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Introduction 

 

The topic of Corporate Social Responsibility has received much attention along 

the years from a wide variety of fields, such as philosophy, ethics, political theory, 

economics, law and organizational science. While in the management literature the first 

definition of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is generally attributed to Brown 

(1953), prominent scholars in other areas had tackled the issue much earlier. Among 

those, one of the most relevant being Adam Smith, who despite being represented as 

one of the main advocates of self-interest in the economic literature, both in the 

Lectures on Jurisprudence and in “The Theory of Moral Sentiments” (1759), developed 

a sound rational as to the need of social responsibility on the part of business and 

honesty in the market place. The issue of CSR emerged as an interdisciplinary field of 

study in the 1960s and early 1970s, when a number of events (the OPEC oil crisis, the 

success of environmental and civil rights activists) made it clear that the business 

environment was social and political, as well as economic and technological (see Wood 

(1991)). During this time period, Milton Friedman intervened in the debate with his 

1970 New York Times Magazine article “The social responsibility of business is to 

increase its profits”. The field received a foundational framework in the 1980s with the 

works of Freeman (“Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach”). Today, 

Corporate Social Responsibility is the subject of many studies investigating various 

issues, such as the effect of CSR on financial performance, the relationship with 

corporate governance as well as the ways in which firms communicate their social 

performance to various stakeholders.  

The attention of firms, investors and policy makers toward the topic has also 

recently increased sharply. According to a survey by KPMG (2011) on corporate 

responsibility reporting, 70% of European firms and 69% of firms operating in the 

Americas issue CSR reports. The Forum for Sustainable and Responsible Investing 

reported that 3 trillion out of total 25 trillion $ in the U.S. investment marketplace are 

invested under the guidelines of Socially Responsible Investing (SRI) practices, where 

SRI investors direct investment funds in ways that combine investors’ financial 

objectives with their commitment to social concerns (see Haigh and Hazelton (2004)). 

The European Commission devoted remarkable attention to CSR this past decade, one 



of the last initiative being the 2011 issuance of a new set of policies for CSR going into 

effect during the 2011-2014 time period. Along with the increased interest by policy 

makers, many NGO have also began to take an active role in laying the foundation for 

CSR. Take for example the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) is active in the field, 

trying to fill the void produced by the facultative nature of CSR implementation and 

communication. 

The present work aims to contribute to the literature on Corporate Social 

Responsibility by investigating three different but connected research areas, thereby 

providing a cohesive and all encompassing view of the topic of Corporate Social 

Responsibility and stakeholder management in various areas.  

The research begins from one of the most widely debated (yet still unanswered) 

question in the academic field of CSR, that is: do firms that contribute socially also do 

well financially? In other words, does CSR foster corporate financial performance 

(CFP)? Are managers investing in CSP destroying shareholder value (as argued by 

Friedman (1970)) or are they fostering the firms’ ability to gain and maintain a 

competitive advantage over time (as argued by Freeman (1984))? Trying to answer 

these questions is probably the most natural way to start a path of research on CSR, 

because they touch upon all the central issues of the debate. Despite the massive 

amounts of studies on the mater, these questions still remain unanswered. We propose 

that, in order for the field to progress to finally reach an answer, a holistic approach to 

the issue ought to be employed. Thus, studies ought to look both at the potential 

benefits of CSP in the normal business environment as well as at the potential insurance 

effects in instances of economic crises. We contribute to the growing academic 

literature on the value of CSP as an insurance during crises or crises-like situations (see 

Jones, Jones and Little (2000), Schnietz and Epstein (2005) and Godfrey et al (2009)) 

by investigating whether CSP acted as insurance (buffer) in the context of the Lehman 

Brothers bankruptcy through an event study methodology. We find support for the 

insurance hypothesis, as empirical results show that, in the context of the Lehman 

Brothers bankruptcy, socially responsible firms’ stock price decreased less than non-

socially responsible firms’, as measured by abnormal returns.  

