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Abstract. With a body of empirical work and a rival theoretical model of the firm, win-win philanthropy research tries to license direct corporate involvement. In compliance with these goals, the conventional view expects a positive association between corporate social performance (CSP) and corporate financial performance (CFP). We argue that only under very restrictive conditions can a genuine effect between CSP and CFP be expected. The CSP-CFP literature, nevertheless, generally does find positive effects. We explain how this pattern reflects publication bias in the CSP-CFP literature, the cause of which may be the high rejection rate of studies documenting contradictory evidence or the strong efforts to find accepted evidence. We describe coercive, mimetic, and normative mechanisms by which this homogenization of research findings in particular occurs. Relying on empirical evidence from the CSP-CFP literature, our preliminary findings support the former assumption indicating that the CSP-CFP link does not survive a critical test, which suggests that for win-win philanthropy the 40-year search for the “luminiferous aether” remains a myth. Our results in particular show that file-drawer problems can foil empirical results. Although these problems are well known in research, these claims often are not often systematically analyzed or explained in management research.

1. Introduction


In physics, conjecture has long been that light waves need a “luminiferous aether” as a medium. In one of the greatest “failed experiments” of all times, Michelson and Morley could not find this aether. It took the ingenuity of Albert Einstein to show theoretically in 1905 that the constancy of the speed of light is compatible with Michelson and Morely’s null result and there is no longer a need for “luminiferous aether.” Popper (1963), in his Conjectures and Refutations: The Growth of Scientific Knowledge, suggested that all scientific theories are by nature conjectures and inherently fallible. Should any theory survive a number of critical tests, it may be closer to truth.


Win-win philanthropy seems to be such a truth.
 “Empirical research has largely focused on establishing a positive connection between corporate social performance (CSP) and corporate financial performance (CFP)” 2003: 273()
. A large number of empirical studies confirm that a positive connection exists between CSP and CFP. The results of meta-analyses establish this certainty by confirming that the standardized CSP-CFP effect is positive and significant and can amount up to .18 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(for example Bauer et al., 2005; Belkaoui & Karpik, 1989; Margolis et al., 2007; Margolis & Walsh, 2003; Orlitzky et al., 2003)
. The now 40-year search for an association between CSP and CFP reflects the enduring quest to find a persuasive business case for social initiatives.


With a body of empirical work and a rival theoretical model of the firm, CSP-CFP studies try to establish a legitimate place for parties other than shareholders and some grounds to license direct corporate involvement Margolis & Walsh, 2003()
. In compliance with these goals, the conventional view expects CSP to be a source of competitive advantage because it attracts resources, employees, customers, and investors, as well as satisfying stakeholders and policy makers, reducing agency problems, transaction costs, and risks, improving company images, and creating unforeseen opportunities. The aim is to substantiate the kind of claims that Kofi Annan (2001) made to U.S. corporations, “a happy convergence between what your shareholders want and what is best for millions of people the world over” Margolis & Walsh, 2003: 273()
.

Yet, when it comes to the belief in a strong, positive relationship between CSP and CFP, other scholars are more skeptical McWilliams & Siegel, 2000(, 2001)
. Some of them ignore positive empirical evidence by arguing that social responsibility detracts from a firm’s financial performance Friedman, 1970(; Jensen, 2002)
. Accordingly, CSP raises a firm’s costs, thereby putting it at an economic disadvantage in a competitive market. Others take a more nuanced stand and argue that CSP not only may raise but also may decrease a firm’s performance Benabou & Tirole, 2010()
, has diminishing returns for imitating firms Brammer & Millington, 2008(; Kopel, 2009)
, is only an insurance in the context of negative business events Godfrey et al., 2009()
, and finally that the literature suffers from methodological problems and misspecifications McWilliams & Siegel, 2000()
. These scholars also argue that, from a theoretical point of view, a neutral CSP-CFP link should be expected McWilliams & Siegel, 2001()
.

In the win-win philanthropy literature, researchers rebut such arguments by conjecturing that CSP benefits do outweigh the costs. The positive empirical results of a large number of CSP-CFP studies appear to confirm this. Meta-analyses encourage the conventional view by concluding that “a clear signal emerges” Margolis & Walsh, 2003: 273()
 and that corporate philanthropy “is likely to pay off” Orlitzky et al., 2003: 403()
. However, it is forgotten that scientific knowledge is often generated by a creative imagination in order to solve problems that have arisen in specific historio-cultural settings Berman et al., 1999()
, which also become reflected in the number of positive outcomes at the level of empirical testing.

This study takes into account that scientific knowledge is irreducibly conjectural. By taking the conjectures and refutations of win-win philanthropy seriously, we first argue that only under very restrictive conditions can a genuine effect between CSP and CFP be expected. The CSP-CFP literature, nevertheless, generally does find positive effects. Second, we explain how this pattern reflects publication bias in the CSP-CFP literature. The cause of such selection bias in the literature may be the high rejection rate of studies documenting contradictory evidence or the strong efforts to find accepted evidence. Third, we argue that such a homogenization of research findings occur due to coercive isomorphism, mimetic processes, and normative pressure. That is, publication biases are expected to vary with respect to time and the academic background of the involved researchers. Using meta-regression analysis, we demonstrate that publication bias causes the positive CSP-CFP link in the CSP literature, and no genuine CSP-CFP effect remains. We further show under which conditions publication biases are particularly high. Our research indicates that the CSP-CFP link does not survive a critical test suggesting that for win-win philanthropy the “luminiferous aether” remains a myth.


Our research contributes to the literature by pointing out that empirical results, in particular, the results of meta-analyses, can be foiled by file-drawer problems Rosenthal, 1979()
. Although these problems are well known in research, these claims have not often been systematically analyzed or explained in management research. First, most meta-analyses in management research do not properly control for publication biases. Even though former meta-analyses on the CSP-CFP link address the file-drawer problem, they do so in parenthesis. They deal with the file-drawer problem by computing the number of additional unlocated studies needed to cause the correlation to decrease to a minimal critical level or zero Margolis et al., 2007(; Orlitzky et al., 2003)
. As large numbers of studies are needed, it is reasoned that publication bias is absent. Such a publication bias test remains rather salient on the size and significance of the publication bias within the analyzed literature. Moreover, it does not tell anything about the size and significance of the remaining effect if publication bias is absent. Second, until now, management research has little been concerned with the existence of publication biases and their implication for the research field even though the quantity of empirical research is exploding.
2. Hypothesis Development
2.1. The Absent CSP-CFP Link: The Basic Idea

Without attempting to be comprehensive, we develop two interrelated arguments against the general case for a clear and positive CSP-CFP link. This implies that we do not argue against a particular specified case for this positive link. The theoretical arguments nevertheless indicate that the conjecture of a clear, positive CSP-CFP link may not establish the truth because there remain significant theoretical refutations.


First, firms envision very different roles for CSP.
 Benabou and Tirole 2010()
 distinguish three visions: win-win (doing well by doing good), delegated philanthropy (the firm as a channel for the expression of citizen values), and insider-initiated corporate philanthropy. Although the first two visions may show a positive correlation between CSP and profits, the reverse should hold true for the third. An application of the first vision could go hand in hand with product differentiation or innovation (e.g., ecological products), which matches a higher willingness to pay by particular customer segments see also McWilliams & Siegel, 2001()
. Yet, the effects of such CSP investments, when they are not perfectly specific to the CSP leader firm (i.e., they spill over to follower firms investing later), can lead the follower firm to have a second-mover advantage Kopel, 2009()
. This implies a CFP disadvantage for the CSP first mover. The implementation of the second vision relies on a willingness to sacrifice money by stakeholders to bolster firm image and so by definition can only achieve a much more indirect effect than the first vision. However, even an assumed positive relationship between CSP and CFP for both visions one and two could follow a nonlinear relationship, that is, being subject to positive returns first then diminishing and eventually decreasing returns (Brammer and Millington 2008). Following this line of argument further, we could also assume that CSP has only a positive insurance value in the context of negative business events. This could imply that a decline in stock price is smaller for firms that are very active in CSP (Godfrey et al. 2009). The third vision reflects a more self-interested concept of CSP. Firms giving to institutions like opera houses or museums can directly benefit top management, for example, when the CEOs and CFOs become board members there. CFP decreases with that sort of CSP.


Of course, in practice, CSP is likely to involve a mix of all three visions across the corporate sample, so it is often unclear what specific channel is being tested. It is easy to see why. Let us assume that there is a partial value of CFP that can be interpreted as a function of all the CSP investments made simultaneously by a firm because of the three different visions. We know that by definition these CSP investments follow different incentives, assumingly with different results. However, when we do not know the weights of the CSP activities that follow the aforementioned visions or the functional forms of their particular CFP consequences (see Brammer and Millington, 2008, for very different forms), we cannot even ex ante determine whether CFP increases or decreases because of these CSP activities. For the ex-post analysis, it is almost impossible to solve the problem of reverse engineering and disentangling the CFP result into its different CSP causes.

It becomes clear that we can expect only under certain circumstances to find a clear-cut positive relationship between CSP and performance (Vogel 2005). A similar result was observed by McWilliams & Siegel 2001()
. Using an arbitrage argument, they found that firms, whether they provided CSP or not, had the same rate of profit. From this, they predicted that there would generally be a neutral relationship between CSP activity and firm performance.


Second, part of this inconclusiveness stems from one general problem that holds true for the underlying research field: organizational performance as a dependent variable March & Sutton, 1997(; Nicolai & Kieser, 2002)
. The primary focus of CSP-CFP studies is the idea that organizational performance can be predicted, understood, and shaped. Consequently, researchers take organizational performance as a dependent variable and seek to identify variables that produce variations in profits, sales, market share, productivity, debt ratios, and stock prices. “Researchers who study organizational performance in this way typically devote little attention to the complications of using such a formulation to characterize the causal structure of performance phenomena. These complications include the ways in which performance advantage is competitively unstable, the causal complexity surrounding performance, and the limitations of using data base on retrospective recall of informants” March & Sutton, 1997: 698()
. March and Sutton serve as an illustration for empirical and methodological problems when analyzing the CSP-CFP link.
 Consequently, even if the firm’s CSP activities only follow the first vision, research cannot be sure to identify this positive CSP-CFP relationship. On an aggregated level, such noise should result in a zero finding McWilliams & Siegel, 2000(, 2001)
.
2.2. The Positive CSP-CFP Link: Expressive Utility and Bandwagon Processes

The former considerations contradict the findings of former meta-analyses documenting an overall positive CSP-CFP relationship 
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(a selection of these meta-analyses are for example Bauer et al., 2005; Belkaoui & Karpik, 1989; Margolis et al., 2007; Margolis & Walsh, 2003; Orlitzky et al., 2003)
. However, meta-analyses can be confronted with a biased representation of the total population of research results Rosenthal, 1979()
. Such publication bias arises when the selection of studies for publication is made on the basis of the statistical significance of results or on the basis of whether the results satisfy preconceived theoretical expectations Doucouliagos, 2005(; Stanley, 2005a)
. This leads to a truncated pool of published studies with the consequent suppression of some empirical findings.

