref ;jea1n
PI199JJ® SALI0FILD 0M) URY) AUOJA

9[qepIOABUN JFBUIED SWIOS ‘JUSWUOIIAUD J} 0] SUTUI)BIIY) U0

911 ATrep 03 suondnisip ur syinsax A[jeordAy,

9[qepIoABUN dFBWEP JWOS Q1] 0} JuIuJeAIY) UJO ‘sornfur Arerodwa],
paroaye st s3uraq Surar/edoad jo dnoi3 o5ref ;jea1n

pajoape 1039180 QUO URY) QIO]A

JUSWIUOIIAUD I} 0] 1BAIY) JOIIP B A[oIRy

QJI[ AJTep 0) 9OUSIUIAUODUI UR UT SN A[[eordA,

QI 0 JBAIY) 10T & AJoTeI )I0JuodsIp A1esodwa],

s3ureq Surarj/erdoad jo (0psS) dnois [ews e uo jJoedw :9)RIOPOIN
Pa1oagIe sa11059180 0M] JO U

JUQWIUOIIAUD A} 0] 1BAIY) JOIIP B A[oIRy

SQOUSIUIAUODUI J[NI] UI SINSAT A[eordAy,

(seouenbasuod pue epmyruSewr JueoyruSIs ou) I 03 JBAIY) JOIP B AJoTey
paroayje Suraq SurArj//uosiad Quo Auo oIy

paroage 103910 9U0 ATUQ

uondrsaq

KILIOADS [RIUSWIUOIIAUT
KJLIAQS [R100S
A119A9S I[ROH

yoedwy
S311039)8D JO JqUUINN

KILIOADS [RIUQWIUOIIAUT
K)JLIOASS [R100S
K)110A9s YI[eoH

joeduy
$911039380 JO JoquUnN

KILI9ADS [RIUQWIUOIIAUT
K)JLIOASS [R100S
Ky110A0s Yi[eoH

joeduy
SA11039)BD JO JqUUINN

KILI9ADS [RIUQWIUOIIAUT
K)JLIOASS [R100S
K110A0s YI[eoH

joeduy

S911039)BD JO JqUUINN
BN

apmuseyy 3 dsuey

$109)J9 Jofew syutod
S109J2 9JeIopoul syutod ¢
$19919 Jourur syutod ¢
S109J0 payu| jurod |
SREYIG | Sur100§

QURYS FULI0IS 1Y PUBq

21008 AJ110A3S JOIABYIQSIIA] | d]qelL

Z Xipuaddy

pringer

As



C. Reitmaier et al.

1858

(pPaynuapr sased ON)

JUSWIULIOAOS [BUONEU B JO UONEN[YUI PUNOJOI]

sowayos SurIopune] ASUOW UOISEAD XE],

uondniiod ‘owayos A1aquig

Ked $1010211p QA1SS0XH

s1oyI0om Sul(ry 9sde[joo K10joe

SSQUSSI[PUB[ UI 9SBAIOUT ¢ SUOTIIPUOD AYI[-9AR[S,

QUIT)IOAO DATSSIOXD {[OAJ] QOURISISANS Y} MO[aq SOTe

("3 AI[IqeSIp ‘Qoel ‘I9pual) UOIRUTWLIOSIP JO sadA) JualtajI(q

IO[IOM B JO [eSSTWSIp Jrejun)

uonnyjod awonxa ‘[[ids 10 9[eos-o31e|

pue[ INO-IBJ[O JSAIOJUIET JO UOHONNSIJ

uonnrod Ire Jo S[OA9] [eSo[T Sumrue ‘uonn[od JOALI ‘UOTIRUTIIEIUOD JOJeMm ‘Tojem d)Sem JO oSIeyosIp [eSo[[
panruied uey) 10jem 2I0W FUISN JOJ ASUIII] JO YOBAIQ £JSNP JO SB[ PIsLIoyIneun yed sesd [[ews
Korjod s[eoatwayd 91X0) 1004

sajdurexy
JUSWUOIIAUD AU} 0) AFeWEP AI2AJS PrAIASIPIM PUB JAISUIXH KJLIOADS [RIUSWUOIIAUY
QJIT ATrep 03 suondnisIp SWANXI U S)NSAY KI119A9S TRID0S
SNIUNWWOD 0) 98
-WEP 9I0AS PLaIdSopIm PuE QAISUI)XA ‘SINOJ0 YIBAP ‘Popadu suonoe Suraes I A119A9S I[ROH
paroaye st s3uraq Surar/edoad jo dnoid oSre| ;jea1n joeduy
Pa1oagFe SOLI0591eD [BIOAS S91103980 JO IoquUnN

syutod ¢
syurod 4
syutod ¢
syurod ¢
jutod |
syutod ¢
syutod 4
syutod ¢
syurod ¢
jutod |
syutod ¢
syutod 4
syutod ¢
syurod
jutod |

EXRIN

$109JJ° 9I9A3S

q
£103918)
sqjdwrexy :g pPued

pringer

syutod ¢

AQs

(ponunuod) z| ajqeL



1859

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are...

JOUIQJUT ‘SO)ISGIM ULIY
‘19)s13oyareIodio) ‘eseqerep TYD

S1equoorg

JOUIRUT ‘SIISIM WLIY
‘19)s1391eI0dI0) ‘Oseqerep TYD

JOUIUI ‘SIISIM WLIY
‘19)s1391eI0dI0)) ‘Oseqerep TYD

Srequoorg

JouIdur
‘s9)ISqam WY “19)s13oyererodio)
JOUIQIUI ‘SOYISGIM ULIY
‘9)s13oyareIodio) ‘eseqerep TYO

1 1eak ur (mo1aq) ANpiqrsuodsar 9)erodiod Jo s9[qeLIRA INOJ 9Y) JO QU0 10f Iapjoyadeld v

¢€-1 129K U1 110d1 T D) SUOTE-PURIS OU SAYLIIPUL () ‘¢-)

IeaA ur 110daI [} QUO[B-pUB]S B JO 90UBNSST ATBIUN[OA AU} SIIBDIPUI | :9[qRLIEA SNOWOIOYDIJ
(1u0010d ur) *019 9-1 UL USY) “G-) UL A[R[IBAR JOU OSTe ST /G yysDH
J1 410 G-} UL USY) “p-) UI d[qe[IeAR J0U ST /G yy$D J1 10 -3 Ul o1 ‘g-) 0 Jorid 1eak d[qe[reae

JSE] 9Y} UI T ULIY JOJ 91008 2INSO[OSIP HSH S, Srequoorg oy £q painseawr A3fenb oInso[osIp YSD
1-1 [un 310daI YO © panssI pey I ULy SJedK Auew Moy ur

SoINSEAW 1 “°9°T 4} 910Joq T Wiy Aq pansst s110dox Ty Jo Joquinu 9y SJUNOD :9[qeLIeA [edLI05a1e)
1 210J2q 1J0daI [ D) SUO[E-PUE)IS OU SAIBIIPUI () £} 2I0Joq T ULIY

£q 110d0a1 YD) QUOTE-pUL]S QUO JSLI] JB JO 0ULNSST AILJUNJOA ) SAJBIIPUI | :O[qBLIBA SNOWOJOYII(]

(Quoorad

ur) 3 Jeak Ul T WLIY IO 2103 INSO[ISIp DSH s, 31aquoolg ay) £q painseaur A)ifenb 21nso[dsip YSO
1 183K ut 110da1 YSD SUO[B-PUB)IS OU SABIIPUI () £) Jeak Ul T way Aq

110da1 YSD AUOIB-pUB]S JO PUD AUB JO OUBNSSI ATBIUN[OA JY) SAIBIIPUI | :d[qRLIBA SNOWOIOYDI]
3 183K u1 110da1 [YO) SUO[B-pUR)S OU SABIIPUI () £} JeAK

ur 1wy Aq 310dal [YD SUO[e-puUR)S B JO 9oULNSST ATLIUN[OA ) SAJBDIPUI | :9[qRLIBA SNOWOIOYIIJ