Publication bias is not a trivial issue. If it exists, it has the potential to distort inferences, especially with respect to policy Stanley & Doucouliagos, 2010()
. For example, medical researchers have long acknowledged the importance and seriousness of publication selection Begg & Berlin, 1988


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Egger et al., 1997b; Sterling, 1959)
. The Paxil and Vioxx scandals put publication selection bias on the research agenda Krakovsky, 2004()
.
 There is also a growing attention to publication bias in the field of economics. Researchers found evidence for the publication bias of aid effectiveness on growth Doucouliagos & Paldam, 2008()
 in areas such as minimum-wage studies Card & Krueger, 1995(; Doucouliagos & Stanley, 2009)
, the economic freedom and economic growth literature Doucouliagos, 2005(; Doucouliagos et al., 2005)
, the estimates of returns from education Ashenfelter et al., 1999()
, the productivity effects of multinationals Görg & Strobl, 2001()
, and the price elasticity of water Stanley, 2005a()
. It indicates that publication bias is a widespread phenomenon that can be expected to occur in the business literature as well.


Doucouliagos et al. 2005()
 hypothesized that, in particular areas of research where mainstream theory supports a specific effect, publication bias can be found. In CSP-CFP research, mainstream theory promotes a social justice view of the world that strives to align with shareholder wealth maximization. CSP is viewed as a source of competitive advantage resulting in positive performance effects. Hence, it is likely that publication bias would affect the CSP-CFP literature.


According to Card and Krueger 1995()
, there exist in particular three sources that cause publication bias. First, reviewers and editors may be predisposed to accept papers consistent with a conventional view. Second, researchers may use the presence of a conventionally expected result as a model selection test. Third, everyone may possess a predisposition to treat “statistically significant” results more favorably. When all three of these potential sources of publication bias are working in the same direction, empirical literature can become quite skewed, distorting any assessment of the typical empirical finding Stanley, 2005a()
.


In the context of CSP-CFP, publication bias can take several forms. First, referees and editors may disproportionately select significant, positive results believing that they are more informative. This could partly be a consequence of the professional school environment where many CSP-CFP referees and editors are employed. The customers of these schools, for example, aspiring managers, expect to be trained to create success stories in organizations. In addition, researchers secure funding and legitimacy as consultants to organizations, as lecturers to organizational audiences, or as authors of books providing suggestions for improving organizational performance. These audiences encourage researchers to create success stories. Positive findings reflect the majority view in the field and have a higher probability of being read and cited. In addition, in the CSP-CFP literature, there exists an overwhelming professional consensus of a social justice view of the world. Negative findings contradict this view, and concerns may be raised about the possibility of misspecification, data problems, or estimation errors. The conventional view that virtuous firms are rewarded may be explained by expressive utility (Hillman 2010). It reflects a person’s identity, that is, a view that people have of themselves in terms of who they are and what they stand for, support, or oppose. Expressive utility can result in an expressive research trap in which there is majority support for a social justice view of the world.


Second, researchers who find a negative effect on CFP may choose not to submit these results to journals or other publication outlets because they believe the results to be incorrect, they expect that they will have a low probability of being accepted, or the literature itself does not offer accepted theories to explain negative findings.

Third, publication bias can result in authors finding it difficult to publish results where the CSP-CFP link is positive but not significant. Referees may argue that CSP should show a positive and statistically significant impact on CSP. Authors may be encouraged to locate this effect by, for example, changing the sample size, changing the empirical methodology, altering the set of control variables, or using a different estimation technique.


In addition to this, the social contagion literature hypothesizes that a mainstream view often becomes exponentiated due to bandwagon processes Abrahamson & Rosenkopf, 1993()
. Actors imitate other actors; that is, they base their decisions on the decisions of other actors within that group DiMaggio & Powell, 1983()
. Imitation processes can be explained by the interplay of different mechanisms, for example, gaining legitimacy by conforming to emergent norms DiMaggio & Powell, 1983


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Zucker, 1977)
 or avoiding the risk that competitors could gain a competitive advantage 
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(Abrahamson & Rosenkopf, 1993; Abrahamson & Rosenkopf, 1997; Katz & Shapiro, 1985)
.

First, with an increase in the number of researchers adopting the view that rewards go to the virtuous firms, the positive CSP-CFP link becomes infused with value: The mere fact that many researchers have adopted this view becomes the cue that it is normal or even legitimate to use this view. Those who do not use this view tend to appear abnormal and illegitimate to other researchers within the field DiMaggio & Powell, 1983(; Meyer & Rowan, 1977)
. Second, with an increase in the number of researchers adopting the view that rewards go to virtuous firms, non-adopters contemplate a worst case scenario in which the positive view succeeds. In these scenarios, a researcher’s perceived threat of a competitive disadvantage far outweighs the perceived value of an equally large competitive advantage Abrahamson & Rosenkopf, 1993(; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)
. Those who do not use the conventional view face the risk of falling farther and farther below average if the positive CSP-CFP view succeeds Hannan & Freeman, 1977()
.

Bandwagon processes also work if researchers have varying thresholds beyond which they give in to these pressures Granovetter, 1978()
. It generates recursive processes in which individuals with lower thresholds give in to smaller conformity pressures, thus raising the number of adopters and the strength of conformity pressure and prompting individuals with higher thresholds to imitate.

Summing up, the former arguments suggest that the conventional view within CSP-CFP studies that corporate philanthropy “is likely to pay off” Orlitzky et al., 2003: 403()
 may be the result of expressive utility and/or bandwagon processes. Its consequence is an overrepresentation of positive, significant findings, whereas insignificant or negative empirical findings remain suppressed. It lead to the first hypothesis suggesting that the positive effect between CSP and CFP, as documented in most studies and meta-analyses, may simply be caused by selection bias in the literature. In reality, as argued in the former section, a positive CSP-CFP effect cannot be obtained.
Hypothesis 1: Publication bias causes the significant, positive effect between CSP and CFP, as documented in the literature.
2.3. Context Dependency of Publication Biases: Group Dynamics

We have given a general explanation for publication biases in the former section. These biases may be context dependent; that is, they can vary with respect to time and the academic background of the involved researchers. We use the threefold typology of DiMaggio and Powell 1983()
 to identify mechanisms that bring about the homogenization of research findings. DiMaggio and Powell 1983()
 discussed coercive isomorphism that stems from political influence and the problem of legitimacy, mimetic processes resulting from standard responses to uncertainty and normative pressure associated with professionalization.


Coercive isomorphism. Coercive isomorphism results from both formal and informal pressure exerted on researchers by other actors upon which they are dependent and by cultural expectations in the society within which research functions DiMaggio & Powell, 1983()
. In CSP-CFP research, political influence toward supportive evidence for a certain management technique may increase with publication time in particular.
 With the number of adopters of the conventional view, the legitimacy problems increase for research containing unconventional views. Unconventional views entailing neutral or negative evidence on the CSP-CFP link may face more legitimacy problems in the latter stages. Both sides of the “market for articles” (i.e., authors and editors/reviewers) will find it costlier to produce and evaluate unconventional views, thereby devaluating their former investments in the conventional view. Scholars who are unable to produce this conventional view will be kept out of the market. Legitimacy problems may take the form of higher rejection rates by journals or of lower submission rates by authors. It can also lead to more data adjustments by authors in the latter stage of the CSP-CFP innovation in an attempt to find evidence for the conventional view. Therefore, we expect to have a strengthening publication bias over time.
Hypothesis 2: The publication bias in CSP-CFP research increases with publication year.


Mimetic processes. Uncertainty is a powerful force that has a positive feedback on imitation. When data are ambiguous or the management technique is poorly understood,
 research may align itself with other research in the field that is perceived to be more legitimate or successful DiMaggio & Powell, 1983()
. At least two sources exist that may foster mimetic processes among CSP-CFP researchers: methodological problems and evidence-based research without a proper research question.


As outlined in the beginning, CSP-CFP research is characterized by methodological problems such as performance instability, retrospective recall, or simple models of complex worlds March & Sutton, 1997(; Nicolai & Kieser, 2002)
. In particular, studies that face many of these problems may be modeled after the conventional view. First, authors may only submit methodologically weak studies if they confirm that the conventional view increases the credibility of their research design. Second, editors and reviewers may only accept these studies if the results mimic the conventional view thus sustaining former investments.
Hypothesis 3: The publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies with large methodological problems.

High numbers of less path-breaking research contributions also characterize CSP-CFP research. Often, researchers “jump on the bandwagon” because CSP-CFP research is perceived as “fashionable.” The underlying research motivation may not be the investigation of a specific theory or hypothesis but more the desire to participate in a new trend. When it comes to publications, such research faces higher mimetic pressure. Typically, the management technique is poorly understood, and reviewers and editors may only accept research modeled on the conventional view in the field. Moreover, authors may decide to publish their results only if they support the conventional view. However, more importantly, the demand for explanations that contradictory empirical evidence poses for authors is quite high, especially given the widely established CSR-CFP link. Therefore, by definition, the presentation of contradictory evidence requires a deep theoretical understanding of the investigated research field.
Hypothesis 4: The publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies based on empirical facts without hypotheses.

Normative pressures. Finally, the homogenization of research findings also can partly stem from the collective struggle of researchers to define the conditions and methods of their work, to control their productions, and to establish a cognitive base for their occupation. Sources of normative pressure are the formal education of researchers and the researchers’ embeddedness in their professional networks DiMaggio & Powell, 1983()
. 


In particular, the formal education of researchers often is reflected in the kind of theories used to substantiate certain claims. CSP-CFP research roughly consists of two theoretical camps. Some researchers make use of economic inspired theories, for example, of the efficient market view, and others of social inspired theories, for example, of stakeholder theory. The specific education of a researcher shapes the way of thinking, the choice of publication outlets, and the group of readers and reviewers. It also is reflected in the researcher’s affiliation to a specific research profession exercising normative pressure. Because of different theoretical training, the research profession of economic inspired scholars is often more concerned with the measuring apparatus of the CSP-CFP link, whereas the research profession of social inspired scholars is often more concerned with the content of CSP-CFP statements. Therefore, the economic research profession may establish less normative pressure on scholars, or it could lean slightly towards a negative CSR-CFP link. In contrast, the social science research professions may establish stronger preferences in order to conform to conventional views. Such differential normative pressure results in higher publication bias for researchers trained in social inspired theories.

Hypothesis 5: The publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies based on social inspired theories and lower for studies based on economic inspired theories.

Researchers are further embedded in different professional subnetworks that can be distinguished by their specific discourse. This discourse can be, for example, uncritical or more skeptical. Some professional groups support the positive CSP-CFP link by outlining the competitive advantages for organizations. Other professional groups are more open by outlining the strengths and weaknesses of CSP with respect to CFP. Publication bias should occur more often when the discourse in professional networks does not lend itself to conjecture and refutation but rather uncritically supports the conventional view.

Hypothesis 6: The publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies remaining salient on the potential drawbacks of CSP.
3. Research Method

3.1. Method
To investigate publication bias and bandwagon processes in the CSP-CFP literature, we rely on a meta-analysis Hunter & Schmidt, 2004()
; that is, the research is based on previous empirical studies that examined the CSP-CFP link. As an empirical design, meta-analysis has the advantage of being able to quantify the diverse results of prior research. The empirical design has, however, several disadvantages, namely replicability, impartiality, comparability of studies, integration of studies of differing quality, publication bias in favor of published articles, significant results, and nonindependent effects when a study documents several effects Eisend, 2004()
. These weaknesses must be taken into consideration during the research process.

3.2. Sample


To collect the study sample, we consulted prior meta-analyses or literature reviews on the CSP-CFP relationship.
 We further conducted our own research using the Web of Science and Google by using several keywords (e.g., corporate social responsibility and financial performance) and the forward and backward citations of collected studies. Both search steps lead to a list of 282 studies. We subsequently excluded 120 studies because they did not document their statistical results or they were published by publication outlets that were not easily accessible (e.g., unpublished PhD theses). The final sample included 162 empirical studies on the CSP-CFP link (see Appendix C).

To be included in the sample, a study had to document statistical results on the CSP-CFP link in the following form: (1) correlation or standardized coefficient and sample size; (2) unstandardized coefficient, standard deviation, and sample size; (3) t- or z-value and sample size; (4) mean, standard deviation, and group sample size for subsamples; (5) and the difference in mean and t- or z-value for subsamples. From each study, we included all documented effects on the CSP-CFP link. However, for hierarchical regression analyses that documented several estimation steps using the same measures and methods, we only included the coefficient of the full model without interaction effects. If the authors changed methods (OLS regression versus a fixed-effect regression) or CSP/CFP measurements, more than one effect was included. Further, for event studies, we excluded (cumulative) abnormal returns in the period day ∞ up to day 2 but included estimates that either started on day 1 or ended on day ≥1. The proceeding led to 2,263 sub-effects documented in the 162 studies. For each study, we collected additional data on study characteristics, for example, publication year or underlying theory. For each sub-effect, we collected data on sub-effect characteristics, for example, underlying CSP and CFP measurement, method, or time period (see next section). 

We standardized the diverse effect sizes by computing Fisher’s Z and the associated standard error. Fisher’s Z measures the correlation between variables X and Y but converts Pearson’s r to the normally distributed variable z'. Standardized effects were computed by using the program Comprehensive Meta Analysis that allows for different data entry Borenstein, 2000()
. From the 2,263 sub-effects, we excluded 12 sub-effects from the final analysis because the authors documented t-values above |200|. Such high values are not only unrealistic but also cause over- and underestimation problems in the analysis.

3.3. Measurements

Coercive isomorphism. On the study level, we measured publication year. About 50% of all studies were published after 1995. We constructed a dummy indicating whether the study was published after 1995 or before.

Mimetic processes. The underlying CSP-CFP hypothesis of a study was coded: (1) as positive if the study assumed a positive CSP-CFP link, (2) as H0 if the study explicitly started with the assumption that there exists no CSP-CFP link, (3) as all directions if the study argued that the CSP-CFP link could be positive, negative, neutral, u-shaped, or inverse u-shaped, and (4) as pure empirical if the study contained no explicit hypothesis or assumption about the CSP-CFP link (studies covering at least an assumption somewhere in the theoretical section were not included in this category). On the sub-effect level, we further coded methodological aspects. We documented whether authors made use of industry-fixed effects (or controlled for industry effects), firm-fixed effects, and time-lagged-effects.

Normative pressures. On the study level, we collected data on the underlying theory and on the way of discussing the CSP-CFP link. For descriptive purposes, we first coded theory into subcategories that later on we summarized in three general groups. The first general group covered social science theories including (a) stakeholder-theory, (b) resourced-based view, (c) principal-agent theory, (d) legitimacy, (e) leadership, (f) organizational slack, (g) signaling theory, (h) studies contrasting the shareholder view with the stakeholder view, and (i) studies contrasting resourced-based view with principal-agent theory. The second general group covered economic theories including (a) ethical investments and investor behavior, (2) efficient market view, (3) shareholder view, and (4) financial accounting. Finally, the third group covered studies that made no use of any particular theory, that is, were pure positivistic. We further coded whether a study discussed the pro and con arguments of a positive CSP-CFP link. As 87% of all studies discussed at least the pro arguments, we constructed a dummy variable that indicated if a paper contained a balanced discussion of pro and con arguments or only contained a pro or no discussion.


Control variables. On the sub-effect level, we coded which indices we used to measure CSP and CFP. We first documented all measurements in detail and later on developed useful categories. According to our analysis, studies measure CSP in six different ways: (1) subjective CSP rankings (KLD or Fortune 500 survey); (2) comparison of SRI with non-SRI portfolios, funds, or indices (Dow Jones Sustainability Group Global Index versus conventional index); (3) announcement effects of crime, product recalls, incidents, or withdrawal (announcement of unethical events; the effects were re-coded such that positive values indicated no violation); (4) cash giving and contributions (sum of foundation disbursements and direct cash contributions); (5) social disclosure (environmental disclosure); and (6) effects of CSP regulations and principles (Resource Conservation and Recovery Act). CFP was measured in three different ways: (1) accounting performance (ROA, ROE, sales growth), (2) market performance (Jensen’s alpha, excess returns), and (3) event-based performance ([cumulative] abnormal returns).


On the sub-effect level, we further coded additional sample and study characteristics. The time period analyzed by a study is measured by five time intervals (1960–69, 1970–79, 1980–89, 1990–99, 2000–09). We coded whether a sub-effect covered years within a time interval or not. We further included the number of years investigated by a sub-effect and the analyzed sample size. We also constructed a dummy indicating whether CFP or CSP was the dependent variable in the analysis. It was further measured which kind of analysis was used to compute sub-effects: (a) correlation analysis, (b) regression analysis, or (c) t-test or mean comparison.
3.4. Publication Bias Analysis


Funnel plots. A first graphical test for detecting publication biases are funnel plots Doucouliagos, 2005(; Stanley, 2005a)
. The procedure plots a study’s effective size against its accuracy, that is, the inverse of standard error Egger et al., 1997a()
. The plot shows symmetric, funnel-like patterns when there is no publication bias in the literature Borenstein, 2000()
. Studies with a lower sampling error, typically large studies, appear toward the top of the graph and cluster near the mean effect size. Studies with a large sampling error, typically smaller studies, appear toward the bottom of the graph and are dispersed across a range of values around the mean effect size because they contain more random variation. In the absence of publication bias, the studies are distributed symmetrically around the mean effect size Borenstein, 2000()
. In the presence of bias, the bottom of the plot tends to show a higher concentration of studies on one side of the mean as opposed to the other.
 This reflects the fact that less precise studies are more likely to be published if they demonstrate larger than average effects (making them more likely to meet the criterion for statistical significance). Such errors may be caused by the high rejection rate of small studies documenting contradictory evidence or by the strong efforts to find accepted evidence Card & Krueger, 1995()
.


Meta-regression analysis. To explore publication bias more rigorously, the literature recommends using meta-regression analysis 
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(Doucouliagos & Stanley, 2009; Stanley, 2005b; Stanley & Jarrell, 1998, 2005)
. A meta-regression analysis checks for serious publication bias and detects the size of the true effect between two variables by considering the influence of other drivers of effect size, such as different measurements, methods, time period, and so on. Our meta-regression analysis uses the funnel asymmetry test (FAT) to check for serious publication bias and to detect the size of the true effect between CSP and CFP Stanley, 2005a()
.
 FAT adjusts the effect between two variables by regressing the inverse of standard error (1/SEi) on the value of the z-statistic (zi) (see equation 1). The slope β0 in equation 1 offers information on the existence and size of the “real” effect between two variables, whereas the constant β1 indicates the presence or absence of publication bias Doucouliagos, 2005()
.
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The logic behind equation 1 builds on the same idea as the funnel plot. If publication bias is absent, then the constant β1 in equation 1 equals zero and is not significant for the following reasons. First, in equation 1, studies with high standard errors (smaller studies) are counted as close to zero as one expects to see such “noisy” studies associated with a mean standardized effect of zero. Some of them will find small positive or negative effects, although others will find huge positive or negative effects. Second, in equation 1, studies with small standard errors (large studies) get a higher weight as one expects precise studies to be less noisy and to converge at the “real” standardized effect. Because less precise studies on average detect a standardized effect of zero and precise studies converge at the real standardized effect, this pattern creates a regression line whose intercept approached the origin, that is, zero. The slope of this regression line shows the size of the real effect by detecting how effect size evolves if the precision of a study increases.