1 1eaK ur (MO12q) so[qerrea Suniodar YSD 221y ) Jo uo I10J I9pjoyde[d v

71

a1
40140y 2qs1u 2110d10)

S 2150

"oy YsO01d
PINTIDHOM G

"I ryotond
L1011y Sunpiodat y§H

"O"H4SD
IR0
(%)

4450
Suniodat Y§)

901n0g

JUAWRINSBIN

J[qeLITA

SO[qELIEA JOISIT €1 3|qeL
€ xipuaddy

pringer

As



C. Reitmaier et al.

1860

1-3 03 ¢-) woiy porrad Jy) I9A0 10
¢-1 Ieak ur (mofaq) Apiqrsuodsarir 9yerodiod orid Jo se[qeLIeA |1 9y} JO duo Ioj Japjoyade(d v

sisAeue reoradwo oy ut (1 + X) UJ) pawIojsuenSo| ST 9[qeLIeA 9y} ‘2I100S ASIOA0NUOD

EETy 01

A014pYaqs1u 23p10d.102 101

@IDD  Anmygay oy Aq pardde warsAs SunySom oy Yirm 90UBPIOIOR UL pAYSIom ‘T +1 18ak ut Ay 1D NI

ANIUYY [ +1 T2 Ul 1 WY I0J ANTUYIY WOIJ 2109s ASIOA0NU0d HSH — | DY)
sisA[eue [eorndwo ay ut (] +X) u[) pauriojsuensoj si 9[qeLieA

[€2:0)0) Ay} ¢T +7 JeaK Ul T WY JO JOTABYIQSIUI JO SISED [[B JOAO 9109S AJLISADS JOTABYQSIW ) JO WING Y]
sisA[eue [eorndwo ayy ut (] +X) u[) pauriojsuen3oj si 9[qeLieA

[2:0)0) Ay} {1 +1 JeaK Ul T WY JO JOTABYIQSIUI JO SISED JO JI9qUINU ) SJUNOJ :d[qeLIBA [EI1I0318D) IHINTNID
[ +13 ITeoA Ul T WLIY JO IOTABRYIQSIW JO ASBD OU $JBIIPUI

(0] 0 ¢+ Teak Ul T WLIY JO JOTARYQQGSIW JO 9SBO QUO JSBI[ I SAIBIIPUI [ :9[qBLIBA SNOWOIOYIIJ Y]
1+3

Teak ur (mofaq) Apiqisuodsarir 9)e10dI09 2ININJ JO SI[QRLIBA JAY ) JO UO I0J J9p[oyade[d v yyaunmyg

A4014DY2GSs1U 2301010 24N

ADTUYY 3 TedK Ul T WY I0J ANIUYSY WOIJ 9109 ASIDAONU0d HSH — | 'Y//)
so[dwrexa J0J se [[om St 2109S AJLI9AJS JOTABYIQSIW ) UO S[re)ap Joj ¢ Xipuaddy

[2:0)0) 99§ "1 T UI T WY JO JOTABYAQSIW JO SISBI [[B JOAO 2I03S AILI9AIS JOTABYIQSTUI ) JO WINS Ye)

[ 0)0) 3 TedK Ul T WY JO JOTABYIQSIUI JO SISED JO I9qUINU YY) SIUNOI :d[qeLIeA [Ed1I031eD) "INTYID
JIOTARYQQSIW JO Sased Jo sa[durexa 1oy
Se [[om st (YD Y} AQ sanssT paje[aI-ySD JO UONLBZII0321ed 2} 0 0uUpuodsaliod I1ay) pue
sodrourid HON 3Y1 JO MATATAO U 10§ | xIpuaddy 99§ "aseqeiep YD Y} Ul pIZLIBWWNS
uoneuwwojur driqnd 9y uo paseq paynuapr st pue HON[) Y1 Jo sa[dourid ()1 g Jo U0 IseI|
J® JO UONB[OIA B SB PIUYIP SI JIOTABYIQSIUI JO IS Y '} JRaK UI I WY JO JOTABYIQSIUI JO ASED OU

@YD) SAIBIIPUI () £) JRAA UI T WY JO IOTABYIQSIW JO ASBD QUO ISBI[ I8 SAJBIIPUI | :9[RLIBA SNOWOJOYII NI

90In0g JUSWAINSBIIA S[qeLIRA

(ponunuoo) €| s|qey

pringer

AQs



1861

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are...

-3 789K UT T WLI JO JOTABYIQSIW JO 9SBD OU SJBIIPUI () ¢(]-} UT

@D PIry0) 171 189K Ul 1 Wiy JO JOTABYSIQSIW JO SBO SUO ISBI[ 18 SIIBOIPUI | :9[RLIBA SNOWOJOYIL(] =y
) 1wy se ANsnpur gD dwes dy) urgm ]

aiDo swy I8 Jo (““XINTYID) 171 01 €-1 woxy porrad 9y} JOA0 JOTARYIQSIW JO SISED JO IOqUINU UBIA] X 2adNTYID

sisAreue [eorndwa ay3 ut ((] +X) U[) pauriojsuen3of st 9[qeLiea )
£2109s As10A01U0D ANTUYY 2y} £q parjdde wysAs JunySrom Y Yarm 0UBPIOIJ. Ul PAYSIOM )

a’do (1w N YD + T U N YD + 1 ut INTYID) 143 01 €73 wogy potsad oy 1ano MNTYID NI
sisAreue reorrdwo oy ur ((1 + X) Uf) pauriojsuenSof ST 9[qeLIEA 9Y) (21008 ASIOAONUOD

addd ADUYY 9y Aq pardde warsKs SunySrom oy) Yiim 90UepIOddR Ul pAySiom ‘¢-1 Jeak ut "Ny EANTAID

ATTUGY €-1 189K UI T WLIY J0J ANIUGSY WOIJ 91008 ASISA0IU0D DSH — | ST
sisAreue reoraidwe oy ut ((1 +X)
uy) pawojsuen3of ST o[quLrea 3y} (1 Ul STy + 2 ur STy + ¢ wr MisTyID) 14 01 €9

@IDD woiy porrad oY) J9AO T WY JO JOTABYAQSTU JO SISEI [[B JOAO I0IS AJLIOASS JOTABYIQSIW A} JO WNG €16y
sisATeue [eorndwa ay3 ut ((] +X) u[) pauLIojsuensof st d[qerrea ) ¢(¢-1 ur

QIDD  'STYID) €-1 189K UL 1 WY JO JOTABYIGSIW JO SISBI [[B JOAO 2100S AJLIOAIS JOIARYSGSIW A} JO WNG EINDY/ o)
sisAeue reorndwo oy ut ((1 +X)

up) pauriojsuensof st d[queLrea Ay} (1-) Ul N YD + 2 U NTYID + € W N THID) T 01 €4 )

@iDD woy porrad 9y} IA0 [ WY JO JOTABYIQSIUI JO SISBD JO JOqUINU 9Y) SJUNOD :J[qRLIBA [BILI0T31R) EXINTHID
sisAreue reoraidwe oy ur (] + X) uf) paurtojsuen3oj st 9[qeLrea ) ¢(¢-

QIDD W ’INTYID) €-1 189K UL T WY JO IOTARYIGSIU JO SISBI JO JOQUINU 9Y) SJUNOD :9[QRLIBA [BOLI0SAIB) EYNTHID

(I Uy + 2 W A + € YD) 14 01 €41 woxy poriad o) 1940 JOIARYAGSTI )

@idD JO 9SO QUO JSLI[ 18 PORIWWIOD WLIY B YOIYM U $IBIK JO JOqUINU 9y} SJUNOD :d[qRLIBA [BOLI0T31R) Ui
€-1 Tedk Ul T WY JO JOTABYIQSTW JO dSED OU SAJBIIPUI () ¢(g-) UT

@idD PIFy10) €41 18K Ul T WY JO JOTABYSQSIW JO SBO SUO ISBI[ 18 SIIBOIPUI | :9[RLIBA SNOWOIOYIL(] SUEe)

201n0g JUQUIAINSBIIA J[qeLIeA

(ponunuoo) €| s|qey

pringer

As



C. Reitmaier et al.

1862

weanseIe(| 3 189K UI T WY JO S}9SSk [BI0L/1q9P [BI0L AT
T Wy Jo ANUnod suwoy
weanseIe(| B[ UOWWOD B SIJBIIPUI () ‘T WLIY JO ATUNOD SWOY ME[ [TAID B SIJEIIPUI | :9[QRLIBA SNOWO)OYDII(] TvoaT
saLnsnpur
weanseIe(| D1 2Y) JO YOBS I0J SO[ELIBA JOJBIIPUI 3T ‘SALISNPUI ] UO PIseq $)O9JJd paxy Ansnpuy ZAaNI
s10309s19dns
weanseIe(| D1 2y} JO YOBa I0J SI[RLIEA JOJBIIPUI *3'T ‘s10)09s1adns g U0 paseq s103fe paxy Axnsnpuy ANI
Apnis 440D A1Unod QwoY s, WY JO UOBIUSLIO dueWINY UO 9103S FFOTO 'oH
weanseye( [ +1 Ieak ul I LIy JO SI[es [BI0/SA[eS USIQI0 HrvgoT1o
weanseye( 1 I8 UI T WLIY JO SO[es [210],/So[es USIoIo] A (01409}
saLI0jeUIS-UOU
Jo dnoi3 ay) seyedIpul ¢ ‘ysope[Sueq ur A19Je§ SuIp[ing pue L] UO PIOIIY Y} JO SALIOJRUTIS
Jouru]  ays Jo dnoig oy sejedIpur g ‘suwiy 00§ [eqo[D duniio] jo dnoiS ay) seyedIpur | :9[qBLIEA J0JRdIpU] SIWNIA
soIeys SuLIy oy} Jo jusdrad
weanseieq G IS JB Y)Im SIOP[OYaIeyS OI139)eI)s SOpN[OXa wieanseie( 3 1eak ul 1wy jo juddrad ur jeop 931 IvOT1AA
JouIdu] 1 183K U1 YNH-ASN) 2IeI 9FuryYoxa ALk 9FeIoAy "IONVHOXA
[-) Teak ur 1wy
Sunfuer [Sq  Jo Sunsy IS OU SBIIPUI () -1 T8 UT I Wy Jo Sunst| [S[ SOILIIPUI | :9[qRIIBA SNOWOIOYDI(] Mirerq
] Jedk ur 1 uLy
Sunyuer [Srq J0 SumsI[ [S{(] OU SOIBdIPUI () ¢} 8ok UI I WY Jo Sunst| [S[(J SOIBdIPUI | :9[qRIIBA SNOWOIOYII(] "rerq
3 189K Ul 1 WY Jo SSUNSI[-SSOIO 9IY) URY) SSI[ 1O
weanseye(] OU SJBIIPUI () ¢} J8AK UT T WY JO SSUNSI[-SSOIO 9IOW JO SIY) SAIBIIPUI | :9[qRIIBA SNOWOIOYII(] Y]
3 183K ur 1wy jo unsiy
Sunjuer pueiqiojuy PUBIQIOIU] OU SSJLIIPUI () ¢} JedA UT T WY JO SUNSI| pUBIQIIU] SOJEdIPUI | :9[qRLIEA SNOWOIOYDI(] ANV
weanseye 1 UL JO OJJ 90UIS SIeak JO Joquinu oY) SIUNod :9[qeLILA [BILI0Sa18) aoy
$2]qDLIDA ADYLIN]
20In0§ JUSWIOINSEBIA J[qerIeA

(ponunuoo) €| s|qey

pringer

AQs



1863

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are...

- 189K ora I0] SI[QRLIBA IOJEIIPUI “d°T ‘S)OQJJd PIXY JBIL YVAX
weanseye( 3 1eak ur 1wy Jo Apreroa aord jo01§ "VTIOA
1 +1 Ieak ur 1 wy jo diysequiauw DONN
a8edowoy HDONN ou SJedIpul () ¢ +3 Jeak ur I wiay Jo diysioquiows JON() SIIBIIPUI | :9[qBLIBA SNOWOIOYDI 50NN
1 18K ur 1wy jo drysioquiowr
aedowoy DONN DONI OU $)BIIPUI () 3 J8aK Ul T Wiy jo diysiaquiaw JON() SOILdIPUI | :[QBLIBA SNOWO)OYII "3ONN
uoyIg 3 1eaf ur 1wy Jo yuedrad ur drysioumo Jjers " IVIS
weansejeq (1 +1 1eaA ur 1wy jo uonezifeyded joxrew) U Rr VAL
weansejeq (3 1eak ur 1 wy jo uonezifeirded josrew) U "azs
weanseye 3 JedA ur 1wy jo A3nba uo uinjey g0y
weansee( 3 TedK Ul T WLIY JO S)ISSE UO WIN)IY "voy
weansejeq 3 1eaA ur T Wy Jo sasuadxa JuawdooAdp pue YoIeasay "ay
(191SBSIp BZE[J BURY Sy} I9}JE PUk 310§2q) Z10Z 03 000T
- woiy porrad 9y sa)edIpuI () ‘10T O3 107 Woiy porrad o) SAIBIIPUT | :d[qELIBA SNOWOIOYDI(] ISOd
Apmis 4901O Anunod swoy s, I WY JO UONBIUILIO dduewIo)Iad uo 21098 OO 'od
‘wreansele(] 3 189K Ut (]-) 4 Juaorad ur T Wy JO dIeyS JONIRIA O VHSIW
201n0g JUQUIAINSBIIA J[qeLIeA

(ponunuoo) €| s|qey

pringer

As



1864 C. Reitmaier et al.

Acknowledgements We gratefully acknowledge helpful comments by Patricia Dechow and Stephen Pen-
man (the editors), an anonymous reviewer, Liz Demers, Frank Heflin, Philip Joos, Maria Lotze, Gaia
Melloni, and participants at the 44th Annual Conference of the Canadian Academic Accounting Associa-
tion (CAAA) 2020, the 42nd Annual Congress of the European Accounting Association (EAA) 2019, the
4th Congress on Social and Environmental Accounting Research (CSEAR France) 2017, the 16th Annual
Conference of the European Academy of Management (EURAM) 2016, and the 27th International Con-
gress on Social and Environmental Accounting Research and Emerging Scholars Colloquium (CSEAR
UK) 2015. We also acknowledge the excellent research assistance of Marianne Schuermann in develop-
ing and collecting data for the severity score.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line
to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permis-
sion directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Adams, C. A., and S. Abhayawansa. 2022. Connecting the COVID-19 pandemic, environmental,
social and governance (ESG) investing and calls for ‘harmonisation’ of sustainability reporting.
Critical Perspectives on Accounting 82:102309.

Ahmed, D., E. Demers, J. Hendriksen, P. Joos, and B. Lev. 2023. Are ESG ratings informative about
companies’ socially responsible behaviors abroad? Evidence from the Russian invasion of
Ukraine. Accountability in a Sustainable World Quarterly, forthcoming. Retrieved June 4, 2023,
from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4151996.

Akbar, S., and C. Deegan. 2021. Analysis of corporate social disclosures of the apparel industry fol-
lowing crisis: An institutional approach. Accounting & Finance 61(2): 3565-3600.

Akerlof, G. A. 1970. The market for “lemons”: Quality uncertainty and the market mechanism. The
Quarterly Journal of Economics 84(3): 488-500.

Albers, C., and T. Guenther. 2011. Disclose or not disclose. Determinants of social reporting for
STOXX Europe 600 firms. Journal of Management Control 21(3): 323-347.