However, if there is publication bias, then the constant β1 in equation 1 does not equal zero and is significant. This indicates that there is a selection bias in the literature because studies with high standard errors disproportionately often report large positive or large negative standardized effects. This creates a regression line whose intercept is different from zero, for example, a regression line that already starts with a large positive standardized effect even though the studies have a precision close to zero. Again, the slope of this line indicates the real effect between two variables without selection bias.

Hypothesis 1 is best tested by equation 1. We control for other drivers of effect size; that is, we consider the diversity of studies and sub-effects. The dependent variable in equation 1 is the z-value of the CSP-CFP link. Significant effects thus indicate that a variable significantly increases or decreases the standardized CSP-CFP effect. To test for publication bias within certain subgroups (i.e., to test Hypotheses 2–6), equation 1 is repeated within subsamples.
3.5. Analytic Method


The precision of studies varies within a meta-analysis. A meta-analysis therefore assigns more weight to studies carrying more information. Rather than computing a simple mean of the effect sizes, it computes a weighted mean with more weight given to some studies and less weight given to others. Meta-analyses use a fixed effect model or a random effects model to assign weights to studies. The two make different assumptions about the nature of the studies that lead to different mechanisms for assigning weights. Under the fixed effect model, the assumption is that there is one true effect size shared by all included studies. In contrast, under the random effect model, the studies are assumed to be a random sample of the relevant distribution of effects—it is allowed that the true effect varies from study to study. For our sample, the second assumption seems to be more realistic, for example, crime may cause different effects on performance than a top position in rankings. The random effect model assumes two levels of sampling and thus two levels of error. First, each study is used to estimate the true effect in a specific population. Second, all of the true effects are used to estimate the mean of the true effects. Therefore, in assigning weights to estimates, the random effect model deals with both sources of sampling error—within and between studies Bello, 2005()
. The random effect model was applied to estimate study weights used in the OLS regression as weights. To consider nonindependent effects, weights were computed on the study instead of the sub-effect-level. That is, all sub-effects of one study enter the regression with the same weight. Further, for a robustness check, we clustered the OLS results on a study level to get unbiased t-values. Random effects on the study level were computed with the program Comprehensive Meta Analysis Borenstein, 2000()
.
3.6. Robustness Test 


In the Appendix B, we document the results of two prior meta-analyses, namely of Orlitzky et al. 2003()
 and Margolis et al. 2007()
, on the CSP-CFP link. Both meta-analyses reported significant positive effects on the CSP-CFP link. To test the robustness of our results, we repeated the funnel plot test and FAT test for both samples. The sample of Orlitzky et al. 2003()
 covered data on 52 studies reporting 388 effects between CSP and CFP. In the appendix, the authors documented the average effect per study, which allowed us to collect a one-study-one-effect sample. Our coding led to a sample consisting of 51 studies.
 The sample of Margolis et al. 2007()
 covered data on 148 studies reporting 192 effects between CSP and CFP. In the appendix, the authors documented single effects, which allowed us to collect sub-effects per study.
 In both samples, we controlled for study characteristics as documented by the authors, that is, different CSP and CFP measures, sample sizes, publication years, control variables, and the use of time-lagged effects.

4. Results

4.1. Descriptive findings


Appendix A, Table 1A documents descriptive information on the analyzed CSP-CFP literature. Most studies measure CSP by means of CSP rankings and CFP by means of accounting-based performance. These studies often disproportionately report significant positive effects on the CSP-CFP link. It is further eye-catching that many CSP-CFP studies do not include a hypothesis or theory. These studies again often disproportionately report significant positive CSP-CFP evidence. More than a third of all studies do not discuss the potential negative effects of CSP on CFP. As expected, these studies once more disproportionately report significant positive CSP-CFP effects. Further, most studies analyze the time period between 1990–1999, use CFP as the dependent variable, use regression analyses, do not control for industry- or firm-fixed effects, and consider time-lagged effects. Finally, it is interesting to note that across all studies the average standardized effects between CSP-CFP amounts to .075 with a z-value of .617, the effect is positive but not significant.

The descriptive results further show that the number of published CSP-CFP studies has constantly increased over time indicating bandwagon processes within the literature: win-win corporate philanthropy research has been adopted by more and more studies (see Figure 1A in Appendix A). Further, in line with the conventional view, most studies assume a positive CSP-CFP link (see Figure 2A in Appendix A). In recent time periods in particular the number of pure empirical studies entailing no hypothesis has been exploding. It may be a first indication that researchers are jumping on the bandwagon because corporate philanthropy is perceived as “fashionable.” The underlying research motivation is not the investigation of a specific hypothesis but may be participation in the new trend. The development of the underlying theory for the study population first shows that, in line with the former result and suggesting that most studies include no hypothesis, quite a large number of studies also make no use of theory (see Figure 2A in Appendix A). This kind of study has dramatically increased since 2000. Second, most CSP-CFP studies rely on social science theories, whereas less studies make use of economic-oriented theories. Studies with a social science background have been increasing since 1990 while studies with an economic background have been decreasing since 2000. The last findings may be a first indication for normative pressure. In particular, the social science research camp, which may establish stronger preferences to conform to the conventional view, is growing over time. The publication outlets also confirm this finding. Since 1990, the main publication outlets of CSP-CFP studies are management or business journals (no figure). Within finance, economics, or accounting, the demand for CSP-CFP studies has decreased since 2000. The Top-3 publication outlets for CSP-CFP studies are the Journal of Business Ethics, AMJ, and SMJ.


In the following, Hypotheses 1 through 6 are tested. We first test Hypothesis 1 by analyzing the funnel plot of the study population and by running a Fat-test using meta-regression analysis. Second, we test Hypotheses 2 through 6 by running the Fat-test within subgroups. 

4.2. Funnel Plot

Figure 1 shows the funnel plots for the sample by relying on (a) all sub-effects published within the studies and (b) one-study-one-estimates. In the figures, the standardized effect size is measured on the vertical axis and its accuracy (the inverse of the standard error) on the horizontal. White scatter points indicate the observed effects, whereas red scatter points are estimates of a trim and fill analysis Borenstein, 2000()
. Trim and fill builds on the key idea behind the funnel plot; in the absence of bias, the plot would be symmetric around the summary effect. If more small studies appear on the right than on the left, the concern is that studies from the left may be missing. The trim and fill procedure imputes these missing studies (red scatter points), adds them to the analysis, and then recomputes the summary effect size. The figure indicates that the funnel plots are not symmetrical, indicating publication bias in the CSP-CFP literature. Studies tend to overestimate the effects of the CSP-CFP link because the plots show a higher concentration of studies on the right side of the mean.


In the program Comprehensive Meta Analysis, we run a simple Egger test of equation 1 as a first statistical indication for the presence of serious publication bias Egger et al., 1997b()
. For the sub-effect-level as well as the study-level sample, the intercept of the Egger test is significant, supporting publication bias (see the legend of Figure 1). These biases lead to an overestimation of the true CSP-CFP effect. In the sub-effect-level sample, the observed CSP-CFP link amounts to .075, whereas the for-publication-bias adjusted effect decreases to .037. In the study-level sample, the observed CSP-CFP link amounts to .090, whereas the for-publication-bias adjusted effect decreases to .033.

Figures A2 and A3 in the Appendix document the funnel plot results for the former CSP-CFP meta-analyses of Orlitzky et al. 2003()
 and Margolis et al. 2007()
. The findings are similar; there is evidence for a strong publication bias in the CSP-CFP literature. In the sample of Orlitzky et al. 2003()
, the observed effect between CSP and CFP amounts to .235, whereas the adjusted effect decreases to .124 (see legend of Figure A1). In the sample of Margolis et al. 2007()
, the observed effect between CSP and CFP amounts to .133, whereas the adjusted effect decreases to .051 respectively .037 (see legend of Figure A2). 
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4.3. Meta-regression Analysis: Entire Study Population

Table 1 documents the results of the meta-regression analysis by using the FAT test. Column I reports the results without controlling for study and sub-effect characteristics, whereas Column II documents the results of the full model. The full model was reestimated by using clustered regression analysis that corrects t-values by considering the fact that studies document several sub-effects, which are not strictly independent from each other. In the following, the results of the non-clustered regression are discussed in detail because many of the independent variables vary on sub-effect instead of study level. 
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The results first reveal that publication bias in all models is positive and highly significant, thus supporting the assumption that the CSP-CFP literature tends to overestimate the CSP-CFP link. According to the full model in Col. II, this overestimation is not negligible: Studies tend to overreport the z-value by an amount of 2.527 that, from an inferential statistical point of view, is statistically highly significant. Second, the results show that, for publication bias corrected, the CSP-CFP effect is mostly absent; that is, in accordance with theoretical explanations, the effect is neutral. In the full model, the standardized effect amounts to .005 and is not significant (see Col. II). In the simple model, which does not control for study diversity, the standardized effect is significant but only amounts to .015 (see Col. I). The results give provisional evidence for Hypothesis 1 suggesting that the link is significant and positive between CSP and CFP, as documented in the literature, and is mainly caused by selection bias and not by the effectiveness of CSP.

With respect to study and sub-effect characteristics, the results in Table 2 further show that studies published after 1995, which entail an “all direction” CSP-CFP hypothesis, do not consider industry and firm-fixed effects, rely on no theory, do not discuss the pros and cons of the positive CSP-CFP link, and report significantly higher CSP-CFP effects. Studies measuring CSP by cash giving and social disclosure report lower effects, whereas studies measuring CFP by accounting-based measurements report higher effects. With respect to the analyzed period, the CSP-CFP effect was larger in the initial stage and decreased later on. The results also indicate that studies taking CFP as the dependent variable and using regression analysis report lower effects. Long-term oriented studies including larger samples report significantly lower CSP-CFP effects. However, the former results provide no conclusion as to whether the obtained effects are “true” differences between subgroups or are caused by publication bias within certain subgroups. In the next section, we test this in sub-group models.