Alsaeed, K. 2006. The association between firm-specific characteristics and disclosure: The case of
Saudi Arabia. Managerial Auditing Journal 21(5): 476-496.

Al-Tuwaijri, S. A., T. E. Christensen, and K. E. Hughes. 2004. The relations among environmental
disclosure, environmental performance, and economic performance: A simultaneous equations
approach. Accounting, Organizations, and Society 26(5-6): 447-471.

Aouadi, A., and S. Marsat. 2018. Do ESG Controversies matter for firm value? Evidence from inter-
national data. Journal of Business Ethics 151 (4): 1027-1047.

Bangladeshaccord. 2013. Annual report Bangladesh Accord Foundation 2013. Retrieved June 23,
2019, from https://admin.bangladeshaccord.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Annual-report-
Bangladesh-Accord-Foundation-2013.pdf.

Bangladeshaccord. 2019. Accord on Fire and Building Safety in Bangladesh. About. Retrieved June
12, 2019, from https://bangladeshaccord.org/about.

Bangladeshaccord. 2017. Accord statement on boiler explosion at Multifabs Ltd. Retrieved September
10, 2019, from https://bangladeshaccord.org/updates/2017/07/05/accord-statement-on-boiler-explo
sion-at-multifabs-Itd.

Barnes, M. 2017. Discussion of Corporate Social Responsibility Performance and Outsourcing: The Case
of the Bangladesh Tragedy. Journal of International Accounting Research 16(1): 81-82.

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4151996
https://admin.bangladeshaccord.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Annual-report-Bangladesh-Accord-Foundation-2013.pdf
https://admin.bangladeshaccord.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Annual-report-Bangladesh-Accord-Foundation-2013.pdf
https://bangladeshaccord.org/about
https://bangladeshaccord.org/updates/2017/07/05/accord-statement-on-boiler-explosion-at-multifabs-ltd
https://bangladeshaccord.org/updates/2017/07/05/accord-statement-on-boiler-explosion-at-multifabs-ltd

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are... 1865

Bascle, G. 2008. Controlling for endogeneity with instrumental variables in strategic management
research. Strategic Organization 6(3): 285-327.

Baum, C. F., M. E. Schaffer, and S. Stillman. 2007. Enhanced routines for instrumental variables/general-
ized method of moments estimation and testing. The Stata Journal 7(4): 465-506.

Bebbington, J., C. Larrinaga, and J. M. Moneva. 2008. Corporate social reporting and reputation risk
management. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 21(3): 337-361.

Berg, F., J. F. Kolbel, and R. Rigobon. 2022. Aggregate confusion: The divergence of ESG ratings.
Review of Finance 26(6): 1315-1344.

Bikmetova, N., and C. A. Pirinsky. 2022. The real effects of ESG rating agencies. DBJ Discussion Paper
Series, No. 2201. Retrieved June 02, 2023, from https://www.dbj.jp/ricf/pdf/research/DBJ_DP_
2201.pdf.

Boele, R., H. Fabig, and D. Wheeler. 2001. Shell, Nigeria and the Ogoni. A study in unsustainable devel-
opment: I. The story of Shell, Nigeria and the Ogoni people — environment, economy, relation-
ships: conflict and prospects for resolution. Sustainable Development 9(2): 74-86.

Bonetti, P., C. H. Cho, and G. Michelon. 2023a. Environmental disclosure and the cost of capital: Evi-
dence from the Fukushima nuclear disaster. European Accounting Review 1-29. https://doi.org/10.
1080/09638180.2023.2203410.

Bonetti, P., Ch. Leuz, and G. Michelon. 2023b. Internalizing Externalities: Disclosure Regulation for
Hydraulic Fracturing, Drilling Activity and Water Quality. European Corporate Governance Insti-
tute - Law Working Paper No. 676/2023. (No. w30842). National Bureau of Economic Research.
Retrieved February 14, 2023, from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4171246.

Bontemps, C., and C. Nauges. 2016. The impact of perceptions in averting-decision models. An applica-
tion of the special regressor method to drinking water choices. American Journal of Agricultural
Economics 98(1): 297-313.

Brammer, S., and S. Pavelin. 2006. Voluntary environmental disclosures by large UK companies. Journal
of Business Finance & Accounting 33(7-8): 1168-1188.

Breitinger, D., and J. -P. Bonardi. 2019. Firms, breach of norms, and reputation damage. Business & Soci-
ety 58(6): 1143-1176.

Brown, N., and C. Deegan. 1998. The public disclosure of environmental performance information — A
dual test of media agenda setting theory and legitimacy theory. Accounting and Business Research
29(1): 21-41.

Burzillo, S., M. Shaffer, and R. Sloan. 2023. Do Sustainability Reports Contain Financially Material
Information? Retrieved August 16, 2023, from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=3976550.

Butler, M., A. Kraft, and I. S. Weiss. 2007. The effect of reporting frequency on the timeliness of earn-
ings. The cases of voluntary and mandatory interim reports. Journal of Accounting and Economics
43(2-3): 181-217.

Camfferman, K., and T. E. Cooke. 2002. An analysis of disclosure in the annual reports of U.K. and
Dutch companies. Journal of International Accounting Research 1(1): 3-30.

Cetindamar, D., and K. Husoy. 2007. Corporate social responsibility practices and environmentally
responsible behavior: The case of the United Nations Global Compact. Journal of Business Ethics
76(2): 163-176.

Chatterji, A. K., D. Levine, and M. W. Toffel. 2009. How well do social ratings actually measure corpo-
rate social responsibility? Journal of Economics & Management Strategy 18(1): 125-169.

Chau, G. K., and S. J. Gray. 2002. Ownership structure and corporate voluntary disclosure in Hong Kong
and Singapore. The International Journal of Accounting 37(2): 247-265.

Chen, G., M. Firth, D. N. Gao, and O. M. Rui. 2006. Ownership structure, corporate governance, and
fraud: Evidence from China. Journal of Corporate Finance 12(3): 424-448.

Cheng, B., I. Ioannou, and G. Serafeim. 2014. Corporate social responsibility and access to finance. Stra-
tegic Management Journal 35(1): 1-23.

Cho, C. H., and D. M. Patten. 2007. The role of environmental disclosures as tools of legitimacy: A
research note. Accounting, Organizations and Society 32(7-8): 639-647.

Cho, C. H., R. P. Guidry, A. M. Hageman, and D. M. Patten. 2012. Do actions speak louder than words?
An empirical investigation of corporate environmental reputation. Accounting, Organizations, and
Society 37(1): 14-25.

Christensen, D. M. 2016. Corporate accountability reporting and high-profile misconduct. The Account-
ing Review 91(2): 377-399.

@ Springer


https://www.dbj.jp/ricf/pdf/research/DBJ_DP_2201.pdf
https://www.dbj.jp/ricf/pdf/research/DBJ_DP_2201.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2023.2203410
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2023.2203410
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4171246
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3976550
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3976550

1866 C. Reitmaier et al.

Christensen, H. B., L. Hail, and C. Leuz. 2021. Mandatory CSR and sustainability reporting: Economic
analysis and literature review. Review of Accounting Studies 26(3): 1176-1248.

Christodoulou, D., and S. McLeay. 2014. The double entry constraint, structural modeling and economic
estimation. Contemporary Accounting Research 31(2): 609-628.

Clarkson, P. M., Y. Li, G. D. Richardson, and F. P. Vasvari. 2008. Revisiting the relation between envi-
ronmental performance and environmental disclosure: An empirical analysis. Accounting, Organi-
zations and Society 33(4-5): 303-327.

Cormier, D., I. M. Gordon, and M. Magnan. 2004. Corporate environmental disclosure: Contrasting man-
agement’s perceptions with reality. Journal of Business Ethics 49(2): 143-165.