We repeated the FAT test for the former meta-analyses of Orlitzky et al. 2003()
 and Margolis et al. 2007()
 (see Appendix, Tables A1 and A2). The analyses show comparable findings. In both samples, the publication bias is positive and highly significant, whereas the unbiased CSP-CFP effect is statistically insignificant. The results hold for both, the simple regression model that does not control for study characteristics and for the full model that controls for study diversity. These results again give provisional evidence for Hypothesis 1 by showing that the significant and positive performance evidence for CSP, as documented in the empirical literature and subsequent meta-analyses, is caused by publication bias and not by the effectiveness of the investigated management technique.
4.4. Meta-regression Analysis: Subgroup Analyses

Finally, we tested whether certain study or sub-effect characteristics were associated with higher publication biases. For this purpose, we ran the FAT test within subsamples and compared whether the difference in publication biases were statistically significant between these subsamples. Table 2 documents the results.


Coercive isomorphism. In Hypothesis 2, it has been postulated that the publication bias in CSP-CFP research increases with publication year: With a number of adopters of the conventional view, the legitimacy problems for research containing unconventional views increase. The results temporarily support Hypothesis 2 by showing that studies published in 1996 and later include a significant positive and higher publication bias than studies published before 1996. The results additionally give evidence for diminishing CFP returns by showing that the effectiveness of CFP has decreased over time: The unbiased CSP-CFP effect was higher and more significant in studies published before 1996. As these studies had to rely on older samples, they also included a higher proportion of CFP innovators. As argued in the beginning, in the initial stage, innovators may indeed profit from CSP because it is not common knowledge. 

Mimetic processes. In Hypothesis 3, it is suggested that the publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies with large methodological problems: Studies that face many of these problems have to be modeled after the conventional view to become accepted. The findings temporarily support Hypothesis 3 by showing that studies including no industry-fixed effects, no firm-fixed effects, or no time-lagged effects are characterized by significantly higher publication biases compared to studies without these problems. In Hypothesis 4, it has been proposed that the publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies based on empirical facts without a hypothesis: Researchers jump on the bandwagon because win-win philanthropy research is perceived as “fashionable.” The underlying research may be poorly understood, and reviewers and editors may only accept research modeled on the conventional view in the field. In addition, authors in particular may publish supportive results because contradictory evidence demands an explanation. The findings temporarily support Hypothesis 4 by showing that pure empirical studies, that is, studies without a hypothesis, have a significantly higher publication bias compared to studies including a CSP-CFP hypothesis, be it a positive, neutral, or “all direction” hypothesis.

Normative pressures. Hypothesis 5 suggests that the publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies based on social-inspired theories and lower for studies based on economic-inspired theories. In other words, the economic research profession may exert less normative pressure on scholars that certain values can be infringed, whereas the social science research profession may exert a stronger preference to conform to the conventional view. Hypothesis 5 is partially supported by the data: The publication bias in studies relying on social science theories is indeed significant and significantly higher than in studies relying on economic theories in which no publication bias can be observed. However, the finding that studies not based on a theory have the highest publication bias, even higher than studies relying on social science theories, indicates that mimetic processes are by far stronger than normative pressure. Finally, in Hypothesis 6, it is suggested that the publication bias in CSP-CFP research is higher for studies remaining silent on the potential drawbacks of CSP: Publication bias occur more often when the discourse in professional networks uncritically supports the conventional view. The findings temporarily support Hypothesis 6 by showing that studies including no balanced discussion about the potential pros and cons of CSP as a source of competitive advantage include a significantly higher publication bias than studies that discuss the CSP-CFP link more critically.


With respect to the control variables, the analysis shows that publication bias also varies within other groups. For example, studies that use CSP rankings to measure CSP and accounting measures to capture CFP and that take CSP as the dependent variable are more contaminated by publication bias.
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5. Discussion


In 1999, Business Week asked, “Can business meet new social, environmental, and financial expectations and still win?” So far, the related literature appears to put forth that view. There is an expectation that “not-for-profit” measures can miraculously be transformed into money; several CSP-CFP articles therefore could be labeled as the analysis of a contradictio in terms. The aim of this research has been to show that CSP does not have as strong a business case as often expected within the many CSP-CFP studies. This finding is in line with theoretical considerations. CSP actions that go beyond legal requirements in adopting progressive and costly programs, by definition, should encounter negative CFP consequences. The keener the competition in many markets, the higher the pressure is on management to deliver positive CFP and avoid negative CFP activities, which most of the CSP investments are. A general case for a clear and positive CSP-CFP link therefore cannot be made, and a genuine effect between CSP and CFP cannot be expected. We have indicated the very restrictive conditions under which CSP, following different visions, can have positive CFP implications, and which firms could possibly benefit from them. Nevertheless, the CSP-CFP literature tends generally to find positive effects. We have argued and shown that this positive evidence is mainly caused by selection bias in the literature. Such selection biases can be explained due to the strong pressure within this literature to conform to the conventional view. For further research and public policy, we see the following implications. 

First, Orlitzky et al. (2003) summarized from their finding of an overall positive CSP-CFP link that firms serve the public by providing “public goods” via CSP. They concluded that government regulation in the area of CSP might not be necessary. (The authors ignored the problem that the CSR provision of public goods is not subject to a democratic political process). In contrast, a negative statistical relationship between CSP and CFP could warrant government intervention. Our claim is much more modest. We do not think that the particular sign of the CSP-CFP link as measured in an empirical paper is a necessary condition for some or no government intervention at all. To answer the question of whether government intervention is needed, it may be more informative to analyze how firms consider their own voluntary CSP activities. First, do firms lobby for high regulatory CSP standards to secure their CSP investments by transforming them into an effective entry barrier for firms that do not have CSP strong preferences? Second, do firms consider their own CSP activities important because they voluntarily comply with public regulations?


Second, CSP-CFP research so far does not distinguish between the different CSP visions that are subject to testing. For this reason, it would be informative to focus future research on case studies such as small groups of firms and sets of firms in particular industries (Wang and Choi 2008). Although these samples are not representative for the universe of all firms, it allows for a deeper understanding of the investigated topic and more precise measurements. One problem with the current CSP studies is the aggregation of multiple dimensions of CSP into a composite measure (KLD index, etc.). Data sources that provide real business detail about each CSP vision (Harrison and Freeman, 1999) and that distinguish between these visions (Wang and Choi, 2008) are for the greater part missing.

Third, as our study demonstrates, publication bias is a not trivial issue in the business literature. In the recent past, the number of empirical studies has been exploding. Many of these studies are purely positivistic—they are not driven by a specific theory and they do they have a link to the philosophy of science. Opinions about the reasons for this development may differ. In our view, two important drivers are unbalanced incentive systems and scholar education. In the current “publish or perish” system, universities encourage their students to publish more and faster and reward them for this behavior. Most graduate schools educate their PhD students in statistics and the “science of top-tier publications” at the expense of basic courses in theory, the philosophy of science, and the theory of science. It is not surprising that scholars more and more act on the belief that a large number of positive outcomes at the level of experimental testing can confirm a scientific theory. It also may be one reason for the exploding number of management fashions, that is, relatively transitory collective beliefs that “a management technique leads rational management progress” in management research within the last decades Abrahamson, 1996: 257()
. Publication biases may be dampened if journal editors encourage scholars to submit empirical papers with sound theoretical backgrounds that come up with nonsignificant results or with results contradicting the conventional view within a field.


Fourth, the empirical design of future studies may investigate the CSP-CFP link directly through interviews or reports, for example, by investigating the development of the underlying processes in one CSP case, and not indirectly, for example, by correlating aggregated CSP information on aggregated CFP information. The reason is that both CSP and CFP are endogenous variables. Even though interviews or reports about the CSP-CFP processes in one case will not completely solve the causality problem, the lessons learned will be richer compared to correlation studies. For example, it may be shown that for Vision 1 (“doing well by doing good”) the CSP-CFP link develops negatively when the acting managers differ in their private values that they derive from being associated with a firm that has a good CSP reputation (Benabou and Tirole, 2010). Richer information on the CSP-CFP link also implies incorporating the ideas and views of different market participants, such as shareholders, managers, employees, and politicians, and using “our own judgments of plausibility” (Solow 1987).
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Figures

Figure 1. Funnel-Plot of the meta-sample
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Legend: 
Upper Figure sub-effects (N=2663), Lower Figure study-effects (N=162)

Upper Figure: Egger’s Test of Publication bias B0= .5188** (p=0.000, t=10.93495) 

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random effect model): observed effect=0.07459, adjusted effect: .03704

Lower Figure: Egger’s Test of Publication bias B0= 2.46084** (p=0.000, t=4.81499) 

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random effect model): observed effect=0.09019, adjusted effect: .03269

. 
Tables

Table 1. FAT-test on the CSP-CFP-Link
	Model
	I
	
	
	II
	(A
	
	
	(B1
	

	Dependent variable: Z-Value
	Coef.
	
	t
	Coef.
	
	t
	
	
	t

	Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.)
	.015
	***
	4.18
	.005
	
	1.12
	
	
	0.59

	Publication Bias (Constant)
	.553
	***
	10.73
	2.527
	***
	6.45
	
	**
	3.22

	Coercive isomorphism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Publication after 1995
	
	
	
	.516
	**
	3.42
	
	
	1.54

	Mimetic processes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--CSP-CFP Hypoth. (Pure empiral)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positive 
	
	
	
	.059
	
	0.39
	
	
	0.17

	All directions
	
	
	
	.372
	*
	2.44
	
	
	1.17

	H0
	
	
	
	.077
	
	0.40
	
	
	0.17

	Industry-fixed effects
	
	
	
	-.482
	***
	-3.79
	
	*
	-2.02

	Firm-fixed effects
	
	
	
	-.446
	*
	-2.27
	
	
	-1.22

	Time-lagged-effects
	
	
	
	.211
	
	1.11
	
	
	0.54

	Normative pressure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--Underlying Theory (Social Science Th.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No Theory 
	
	
	
	.617
	***
	3.97
	
	*
	2.32

	Finance/ Economic Th.
	
	
	
	.086
	
	0.58
	
	
	0.31

	CSP-CFP pros and cons disc.
	