Cormier, D., M. Magnan, and B. VanVelthoven. 2005. Environmental disclosure quality in large German
companies: Economic incentives, public pressures or institutional conditions? European Account-
ing Review 14(1): 3-39.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2020b. Publications Referenced by Ethical Consumer.
Retrieved March 4, 2020, from http://www.corporatecritic.org/info/rr/publications.aspx.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2020a. Research & Ratings. How is Corporate Critic com-
piled? Retrieved March 4, 2020, from http://www.corporatecritic.org/info/rr/compiled.aspx

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2020c. Gulf of Mexico oil spill, habitats, pollution and
GHG impacts. Retrieved January 5, 2020, from http://www.corporatecritic.org/abstracts.aspx?%
20IDs=545454.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2021a. Ethical Consumer: About Ethical Consumer.
Retrieved September 27, 2021, from https://www.ethicalconsumer.org/about-us.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2021b. Ethical Consumer Research & Consultancy: Cor-
porate Research Database. Retrieved September 27, 2021, from https://research.ethicalconsumer.
org/corporate-research-database.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2021c. Ethical Consumer Research & Consultancy: Our
Ethical Ratings System. Retrieved September 27, 2021, from https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/
corporate-research-database/our-ethical-ratings-system.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2021d. Ethical Consumer Research & Consultancy: Part-
nerships. Retrieved September 27, 2021, from https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/research-consu
Itancy/partnerships.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2021e. Ethical Consumer Research & Consultancy: Global
Directory of Ethical Consumption Organisations. Retrieved September 27, 2021, from https://resea
rch.ethicalconsumer.org/research-hub/global-directory-ethical-consumption-organisations.

Corporate Critic Research Database (CCRD). 2021f. Ethical Consumer: Our Ethical Ratings. Retrieved
September 27, 2021, from https://www.ethicalconsumer.org/about-us/our-ethical-ratings.

Datta, S., M. Iskandar-Datta, and A. Patel. 1999. Bank monitoring and the pricing of corporate public
debt. Journal of Financial Economics 51(3): 435-449.

Davis, J. H., F. D. Schoorman, and L. Donaldson. 1997. Toward a stewardship theory of management.
The Academy of Management Review 22(1): 20-47.

Dechow, P. M. 2023. Understanding the sustainability reporting landscape and research opportunities in
accounting. The Accounting Review 98(5): 481-493.

DeTienne, K. B., and L. W. Lewis. 2005. The pragmatic and ethical barriers to corporate social responsi-
bility disclosure. The Nike case. Journal of Business Ethics 60(4): 359-376.

DeVilliers, C. J., and D. Alexander. 2014. The institutionalisation of corporate social responsibility
reporting. The British Accounting Review 46(2): 198-212.

Dhaliwal, D. S., O. Z. Li, A. Tsang, and Y. G. Yang. 2011. Voluntary nonfinancial disclosure and the cost
of equity capital: The initiation of corporate social responsibility reporting. The Accounting Review
86(1): 59-100.

Dhaliwal, D. S., S. Radhakrishnan, A. Tsang, and Y. G. Yang. 2012. Nonfinancial disclosure and ana-
lyst forecast accuracy: International evidence on corporate social responsibility disclosure. The
Accounting Review 87(3): 723-759.

Donaldson, L., and J. H. Davis. 1991. Stewardship theory or agency theory: CEO governance and share-
holder returns. Australian Journal of Management 16(1): 49-64.

Donaldson, T., and T. W. Dunfee. 1994. Towards a unified conception of business ethics: Integrative
social contracts theory. The Academy of Management Review 19(2): 252-284.

Donaldson, T., and T. W. Dunfee. 1999. Ties that bind: A social contracts approach to business ethics.
Harvard Business School Press.

@ Springer


http://www.corporatecritic.org/info/rr/publications.aspx
http://www.corporatecritic.org/info/rr/compiled.aspx
http://www.corporatecritic.org/abstracts.aspx?%20IDs=545454
http://www.corporatecritic.org/abstracts.aspx?%20IDs=545454
https://www.ethicalconsumer.org/about-us
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/corporate-research-database
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/corporate-research-database
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/corporate-research-database/our-ethical-ratings-system
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/corporate-research-database/our-ethical-ratings-system
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/research-consultancy/partnerships
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/research-consultancy/partnerships
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/research-hub/global-directory-ethical-consumption-organisations
https://research.ethicalconsumer.org/research-hub/global-directory-ethical-consumption-organisations
https://www.ethicalconsumer.org/about-us/our-ethical-ratings

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are... 1867

Dong, Y., and A. Lewbel. 2015. A simple estimator for binary choice models with endogenous regres-
sors. Econometric Reviews 34(1-2): 82—-105.

Dowling, J., and J. Pfeffer. 1975. Organizational legitimacy: Social values and organizational behavior.
The Pacific Sociological Review 18(1): 122-136.

Downar, B., J. Ernstberger, S. Reichelstein, S. Schwenen, and A. Zaklan. 2021. The Impact of carbon dis-
closure mandates on emissions and financial operating performance. Review of Accounting Studies
26(3): 1137-1175.

Dube, S., and C. Zhu. 2021. The disciplinary effect of social media: Evidence from firms’ responses to
Glassdoor reviews. Journal of Accounting Research 59(5): 1783-1825.

Einwiller, S. A., C. E. Carroll, and K. Korn. 2010. Under What Conditions Do the News Media Influ-
ence Corporate Reputation? The Roles of Media Dependency and Need for Orientation. Corporate
Reputation Review 12(4): 299-315.

European Commission (EC). 2021. Corporate sustainability reporting. Retrieved May 31, 2021, from
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/company-reporting-and-auditing/company-repor
ting/non-financial-reporting_en.

European Union (EU). 2019. Regulation (EU) 2019/2088 of the European Parliament and of the Coun-
cil of 27 November 2019 on sustainability-related disclosures in the financial services sector.
Retrieved January 14, 2022, from https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/2088/0j?msclkid=55f05
e62b18111ec851alb441213b6c1 &locale=en.

Fama, E. F., and M. C. Jensen. 1983. Separation of ownership and control. The Journal of Law & Eco-
nomics 26(2): 301-325.

Farber, D. B. 2005. Restoring trust after fraud: Does corporate governance matter? The Accounting
Review 80(2): 539-561.

Fiechter, P., J. -M. Hitz, and N. Lehmann. 2022. Real effects of a widespread CSR reporting mandate:
Evidence from the European Union’s CSR Directive. Journal of Accounting Research 60(4):
1499-1549.

Flammer, C. 2013. Corporate social responsibility and shareholder reaction: The environmental aware-
ness of investors. Academy of Management Journal 56(3): 758-781.

Freundlieb, M., and F. Teuteberg. 2013. Corporate social responsibility reporting — a transnational analy-
sis of online corporate social responsibility reports by market-listed companies: Contents and their
evolution. International Journal of Innovation and Sustainable Development 7(1): 1-26.

Friedman, M. 1970. The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. The New York Times
Magazine, 119(41): 122-126.

Frynas, J. G., and C. Yamahaki. 2016. Corporate social responsibility: Review and roadmap of theoretical
perspectives. Business Ethics: A European Review 25(3): 258-285.

Gamerschlag, R., K. Moeller, and F. Verbeeten. 201 1. Determinants of voluntary CSR disclosure: Empir-
ical evidence from Germany. Review of Managerial Science 5(2-3): 233-262.

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). 2011. A new phase: The growth of sustainability reporting. GRI’s Year
in Review 2010/11. Retrieved March 4, 2019, from https://www.globalreporting.org/resourceli
brary/GRI-Year-In-Review-2010-2011.pdf.

Granger, C.W.J. 1969. Investigating causal relations by econometric models and cross-spectral methods.
Econometrica 37 (3): 424-438.

Grewal, J., G. D. Richardson, and J. Wang. 2023. Effects of Mandatory Carbon Reporting on Unrepre-
sentative Environmental Disclosures. Retrieved August 16, 2023, from https://ssrn.com/abstract=
4166184.

Hackston, D., and M. J. Milne. 1996. Some determinants of social and environmental disclosures in New
Zealand companies. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 9(1): 77-108.

Haddock, J. 2005. Consumer influence on internet-based corporate communication of environmental
activities: The UK food sector. British Food Journal 107(10): 792-805.

Hahn, R., and M. Kuehnen. 2013. Determinants of sustainability reporting: A review of results, trends,
theory, and opportunities in an expanding field of research. Journal of Cleaner Production
59:5-21.

Hahn, R., and R. Luelfs. 2014. Legitimizing negative aspects in GRI-oriented sustainability reporting: A
qualitative analysis of corporate disclosure strategies. Journal of Business Ethics 123(3): 401-420.

Hail, L., A. Tahoun, and C. Wang. 2018. Corporate scandals and regulation. Journal of Accounting
Research 56(2): 617-671.

Harjoto, M. A., and H. Jo. 2011. Corporate governance and CSR nexus. Journal of Business Ethics
100(1): 45-67.

@ Springer


https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/company-reporting-and-auditing/company-reporting/non-financial-reporting_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/company-reporting-and-auditing/company-reporting/non-financial-reporting_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/2088/oj?msclkid=55f05e62b18111ec851a1b441213b6c1&locale=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/2088/oj?msclkid=55f05e62b18111ec851a1b441213b6c1&locale=en
https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/GRI-Year-In-Review-2010-2011.pdf
https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/GRI-Year-In-Review-2010-2011.pdf
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4166184
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4166184

1868 C. Reitmaier et al.

Harjoto, M. A., and H. Jo. 2015. Legal vs. normative CSR: Differential impact on analyst dispersion,
stock return volatility, cost of capital, and firm value. Journal of Business Ethics 128(1): 1-20.

He, J. 2006. Pollution haven hypothesis and environmental impacts of foreign direct investment: The
case of industrial emission of sulfur dioxide (SO2) in Chinese provinces. Ecological Economics
60(1): 228-245.

Heflin, F., and D. Wallace. 2017. The BP oil spill: Shareholder wealth effects and environmental dis-
closures. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting 44(3—4): 337-374.

Hermalin, B. E. 2013. Leadership and corporate culture. In The handbook of organizational econom-
ics, ed. R. Gibbons and J. Roberts, 432-478. Princeton University Press.

Hoi, C. K., Q. Wu, and H. Zhang. 2013. Is corporate social responsibility (CSR) associated with
tax avoidance? Evidence from irresponsible CSR activities. The Accounting Review 88(6):
2025-2059.

Holder-Webb, L., J. R. Cohen, L. Nath, and D. Wood. 2009. The supply of corporate social responsi-
bility disclosures among U.S. firms. Journal of Business Ethics 84(4): 497-527.

House, R. J., P. J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P. W. Dorfman, and V. Gupta. 2004. Culture, leadership, and
organizations. The GLOBE study of 62 societies. SAGE Publications.

Huang, X., and L. Watson. 2015. Corporate social responsibility research in accounting. Journal of
Accounting Literature 34:1-16.

Huang, Q., Y. Li, M. Lin, and G. A. McBrayer. 2022. Natural disasters, risk salience, and corporate
ESG disclosure. Journal of Corporate Finance 72:102152.

Hughes, S. B., A. Anderson, and S. Golden. 2001. Corporate environmental disclosures: Are they use-
ful in determining environmental performance? Journal of Accounting and Public Policy 20(3):
217-240.

Interbrand. 2017. Best Global Brands. Retrieved May 30, 2017, from http://interbrand.com/best-
brands/best-global-brands/methodology/.

Ioannou, 1., and G. Serafeim. (2017). The consequences of mandatory corporate sustainability report-
ing. The Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility, Vol. 2, Oxford University Press.

Jantadej, P., and P. Kent. 1999. Corporate environmental disclosures in response to public awareness
of the Ok Tedi Copper Mine disaster: A legitimacy theory perspective. Accounting Research
Journal 12(1): 72—-88.

Javidan, M. 2004. Performance orientation. In Culture, leadership, and organizations The GLOBE
study of 62 societies, ed. RJ. House, P.J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P.W. Dorfman, and V. Gupta,
239-281. SAGE Publications.

Johnson, S. A., H. E. Ryan Jr., and Y. S. Tian. 2009. Managerial incentives and corporate fraud: The
sources of incentives matter. Review of Finance 13(1): 115-145.

Kabasakal, H., and M. Bodur. 2004. Humane orientation in societies, organizations, and leader attrib-
utes. In Culture, leadership, and organizations. The GLOBE study of 62 societies, ed. R.J.
House, P.J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P.W. Dorfman, and V. Gupta, 564-601. SAGE Publications.

Kim, E. -H., and T. P. Lyon. 2011. Strategic environmental disclosure: Evidence from the DOE’s vol-
untary greenhouse gas registry. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 61(3):
311-326.

Kim, J. -B., C. Wang, and F. Wu. 2023. The real effects of risk disclosure: Evidence from climate
change reporting in 10-Ks. Review of Accounting Studies 28(4): 2271-2318.

Kleinbaum, D. G., and M. Klein. 2010. Logistic regression. A self-learning text, 3rd ed. Springer.

Kolk, A., and P. Perego. 2010. Determinants of the adoption of sustainability assurance statements:
An international investigation. Business Strategy and the Environment 19(3): 182—-198.

Kolk, A., S. Walhain, and S. VanDeWateringen. 2001. Environmental reporting by the Fortune Global
250: Exploring the influence of nationality and sector. Business Strategy and the Environment
10(1): 15-28.

Kotabe, M., and J. Y. Murray. 2004. Global sourcing strategy and sustainable competitive advantage.
Industrial Marketing Management 33 (1): 7-14.

Kotchen, M., and J. J. Moon, 2012. Corporate social responsibility for irresponsibility. The B.E. Jour-
nal of Economic Analysis & Policy, 12(1), Article 55.

KPMG. (1999). KPMG International Survey of Environmental Reporting 1999. Retrieved March 4, 2020,
from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254796996_KPMG_International_survey_of_envir
onmental_reporting_1999.

@ Springer


http://interbrand.com/best-brands/best-global-brands/methodology/
http://interbrand.com/best-brands/best-global-brands/methodology/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254796996_KPMG_International_survey_of_environmental_reporting_1999
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254796996_KPMG_International_survey_of_environmental_reporting_1999

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are... 1869

KPMG. 2002. KPMG International Survey of Corporate Sustainability Reporting 2002. Retrieved March
4, 2020, from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254746739_KPMG_International_Survey_
of_Corporate_Sustainability_Reporting_2002.

KPMG. 2008. KPMG International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2008. Retrieved Octo-
ber 21, 2020, from https://www.in.kpmg.com/securedata/aci/files/sustcorporateresponsibilityrep
ortingsurvey2008.pdf.

KPMG. 2011. KPMG International Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 201 1. Retrieved Octo-
ber 21, 2020, from https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2012/02/Corporate-responsiblity-
reporting-2012-eng.pdf.

KPMG. 2017. The KPMG Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2017. Retrieved October 21,
2020, from https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2017/10/kpmg-survey-of-corporate-
responsibility-reporting-2017.pdf.

KPMG 2022. KPMG Survey of Sustainability Reporting 2022. Retrieved October 10, 2022, from https://
assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/sg/pdf/2022/10/ssr-small-steps-big-shifts.pdf.

Kriiger, P. 2015. Corporate goodness and shareholder wealth. Journal of Financial Economics 115(2):
304-329.

Lambert, R., C. Leuz, and R. E. Verrecchia. 2007. Accounting information, disclosure, and the cost of
capital. Journal of Accounting Research 45(2): 385-420.