	
	
	-.812
	***
	-5.52
	
	*
	-2.49

	Control variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--CSP Measure (CSP ranking)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio… 
	
	
	
	-.012
	
	-0.04
	
	
	-0.02

	Crime/recall/incidents… 
	
	
	
	-.163
	
	-1.15
	
	
	-0.53

	Cash giving/contributions 
	
	
	
	-.807
	**
	-3.30
	
	†
	-1.73

	Social disclosure
	
	
	
	-.356
	*
	-2.14
	
	
	-0.76

	CSP regulations/principl.
	
	
	
	.131
	
	0.36
	
	
	0.16

	--CFP Measure (Account. based)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Event based
	
	
	
	-.823
	***
	-3.84
	
	*
	-2.00

	Market based 
	
	
	
	-.551
	**
	-2.92
	
	
	-1.65

	--Analyzed Time Period--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1960-69
	
	
	
	-.374
	**
	-2.79
	
	†
	-1.70

	1970-79
	
	
	
	.756
	**
	3.14
	
	
	1.27

	1980-89
	
	
	
	.639
	***
	4.31
	
	†
	1.81

	1990-99
	
	
	
	.326
	*
	2.25
	
	
	1.02

	2000-09
	
	
	
	-.417
	**
	-2.69
	
	
	-1.08

	CFP as dependent variable
	
	
	
	-.714
	**
	-2.76
	
	
	-1.64

	--Kind of Analysis (Regression)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Correlation
	
	
	
	-.809
	**
	-3.34
	
	†
	-1.66

	T-test, mean comparison
	
	
	
	-.244
	
	-1.56
	
	
	-0.77

	Sample size (log)
	
	
	
	-.089
	***
	-3.80
	
	**
	-3.24

	Number of analyzed year
	
	
	
	-.011
	
	-0.77
	
	
	-0.38

	Number of obs. j
	2651
	
	
	2651
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of studies i
	162
	
	
	162
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	16.48
	***
	
	16.68
	***
	
	
	***
	

	R-squared
	.0126
	
	
	.1769
	
	
	
	
	


Legend:
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, † p < .10

OLS regression (Sampling weights)
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 where vj is the within-study variance for study i and [image: image8.png]


 the between-studies variance using study i as the unit of analysis (random effect model)

1 clustered by Study i
Table 2. FAT-test on the CSP-CFP-Link within Sub-Groups
	Dependent variable: Z-Value
	Std. CSP-CFP 
effect 
(1/Std. Err.)
	Publication 
Bias 
(Constant)
	Sub-group difference Publ. bias1

	
	Coef.
	
	t
	Coef.
	
	t
	t
	

	Coercive isomorphism
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--Publication Year
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1975-1995
	.085
	***
	7.75
	-.030
	
	-.40
	-7.23
	***

	1996-2010
	.007
	†
	1.94
	.731
	***
	9.92
	7.23
	***

	Mimetic processes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--CSP-CFP Hypothesis
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pure empirical
	-.009
	
	-1.38
	1.284
	***
	9.77
	6.94
	***

	Positive 
	.056
	***
	6.65
	.342
	***
	6.65
	-2.66
	**

	All directions
	.013
	**
	2.88
	.354
	***
	4.56
	-2.50
	*

	H0
	.026
	
	1.43
	.042
	
	1.43
	-3.48
	***

	--industry-fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	.024
	***
	4.33
	.665
	***
	9.47
	3.19
	**

	Yes
	.008
	
	1.56
	.333
	***
	4.31
	-3.19
	**

	--firm-fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	.010
	
	1.54
	1.211
	***
	10.20
	6.65
	***

	Yes
	.010
	*
	2.27
	.343
	***
	6.28
	-6.65
	***

	--time-lagged-effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	.018
	†
	1.86
	.867
	***
	5.44
	2.26
	*

	Yes
	.012
	**
	3.38
	.488
	***
	9.45
	-2.26
	*

	Normative pressure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--Underlying Theory
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No Theory 
	-.012
	*
	-2.32
	1.546
	***
	12.90
	10.49
	***

	Social Science Th.
	.004
	
	.64
	1.039
	***
	8.20
	4.10
	***

	Finance/ Economic Th.
	.036
	***
	4.81
	-.065
	
	-.97
	-12.78
	***

	--CSP-CFP pros and cons
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	no discussion/ pro discussion
	.046
	***
	4.40
	1.041
	***
	7.55
	4.96
	***

	balanced discussion
	.011
	**
	3.28
	.315
	***
	6.44
	-4.96
	***

	Control variables 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--CSP Measure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CSP ranking 
	.002
	
	0.39
	1.154
	***
	10.75
	6.83
	***

	SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio… 
	.012
	*
	2.50
	.040
	
	.34
	-4.57
	***

	Crime/recall/incidents… 
	.189
	***
	8.50
	-.276
	**
	-2.91
	-7.00
	***

	Cash giving/contributions 
	.038
	
	1.53
	.054
	
	.17
	-1.58
	

	Social disclosure
	.010
	
	1..35
	.434
	***
	3.77
	.10
	

	CSP regulations/principl.
	.088
	***
	5.52
	.214
	
	.80
	-4.27
	***

	--CFP Measure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Account. based
	-.000
	
	-.03
	1.457
	***
	9.45
	6.69
	***

	Market based 
	.014
	**
	2.82
	.164
	†
	1.65
	-2.58
	*

	Event based
	.017
	
	1.05
	.427
	***
	4.06
	-3.31
	**

	--Analyzed Time Period--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1960-69
	.125
	*
	2.08
	.336
	
	.86
	-.50
	

	1970-79
	.037
	
	1.20
	.968
	***
	.968
	2.14
	*

	1980-89
	.047
	***
	4.33
	.426
	***
	4.85
	-.17
	

	1990-99
	.014
	**
	3.28
	.477
	***
	7.92
	-1.99
	*

	2000-09
	.014
	**
	3.47
	.360
	**
	3.38
	-1.32
	

	--Dependent Variable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CFP
	.013
	***
	3.21
	.513
	***
	9.96
	-4.98
	***

	CSP
	-.011
	
	-1.05
	2.533
	***
	6.25
	4.98
	***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dependent variable: Z-Value
	Std. CSP-CFP 
effect 
(1/Std. Err.)
	Publication 
Bias 
(Constant)
	Sub-group difference Publ. bias1

	
	Coef.
	
	t
	Coef.
	
	t
	t
	

	--Kind of Analysis--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Regression
	.017
	***
	3.64
	.445
	**
	3.48
	-.90
	

	T-test, mean comparison
	.136
	†
	1.68
	.547
	***
	8.17
	-.35
	

	Correlation
	.018
	
	.61
	.770
	*
	1.97
	.65
	

	Number of studies i
	162
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of observation j
	2651
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Legend:
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, † p < .10

OLS regression (Sampling weights)

1[image: image10.png]


 where vj is the within-study variance for study i and [image: image12.png]


 the between-studies variance using study i as the unit of analysis (random effect model)

1 Sub-group differences were counted by interaction models taking the form Y=aX+bZ+cXZ where Y is the z-value, X is 1/Std. Err., and Z is the bivariate subgroup. The table documents the t-value of the coefficient b indicating subgroup differences in the intercept, i.e. differences in publication bias. 
Appendix A
Figure A1. Coercive isomorphism in the CSP-CFP literature
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Figure A2. Mimetic processes in the CSP-CFP literature
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Figure A3. Normative pressure in the CSP-CFP literature
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Table A1. Descriptive Statistics of the Sample
	Descriptive statistics
	Freq. Studies i
	Freq. Sub-effects j
	Std. effect (Fisher’s Z)
	Z-Value
	Percent
sign. positive effects
	Percent 
sign. negative effects

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Coercive isomorphism
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Publication Year
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	1975-1995
	49
	1207
	.069
	.605
	16%
	4%

	1996-2010
	113
	1456
	.080
	.854
	21%
	4%

	Mimetic processes
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	CSP-CFP Hypothesis
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Pure empirical
	60
	643
	.128
	1.120
	26%
	3%

	Positive
	56
	913
	.073
	.831
	19%
	2%

	All directions
	32
	673
	.060
	.528
	16%
	5%

	H0
	14
	434
	.024
	.330
	13%
	6%

	Industry-fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	94
	1640
	.097
	.924
	21%
	3%

	Yes
	68
	1023
	.039
	.444
	16%
	6%

	Firm-fixed effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	95
	847
	.101
	1.335
	29%
	2%

	Yes
	67
	1816
	.063
	.461
	14%
	4%

	Time-lagged-effects
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No
	52
	566
	.915
	1.163
	24%
	2%

	Yes
	110
	2097
	.070
	.626
	18%
	4%

	Normative pressure
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Underlying Theory
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	---No Theory---
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Empirical evidence
	45
	824
	.142
	1.341
	29%
	4%

	---Social Science Theory---
	73
	457
	.117 
	1.109
	24%
	2%

	Stakeholder-theory
	21
	61
	.125
	1.925
	39%
	3%

	Resourced-Based-view (RB-view)
	15
	46
	.212
	1.866
	43%
	2%

	Principal-Agent-theory (PA-view)
	11
	144
	.103
	.665
	15%
	1%

	Shareholder- vs. stakeholder-view
	9
	63
	.076
	1.071
	27%
	8%

	Legitimacy
	4
	21
	.107
	1.468
	52%
	0%

	RB- vs. PA-view
	3
	36
	.097
	1.096
	19%
	0%

	Leadership
	2
	50
	.121
	.686
	10%
	0%

	Organizational slack
	2
	3
	-.020
	-.122
	0%
	0%

	Signaling
	2
	9
	.237
	1.052
	0%
	0%

	---Finance/ Economic Theory---
	44
	1382
	.023
	.281
	11%
	4%

	Ethical investments/investor behavior
	25
	662
	.053
	.405
	17%
	5%

	Efficient market view
	15
	425
	.007
	.175
	9%
	6%

	Shareholder-view
	4
	295
	-.026
	-.022
	0%
	0%

	Financial accounting
	4
	24
	.072
	2.458
	50%
	0%

	CSP-CFP Pros and Cons Discussion
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	no discussion, only pro discussion
	62
	701
	.170
	1.525
	33%
	3%

	balanced discussion
	100
	1962
	.042
	.465
	14%
	4%


Table A1. Descriptive Statistics of the Sample (continuation)
	Descriptive statistics
	Freq. Studies i
	Freq. Sub-effects j
	Std. effect (Fisher’s Z)
	Z-Value
	Percent 
sign. positive effects
	Percent 
sign. negative effects

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	Control variables
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CSP Measure
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CSP ranking
	71
	809
	.107
	1.199
	28%
	3%

	SRI vs. Non-SRI Portfolio/Funds
	28
	518
	.024
	.280
	11%
	6%

	Crime/recall/incidents/withdrawal (rev)
	23
	829
	.083
	.617
	18%
	3%

	Cash giving and contributions
	21
	194
	.045
	.627
	10%
	3%

	Social disclosure
	15
	277
	.069
	.528
	16%
	4%

	CSP regulations/principles
	6
	36
	.094
	2.035
	44%
	0%

	CFP Measure
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Accounting based
	93
	704
	.099
	1.419
	31%
	3%

	Event based
	40
	672
	.045
	.427
	15%
	4%

	Market based
	50
	1287
	.077
	.531
	15%
	5%

	Analyzed Time Period
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	1960-69
	10
	108
	.219
	1.200
	24%
	3%

	1970-79
	32
	450
	.180
	1.206
	28%
	2%

	1980-89
	60
	1381
	.093
	.810
	20%
	3%

	1990-99
	96
	1809
	.067
	.661
	18%
	4%

	2000-09
	56
	710
	.036
	.653
	19%
	5%



	Dependent Variable
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	CFP
	125
	1515
	.072
	.656
	18%
	4%

	CSP
	48
	144
	.131
	2.183
	42%
	2%

	Kind of Analysis
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	

	Regression
	93
	693
	.035
	.825
	25%
	6%

	T-test, mean comparison
	67
	1655
	.089
	.660
	16%
	3%

	Correlation
	19
	314
	.089
	.979
	24%
	4%

	Sample Size
	392.73
	385.13
	
	
	
	

	Number of Analyzed Year
	5.63
	6.69
	
	
	
	

	Total
	162
	2663
	.075
	.617
	19%
	4%


Appendix B
Figure B1. Funnel Plot of the meta-analysis of Orlitzky et al. 2003()
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Legend:

Egger’s Test of Publication bias B0= 1.06181* ( p=0.031, t=1.90412) 

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random effect model): observed effect=0.23526, adjusted effect: 0.12443. 
Figure B2. Funnel Plot of the meta-analysis of Margolis et al. 2007()
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Legend:

Funnel plot for sub-effect sample.

Sub-effect sample (N=205): Egger’s Test of Publication bias B0= 1.2163*** (p=0.000, t=3.53000) 

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random effect model): observed effect=0.13392, adjusted effect: 0.05132. 

Study sample (N=148): Egger’s Test of Publication bias B0= 1.28231** (p=0.001, t=3.19314) 

Duval and Tweedie’s Trim and Fill (random effect model): observed effect=0.13292, adjusted effect: 0.03664. 
Table B1. FAT-test on the CSP-CFP-Link, meta-analysis of Orlitzky et al. 2003()

	Model
	I1
	
	
	
	II1
	
	
	III2
	
	

	Dependent variable: Z-Value
	Coef.
	
	t
	
	Coef.
	
	t
	Coef.
	
	t

	Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.)
	.077
	†
	1.82
	
	.062
	
	0.50
	.021
	
	0.19

	Publication Bias (Constant)
	1.297
	*
	2. 35
	
	3.164
	*
	2.08
	2.807
	**
	3.39

	Measurements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--CSP Measure (Reputation)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social audit … 
	
	
	
	
	-2.206
	†
	-1.72
	-1.649
	
	-1.45

	Disclosure … 
	
	
	
	
	-2.464
	†
	-2.01
	-1.852
	†
	-1.78

	Corporate Principles 
	
	
	
	
	-2.157
	
	-1.63
	-1.867
	
	-1.60

	--CFP Measure (Account. based)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Market based 
	
	
	
	
	-1.209
	
	-1.51
	-1.191
	
	-1.48

	Sample & Study characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Publication after 1987
	
	
	
	
	.223
	
	0.24
	.174
	
	0.19

	Sample size (log)
	
	
	
	
	.117
	
	0.19
	.257
	
	0.57

	Number of obs./studies i
	51
	
	
	
	51
	
	
	51
	
	

	F
	3.30
	†
	
	
	3.49
	**
	
	3.49
	**
	

	R-squared
	.0245
	
	
	
	.1282
	
	
	.1282
	
	


Legend:
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, † p < .10

OLS regression (Sampling weights)

1[image: image19.png]


 where vj is the within-study variance for study i and [image: image21.png]


 the between-studies variance (random effect model)

2[image: image23.png]Study Relaibility



 as documented in Orlitzky et al. 2003()

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

	Model
	I1
	
	
	II1
	
	
	III2
	
	

	Dependent variable: Z-Value
	Coef.
	
	t
	Coef.
	
	t
	Coef.
	
	t

	Std. CSP-CFP effect (1/Std. Err.)
	.013
	
	0.64
	.051
	†
	1.90
	-.000
	
	-0.01

	Publication Bias (Constant)
	1.165
	***
	4.70
	2.778
	***
	3.60
	4.608
	***
	4.90

	Measurements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	--CSP Measure (Observer perceptions)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Charitable contributions
	
	
	
	-.096
	
	-0.11
	.449
	
	0.36

	Corporate policies 
	
	
	
	-2.674
	**
	-2.84
	-3.062
	**
	-2.66

	Environmental performance
	
	
	
	-1.381
	*
	-2.44
	-1.494
	†
	-1.72

	Revealed misdeeds 
	
	
	
	-1.229
	
	-1.42
	-1.934
	
	-1.48

	Screened mutual funds 
	
	
	
	-2.087
	**
	-2.72
	-2.588
	**
	-2.78

	Third party audit 
	
	
	
	-2.140
	***
	-3.87
	-2.789
	**
	-3.07

	Transparency 
	
	
	
	-1.945
	†
	-1.96
	-1.780
	
	-1.42

	--CFP Measure (Account. based)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Market based 
	
	
	
	-.447
	
	-1.08
	-.732
	†
	-1.72

	Sample & Study characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Publication after 1995
	
	
	
	.016
	
	0.04
	-.007
	
	-0.01

	Methodology
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	-- CSP as time-lagged dep. variable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CFP as time-lagged dep. variable
	
	
	
	-.742
	
	-1.31
	-.798
	
	-1.17

	CFP/CSP simultaneous measured 
	
	
	
	-.469
	
	-0.93
	-.945
	
	-1.48

	Control for Industry 
	
	
	
	-.067
	
	-0.18
	-.643
	
	-1.36

	Control for ownership control 
	
	
	
	.481
	
	0.51
	-.713
	
	-0.55

	Control for firm size 
	
	
	
	-.289
	
	-0.70
	-.075
	
	-0.17

	Control for risk 
	
	
	
	.195
	
	0.43
	.308
	
	0.62

	Number of observations j
	205
	
	
	205
	
	
	205
	
	

	Number of studies i
	148
	
	
	148
	
	
	148
	
	

	F
	.41
	***
	
	2.19
	**
	
	3.26
	***
	

	R-squared
	.0016
	
	
	.1429
	
	
	.2367
	
	


Legend:
*** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05, † p < .10

OLS regression (Sampling weights)

1[image: image25.png]


 where vj is the within-study variance for study i and [image: image27.png]


 the between-studies variance using study i as the unit of analysis (random effect model)

2[image: image29.png]Sample size




Sample size was excluded from the analysis because it is almost perfectly correlated with 1/Std. Err (r=.94). Margolis et al. 2007()
 document size-corrected effects where larger samples are assumed to be more precise. 
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� Margolis and Walsh � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Margolis</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>29149</RecNum><DisplayText>(2003)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29149</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29149</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Margolis, J. D.</author><author>Walsh, J. P.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Misery loves companies: Rethinking social initiatives by business</title><secondary-title>Administrative Science Quarterly</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Administrative Science Quarterly</full-title></periodical><pages>268-305</pages><volume>48</volume><number>2</number><dates><year>2003</year></dates><isbn>0001-8392</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000187529600004</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000187529600004</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_46" \o "Margolis, 2003 #29149" ��2003�)� found 127 published studies that empirically examined the relationship between companies’ socially responsible conduct and their financial performance and 13 reviews about these studies.


� The term CSP in this paper is used synonymously for philanthropy or CSR.


� For example, assume a simple cost improving process innovation that is partly introduced for CSP reasons. The above-mentioned complications begin. Research first has to estimate the CSP ratio on the cost-cutting innovation before it can estimate the direct and indirect CFP consequences of CSP � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>McWilliams</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>29270</RecNum><Prefix>see for an example </Prefix><DisplayText>(see for an example McWilliams &amp; Siegel, 2000)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29270</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29270</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>McWilliams, A.</author><author>Siegel, D.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Corporate social responsibility and financial performance: Correlation or misspecification?</title><secondary-title>Strategic Management Journal</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Strategic Management Journal</full-title></periodical><pages>603-609*</pages><volume>21</volume><number>5</number><dates><year>2000</year></dates><isbn>0143-2095</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000086678500006</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000086678500006</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_47" \o "McWilliams, 2000 #29270" ��see for an example McWilliams & Siegel, 2000�)�. 


Critics of organizational performance research further argue that the success at understanding performance differences is self destructive: it becomes common knowledge and thus cannot be a success factor any longer � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>March</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>29185</RecNum><DisplayText>(March &amp; Sutton, 1997; Nicolai &amp; Kieser, 2002)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29185</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29185</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>March, J. G.</author><author>Sutton, R. I.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Organizational performance as a dependent variable</title><secondary-title>Organization Science</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Organization Science</full-title></periodical><pages>698-706</pages><volume>8</volume><number>6</number><dates><year>1997</year></dates><isbn>1047-7039</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000071625600009</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000071625600009</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Nicolai</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>29522</RecNum><record><rec-number>29522</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29522</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Nicolai, Alexander</author><author>Kieser, Alfred</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Trotz eklatanter Erfolglosigkeit: Die Erfolgsfaktorenforschung weiter auf Erfolgskurs</title><secondary-title>Die Betriebswirtschaft (DBW)</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Die Betriebswirtschaft (DBW)</full-title></periodical><pages>579-596</pages><volume>62</volume><number>6</number><dates><year>2002</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_44" \o "March, 1997 #29185" ��March & Sutton, 1997�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_50" \o "Nicolai, 2002 #29522" ��Nicolai & Kieser, 2002�)�. The performance impact of a “success factor,” for example, of CSP, therefore may be positive in the invention stage but rapidly reduced to zero in the innovation and maturity stage where most studies are conducted.