Larcker, D. F., and T. O. Rusticus. 2010. On the use of instrumental variables in accounting research.
Journal of Accounting and Economics 49(3): 186-205.

Larcker, D. F., S. A. Richardson, and I. Tuna. 2007. Corporate governance, accounting outcomes, and
organizational performance. The Accounting Review 82(4): 963—1008.

Larcker, D. F., L. Pomorski, B. Tayan, and E. M. Watts, 2022. ESG ratings — a compass without direc-
tion. Rock Center for Corporate Governance at Stanford University Working Paper Forthcoming.
Retrieved August 9, 2024 from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4179647.

Lee, J., and S. Maxfield. 2015. Doing Well by Reporting Good: Reporting Corporate Responsibility and
Corporate Performance. Business and Society Review 120(4): 577-606.

Legendre, S., and F. Coderre. 2013. Determinants of GRI G3 application levels: The case of the Fortune
Global 500. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 20(3): 182-192.

Lewbel, A. 2014. An overview of the special regression method. In The Oxford handbook of applied non-
parametric and semiparametric econometrics and statistics, ed. J.S. Racine, L. Su, and A. Ullah,
38-61. Oxford University Press.

Lewbel, A., Y. Dong, and T. T. Yang. 2012. Comparing features of convenient estimators for binary
choice models with endogenous regressors. Canadian Journal of Economics 45(3): 809-829.

Li, X., Y. Lou, and L. Zhang, 2023. Do commercial ties influence ESG ratings? Evidence from Moody’s
and S&P. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4190204.

Lindblom, C. K. 1994. The implications of organizational legitimacy for corporate social performance
and disclosure. Conference Paper, Critical Perspectives on Accounting Conference, New York, NY.

Linnenluecke, M. K., and A. Griffiths. 2010. Corporate sustainability and organizational culture. Journal
of World Business 45(4): 357-366.

Mahoney, L. S., L. Thorne, L. Cecil, and W. LaGore. 2013. A research note on standalone corporate
social responsibility reports: Signaling or greenwashing? Critical Perspectives on Accounting
24(4-5): 350-359.

Maignan, I., and D. A. Ralston. 2002. Corporate social responsibility in Europe and the U.S.: Insights
from businesses’ self-presentations. Journal of International Business Studies 33(3): 497-514.

Mark-Ungericht, B., and R. Weiskopf. 2007. Filling the empty shell. The public debate on CSR in Austria
as a paradigmatic example of a political discourse. Journal of Business Ethics 70(3): 285-297.

Matsumura, E. M., R. Prakash, and S. C. Vera-Munoz. 2014. Firm-value effects of carbon emissions and
carbon disclosures. The Accounting Review 89(2): 695-724.

Mattingly, J. E., and S. L. Berman. 2006. Measurement of corporate social action — discovering taxonomy
in the KLD ratings data. Business & Society 45(1): 20-46.

McCarten, M., I. Diaz-Rainey, H. Roberts, and E. K. M. Tan. 2022. Political connections, tacit power and
corporate misconduct. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting 49(9-10): 1530-1552.

McGuire, J., S. Dow, and K. Argheyd. 2003. CEO incentives and CSR. Journal of Business Ethics 45(4):
341-359.

Meek, G. K., C. B. Roberts, and S. J. Gray. 1995. Factors influencing voluntary annual report disclosures
by U.S., UK. and Continental European multinational corporations. Journal of International Busi-
ness Studies 26(3): 555-572.

@ Springer


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254746739_KPMG_International_Survey_of_Corporate_Sustainability_Reporting_2002
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/254746739_KPMG_International_Survey_of_Corporate_Sustainability_Reporting_2002
https://www.in.kpmg.com/securedata/aci/files/sustcorporateresponsibilityreportingsurvey2008.pdf
https://www.in.kpmg.com/securedata/aci/files/sustcorporateresponsibilityreportingsurvey2008.pdf
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2012/02/Corporate-responsiblity-reporting-2012-eng.pdf
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2012/02/Corporate-responsiblity-reporting-2012-eng.pdf
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2017/10/kpmg-survey-of-corporate-responsibility-reporting-2017.pdf
https://assets.kpmg/content/dam/kpmg/xx/pdf/2017/10/kpmg-survey-of-corporate-responsibility-reporting-2017.pdf
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/sg/pdf/2022/10/ssr-small-steps-big-shifts.pdf
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/sg/pdf/2022/10/ssr-small-steps-big-shifts.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4179647
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4190204

1870 C. Reitmaier et al.

Merkl-Davies, D. M., and N. M. Brennan. 2007. Discretionary disclosure strategies in corporate nar-
ratives: Incremental information or impression management? Journal of Accounting Literature
26:116-194.

Mishina, Y., B. J. Dykes, E. S. Block, and T. G. Pollock. 2010. Why “good” firms do bad things: The
effect of high aspiration, high expectations, and prominence on the incident of corporate illegality.
The Academy of Management Journal 53(4): 701-722.

Moneva, J. M., P. Archel, and C. Correa. 2006. GRI and the camouflaging of corporate unsustainability.
Accounting Forum 30(2): 121-137.

Morris, R. D. 1987. Signalling, agency theory and accounting policy choice. Accounting and Business
Research 18(69): 47-56.

Muller, A., and G. Whiteman. 2009. Exploring the geography of corporate philanthropic disaster
response: A study of Fortune Global 500 firms. Journal of Business Ethics 84(4): 589—-603.

Muttakin, M. B., and A. Khan. 2014. Determinants of corporate social disclosure: Empirical evidence
from Bangladesh. Advances in Accounting 30(1): 168—175.

Neu, D., H. Warsame, and K. Pedwell. 1998. Managing public impressions: Environmental disclosures in
annual reports. Accounting, Organizations and Society 23(3): 265-282.

Norrlof, C. 2009. Key currency competition. The Euro versus the Dollar. Cooperation and Conflict 44(4):
420-442.

Paik, G. H., B. Lee, and K. R. Krumwiede. 2017. Corporate social responsibility performance and out-
sourcing: The case of the Bangladesh tragedy. Journal of International Accounting Research 16(1):
59-79.

Patten, D. M. 1991. Exposure, legitimacy, and social disclosure. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy
10(4): 297-308.

Patten, D. M. 1992. Intra-industry environmental disclosures in response to the Alaskan oil spill: A note
on legitimacy theory. Accounting, Organizations and Society 17(5): 471-475.

Patten, D. M. 2002. The relation between environmental performance and environmental disclosure: A
research note. Accounting, Organizations and Society 27(8): 763-773.

Plumlee, M., D. Brown, R. M. Hayes, and R. S. Marshall. 2015. Voluntary environmental disclosure
quality and firm value: Further evidence. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy 34(4): 336-361.

Prencipe, A. 2004. Proprietary costs and determinants of voluntary segment disclosure: Evidence from
Italian listed companies. European Accounting Review 13(2): 319-340.

Qiangian, D., and S. Rui. 2018. Peer performance and earnings management. Journal of Banking &
Finance 89:125-137.

Quinlan, M., and P. Sheldon. 2011. The enforcement of minimum labor standards in an era of neo-liberal
globalization: An overview. The Economic and Labor Relations Review 22(2): 5-31.

Raghunandan, A., and S. Rajgopal, 2023. Do socially responsible firms walk the talk? Journal of Law
and Economics, forthcoming.

Raghunandan, A., and S. Rajgopal. 2022. Do ESG funds make stakeholder-friendly investments? Review
of Accounting Studies 27(3): 822—863.

Rasche, A., and S. Waddock. 2014. Global sustainability governance and the UN Global Compact: A
rejoinder to critics. Journal of Business Ethics 122 (2): 209-216.

Refinitiv. 2022. Environmental, social and Governance scores from Refinitiv. Retrieved September 29,
2022, from https://www.refinitiv.com/content/dam/marketing/en_us/documents/methodology/refin
itiv-esg-scores-methodology.pdf.