� Paxil has the unfortunate side effect of increased teen suicide, whereas Vioxx’s side effects include the increased risk of heart disease. The life-threatening side effects were well known from clinical trials, but the sponsors of the clinical trials suppressed reporting these side effects. Consequently, prestigious medical journals introduced “Register or Perish!” This requires prior registration of clinical trials before the subsequent findings can be published. Authors have to register a study and outline the expected results before conducting the study.


� For organizational performance research, March and Sutton � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>March</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>29185</RecNum><DisplayText>(1997)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29185</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29185</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>March, J. G.</author><author>Sutton, R. I.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Organizational performance as a dependent variable</title><secondary-title>Organization Science</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Organization Science</full-title></periodical><pages>698-706</pages><volume>8</volume><number>6</number><dates><year>1997</year></dates><isbn>1047-7039</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000071625600009</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000071625600009</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_44" \o "March, 1997 #29185" ��1997�)� additionally introduced the research context. The research context may be an additional factor for the preference for positive findings in CSP-CFP studies. “Since the journals involved are serious, peer-reviewed journals and the researchers are serious, well-trained researchers,� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>March</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>29185</RecNum><Suffix>: 702</Suffix><DisplayText>(March &amp; Sutton, 1997: 702)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29185</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29185</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>March, J. G.</author><author>Sutton, R. I.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Organizational performance as a dependent variable</title><secondary-title>Organization Science</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Organization Science</full-title></periodical><pages>698-706</pages><volume>8</volume><number>6</number><dates><year>1997</year></dates><isbn>1047-7039</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000071625600009</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000071625600009</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_44" \o "March, 1997 #29185" ��March & Sutton, 1997: 702�)� … [it] suggests that properties of the research context, rather than individual ignorance or journal incompetence, may be primary contributors to this curiosity” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>March</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>29185</RecNum><Suffix>: 702</Suffix><DisplayText>(March &amp; Sutton, 1997: 702)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29185</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29185</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>March, J. G.</author><author>Sutton, R. I.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Organizational performance as a dependent variable</title><secondary-title>Organization Science</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Organization Science</full-title></periodical><pages>698-706</pages><volume>8</volume><number>6</number><dates><year>1997</year></dates><isbn>1047-7039</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000071625600009</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000071625600009</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_44" \o "March, 1997 #29185" ��March & Sutton, 1997: 702�)�.


� The hypothesis is confirmed by a research stream related to CSP - aid effectiveness. This literature sees aid as a treatment given to poor countries to generate development. A meta-analysis, however, finds that aid is ineffective in promoting economic growth and in benefiting the poor in the low-income countries (Doucouliagos and Paldam 2008). The meta-analysis shows that, overall, the aid literature finds positive effects due to publication bias. Publication bias may be the result of expressive research traps: the promotion of aid signals that research cares about poor people in poor countries (even if aid proves ineffective).


� Six sigma or management by objective might be examples.


� Not to mention that the CSR idea is imprecise enough to translate itself only with the help of interpretative researchers into a management technique.


� Replicability requires a careful documentation of the proceeding, which follows in the next section. Impartiality assumes responsibility for the researcher. In particular, it implies including all suitable studies found during the research process. A (subjective) preselection of studies is not permissible. For example, researchers are not allowed to exclude certain studies because the studies have been judged inferior (e.g., working papers) or because the findings of the studies are considered unfavorable for the desired result. Of course, a common criticism is also that a meta-analysis groups studies of different quality. However, the quality of a study should be not controlled by gut feeling but by replicable indicators. Our analysis controls for aspects of study quality, for example, by analyzing the theoretical and methodological background of a study or by assigning sampling weights depending the precision of a study. To avoid “statistical fruit salad,” we control for different kinds of measurements, methods, and study characteristics. Our study also corrects observed effects for publication bias in favor of published, significant results. Finally, we take into account nonindependent effects by weighting the sub-effects of a study by the sampling error of the study.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE � ADDIN EN.CITE.DATA ���(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_4" \o "Adams, 1998 #29419" ��Adams & Hardwick, 1998: 46 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_5" \o "Aldag, 1978 #29411" ��Aldag & Bartol, 1978: 10 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_6" \o "Anderson, 1980 #29412" ��Anderson & Frankle, 1980: 7 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_7" \o "Arnold, 2007 #29413" ��Arnold & Engelendo, 2007: 10 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_9" \o "Asmundson, 2001 #29414" ��Asmundson & Foerster, 2001: 20 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_10" \o "Aupperle, 1985 #29415" ��Aupperle et al., 1985: 34 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_11" \o "Barth, 1994 #29417" ��Barth & McNichols, 1994: 51 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_12" \o "Bauer, 2007 #29418" ��Bauer et al., 2007: 14 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_13" \o "Bauer, 2005 #29420" ��Bauer et al., 2005: 82 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_15" \o "Belkaoui, 1976 #29421" ��Belkaoui, 1976: 39 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_16" \o "Belkaoui, 1989 #29422" ��Belkaoui & Karpik, 1989: 95 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_23" \o "Cochran, 1984 #29154" ��Cochran & Wood, 1984: 14 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_43" \o "Liston-Heyes, 2009 #29320" ��Liston-Heyes & Ceton, 2009�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_45" \o "Margolis, 2007 #29085" ��Margolis et al., 2007: 147 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_46" \o "Margolis, 2003 #29149" ��Margolis & Walsh, 2003: 127 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_51" \o "Orlitzky, 2003 #29079" ��Orlitzky et al., 2003: 52 studies�; � HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_52" \o "Pava, 1996 #29410" ��Pava & Krausz, 1996: 21 studies�)�


� We also subclassified performance in more fine grated categories. The subcategories are highly correlated with each other and do not generate more meaningful results. 


� It is important to note that a symmetrical funnel plot does not require any negative or positive effects; it just requires symmetry to conclude that there is no publication bias.


� Some authors additionally use a meta-significance test (MST) � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Stanley</Author><Year>2005</Year><RecNum>29081</RecNum><DisplayText>(Stanley, 2005a)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29081</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29081</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Stanley, T. D.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Beyond publication bias</title><secondary-title>Journal of Economic Surveys</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Journal of Economic Surveys</full-title></periodical><pages>309-345</pages><volume>19</volume><number>3</number><dates><year>2005</year></dates><isbn>0950-0804</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000229977100003</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000229977100003</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_55" \o "Stanley, 2005 #29081" ��Stanley, 2005a�)�. A MST tests whether there is a real effect between two variables by regressing the natural logarithm of the degrees of freedom (dfi) on the natural logarithm of the absolute value of the z-statistic (|zi| ), that is, � QUOTE � ��� . If there exists a real effect between two variables, α1 is positive and statistically significant � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Stanley</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>29082</RecNum><DisplayText>(Stanley, 2001)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29082</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29082</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Stanley, T. D.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Wheat from chaff: Meta-analysis as quantitative literature review</title><secondary-title>Journal of Economic Perspectives</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Journal of Economic Perspectives</full-title></periodical><pages>131-150</pages><volume>15</volume><number>3</number><dates><year>2001</year></dates><isbn>0895-3309</isbn><accession-num>WOS:000170816100007</accession-num><urls><related-urls><url>&lt;Go to ISI&gt;://WOS:000170816100007</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_54" \o "Stanley, 2001 #29082" ��Stanley, 2001�)�. The logic behind this test is that bigger samples should document more precise estimates, which implies that with sample size the standard errors fall and z-statistics rise. A positive and significant slope, that is, α1>0, indicates a genuine association between CSP and CFP because z-statistics indeed rise in absolute value as sample size increases. The absence of a positive and significant slope, that is, α1≤0, indicates that the literature is contaminated by selection effects because z-statistics do not rise or even fall in absolute value as sample size increases. We do not document the results of the MST test because we are mainly interested in the overreporting of positive CSP-CFP effects. The MST test uses the absolute z-value—and not as the FAT test the z-value—as the dependent variable. We, however, run the test. In our sample, α1 is positive but only weakly significant (p=0.076). In the sample of Orlitzky et al. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>29079</RecNum><DisplayText>(2003)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29079</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29079</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Orlitzky, Marc </author><author>Schmidt, Frank L. </author><author>Rynes, Sara L</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Corporate social and financial performance: A meta-analysis</title><secondary-title>Organization Studies</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Organization Studies</full-title></periodical><pages>403-441</pages><volume>24</volume><number>3</number><dates><year>2003</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_51" \o "Orlitzky, 2003 #29079" ��2003�)�, α1 is positive but not significant (p=0.185). The sample of Margolis et al. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Year>2007</Year><RecNum>29085</RecNum><DisplayText>(2007)</DisplayText><record><rec-number>29085</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="2weaexw5d009s9ex55gvz255vss2edep59ve">29085</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Margolis, Joshua D. </author><author>Elfenbein, Hillary Anger</author><author>Walsh, James P.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>DOES IT PAY TO BE GOOD? A META-ANALYSIS AND REDIRECTION OF RESEARCH ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CORPORATE SOCIAL AND FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE</title><secondary-title>Working Paper</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Working Paper</full-title></periodical><dates><year>2007</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�(� HYPERLINK \l "_ENREF_45" \o "Margolis, 2007 #29085" ��2007�)� is not suitable for the test because the authors document size-corrected estimates (see robustness test).


� In the appendix, the authors document 61 studies. Ten studies were dropped from the analysis because the authors did not report an average study effect.


� Our coding led to a sample consisting of 148 studies (not 167 studies) that report 205 (not 192) effects.


� It is interesting to note that AMJ the top-leading journal from 1975–1999 stopped publishing CSP-CFP studies, while SMJ started to publish CSP-CFP papers in 1990. As SMJ is the more strategic-oriented journal, one may interpret this switch also as a switch within the CSP-CFP literature towards strategic CSP—from people and profit to profit and people.
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