Reimann, F., J. Rauer, and L. Kaufmann. 2015. MNE subsidiaries’ strategic commitment to CSR in
emerging economies: The role of administrative distance, subsidiary size, and experience in the
host country. Journal of Business Ethics 132(4): 845-857.

Reitmaier, C., and W. Schultze. 2017. Enhanced business reporting: Value relevance and determinants of
valuation-related disclosures. Journal of Intellectual Capital 18(4): 832-867.

Roberts, R. W. 1992. Determinants of corporate social responsibility disclosure: An application of stake-
holder theory. Accounting, Organizations and Society 17(6): 595-612.

Schultze, W., and R. Trommer. 2012. The concept of environmental performance and its measurement in
empirical studies. Journal of Management Control 22:375-412.

Semenova, N., and L. G. Hassel. 2015. On the validity of environmental performance metrics. Journal of
Business Ethics 132(2): 249-258.

Shi, H., X. Zhang, and J. Zhou. 2018. Cross-listing and CSR performance: Evidence from AH shares.
Frontiers of Business Research in China 12(11): 126-140.

@ Springer


https://www.refinitiv.com/content/dam/marketing/en_us/documents/methodology/refinitiv-esg-scores-methodology.pdf
https://www.refinitiv.com/content/dam/marketing/en_us/documents/methodology/refinitiv-esg-scores-methodology.pdf

Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are... 1871

Simnett, R., A. Vanstraelen, and W. Chua. 2009. Assurance on sustainability reports: An international
comparison. The Accounting Review 84(3): 937-967.

Sinkovics, N., S. Ferdous Hoque, and R. R. Sinkovics. 2016. Rana Plaza collapse aftermath: Are CSR
compliance and auditing pressures effective? Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal
29(4): 617-649.

Skinner, D. J. 1994. Why firms voluntarily disclose bad news. Journal of Accounting Research 32(1):
38-60.

Skouloudis, A., N. Jones, C. Malesios, and K. Evangelinos. 2014. Trends and determinants of corporate
non-financial disclosure in Greece. Journal of Cleaner Production 68:174—188.

Spence, M. 1973. Job market signaling. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 87(3): 355-374.

Stock, J. H., and M. Yogo, 2002. Testing for weak instruments in linear IV regression. National Bureau
of Economic Research Technical Working Paper Series 284. Retrieved May 30, 2017, from http://
www.nber.org/papers/T0284.

Stock, J. H., and M. W. Watson. 2012. Introduction to econometrics, 3rd ed. Pearson.

Strike, V. M., J. Gao, and P. Bansal. 2006. Being good while being bad: Social responsibility and the
international diversification of U.S firms. Journal of International Business Studies 37(6): 850-862.

Taylor, M. S. 2005. Unbundling the pollution haven hypothesis. Advances in Economic Analysis & Policy
4(2): 1-28.

Thorne, L., L. S. Mahoney, and G. Manetti. 2014. Motivations for issuing standalone CSR reports: A sur-
vey of Canadian firms. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 27(4): 686-714.

Tomar, S. 2023. Greenhouse Gas Disclosure and Emissions Benchmarking. Journal of Accounting
Research 61(2): 451-492.

Topping, N. 2012. How does sustainability disclosure drive behavior change? Journal of Applied Corpo-
rate Finance 24(2): 45-48.

Trevifio, L. K. 2005. Out of touch — The CEO’s role in corporate misbehavior. Brooklyn Law Review
70(4): 1195-1212.

Tschopp, D. J. 2005. Corporate social responsibility: A comparison between the United States and the
European Union. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 12(1): 55-59.

United Nations Global Compact (UNGC). 2020a. United Nations Global Compact. The ten principles
of the UN Global Compact. Retrieved October 21, 2020, from https://www.unglobalcompact.org/
what-is-gc/mission/principles.

United Nations Global Compact (UNGC). 2020b. Who we are. Our Participants. Retrieved October 21,
2020, from https://www.unglobalcompact.org/what-is-gc/participants.

United Nations Global Compact (UNGC). 2020c. Reporting on the SDGs. Retrieved October 21, 2020,
from https://www.unglobalcompact.org/take-action/action/sdg-reporting.

VanMarrewijk, M. 2003. Concepts and definitions of CSR and corporate sustainability: Between agency
and communion. Journal of Business Ethics 44(2-3): 95-105.

Watson, A., P. Shrives, and C. Marston. 2002. Voluntary disclosure of accounting ratios in the UK. The
British Accounting Review 34(4): 289-313.

Welford, R. 2004. Corporate social responsibility in Europe and Asia. Journal of Corporate Citizenship
13:31-47.

Welford, R. 2005. Corporate social responsibility in Europe, North America and Asia. Journal of Corpo-
rate Citizenship 17:33-52.

White, H. 1980. A heteroskedasticity—consistent covariance matrix estimator and a direct test for heter-
oskedasticity. Econometrica 48(4): 817-838.

Wickert, C., A. G. Scherer, and L. J. Spence. 2016. Walking and talking corporate social responsibility:
Implications of firm size and organizational cost. Journal of Management Studies 53(7): 1169-1196.

Williams, O. F. 2014. The United Nations Global Compact: What did it promise? Journal of Business
Ethics 122(2): 241-251.

Wiseman, J. 1982. An evaluation of environmental disclosures made in corporate annual reports.
Accounting, Organizations and Society 7(1): 53—-63.

Wooldridge, J. M. 2003. Solutions manual and supplementary materials for Econometric analysis of
cross section and panel data. MIT Press.

Wooldridge, J. M. 2013. Introductory econometrics. A modern approach, 5th ed. Mason.

Wau, J. 2014. The antecedents of corporate social and environmental irresponsibility. Corporate Social
Responsibility and Environmental Management 21(5): 286-300.

@ Springer


http://www.nber.org/papers/T0284
http://www.nber.org/papers/T0284
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/what-is-gc/mission/principles
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/what-is-gc/mission/principles
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/what-is-gc/participants
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/take-action/action/sdg-reporting

1872 C. Reitmaier et al.

Yoon, A. and Serafeim, G. 2020. Stock price reactions to ESG news: The role of ESG ratings and disa-
greement. https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/b3b44b92-706b-4474-
aab2-a20a6e51bd2c/content. Accessed 1 Jul 2024.

Young, S., and M. Marais. 2012. A multi-level perspective of CSR reporting: The implications of
national institutions and industry risk characteristics. Corporate Governance: An International
Review 20(5): 432-450.

Zhao, M. 2012. CSR-based political legitimacy strategy: Managing the state by doing good in China and
Russia. Journal of Business Ethics 111(4): 439-460.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps
and institutional affiliations.

@ Springer


https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/b3b44b92-706b-4474-aab2-a20a6e51bd2c/content
https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/b3b44b92-706b-4474-aab2-a20a6e51bd2c/content

	Corporate responsibility and corporate misbehavior: are CSR reporting firms indeed responsible?
	Abstract  
	1 Introduction
	2 Related research and hypotheses development
	3 Measurement of CSR reporting and corporate misbehavior
	4 Econometric models
	4.1 Prior corporate misbehavior and CSR reporting
	4.2 CSR reporting and future corporate misbehavior
	4.2.1 Main model: second stage 2SLS model
	4.2.2 First stage 2SLS model
	4.2.3 Second stage SR model


	5 Sample
	6 Empirical results
	6.1 Prior corporate misbehavior and CSR reporting
	6.2 CSR reporting and future corporate misbehavior

	7 Additional analyses and robustness
	7.1 Reporting history
	7.2 Alternative instrumental variables
	7.3 Alternative variable measurement
	7.4 Alternative model specifications
	7.5 Alternative sample composition: cross-sectional analyses
	7.6 Alternative sample composition: extended timeframe

	8 Quasi-natural experiment
	9 Conclusion
	Appendix 1
	Appendix 2
	Appendix 3
	Acknowledgements 
	References