 



The second contribution of the investigation deals with the insurance property of 

CSP for managers, rather than for the firm as a whole. At the end of the day, the 

decision about whether to invest in socially responsible activities is left up to the 

managers (and in particular to CEOs). In taking such a decision, a CEO may consider 

both the positive effects of CSP for the firm and for him/herself. In this perspective, 

CSP is considered as an agency cost (see Cestone and Cespa (2007), Pagano and Volpin 

(2005) and Letza et al (2004)). In order to test for the potential positive effects of CSP 

for the CEO, we investigate the relationship between CSP and performance induced 

CEO turnover. In particular, two hypotheses on the nature of the relationship were 

implemented and tested. The first one being the Insurance Hypothesis (grounded in 

agency theory and the managerial entrenchment literature), predicting that the 

probability of the CEO being fired as a consequence of a negative financial performance 

shock will be decreasing in the presence of increasing CSP. Based on the notion that 

CEOs may buy off stakeholders’ support via CSP, thus entrenching themselves in the 

firm (see Cestone and Cespa (2007) and Pagano and Volpin (2005)). The second 

hypothesis developed is the Punishment Hypothesis, predicting that CEOs will be fired 

more promptly in cases of poor negative financial performance and high CSP. This 

result, driven by shareholders punishing the CEO for the negative performance while 

considering CSP in this case as a distraction from the CEO’s job of creating shareholder 

value. The analysis provides support for the Punishment Hypothesis, thus disconfirming 

the existence of insurance properties of CSP for the CEO in the context of negative firm 

performance.  

 

Finally, the third contribution deals with the non-profit (more specifically, 

museums) sector. Non-profit organizations need to engage their various stakeholders in 

order to survive, that is to gather funding and contributions by donors or by the 

government while not being constrained by the issue of maximizing shareholders’ 

benefit, as in the private sector. Therefore, the non-profit sector provides an even clearer 

environment to apply Freeman’s (1984) framework of analysis to test for the positive 

effects of stakeholder engagement practices. While stakeholder management practices 

originated in the private sector, we intend to contribute to the stream of literature that 

applies such framework of analysis to non-profit organizations. The aim is to analyse 



both the role of stakeholders in a clearer environment as well as learn from the 

differences in frameworks between the profit and non-profit sectors. More specifically, 

the research investigates the effects of stakeholder engagement (measured through the 

number of board members and the number of volunteers serving the museum) on the 

fundraising activity of museums and on the organizations’ efficiency. Empirical results 

show that museums engaging in more dialogue with their stakeholders receive more 

contributions than those that do not. Furthermore, results show that museums more 

engaged in a dialogue with their stakeholders are more efficient in terms of their 

administrative expenses. We hypothesize this result may be driven by better monitoring 

(both by the board and by other stakeholders) given the active engagement of the 

museums. 

 

 

1. DOES CORPORATE SOCIAL PERFORMANCE YIELD ANY TANGIBLE 

FINANCIAL BENEFIT DURING A CRISIS?  

An event study of Lehman Brothers bankrupcy 

 

Do investments in socially responsible activities increase firms’ financial 

performance? The first empirical papers written on the issue date back to the 1970s, 

with the work by Bragdon and Marlin (1972) and Moskowitz (1972). Since then, many 

other studies have been conducted and the generation of literature continues till date, 

one of the reasons being that there is still not a widely accepted consensus about the 

intensity and the nature of the relationship. We believe that in order to completely 

understand the research problem, researchers need to adopt an holistic approach 1 , 

therefore testing the impact of Corporate Social Performance (CSP) on Corporate 

Financial Performance (CFP) both in “business as usual” settings and in crisis or crisis-

like situations.  

This study tests the impact of firms’ Corporate Social Performance on Corporate 

Financial Performance during the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy. Lehman 

Brothers filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection at early morning of September 15th 

                                                        
1 Peloza (2006) makes a similar argument, since he suggests that researchers should include both 

incremental gain and “the moderating effect of CSR on negative firm behavior” (Peloza (2006), p 62).  



2008. Drawing from newspapers and previous studies, we argue that this event brought 

stakeholders’ attention towards ethical and social issues – more evidence is provided in 

the following sections. The research problem and (most importantly) the empirical 

results provided in this article are of paramount importance for academics, practitioners 

and policy makers. This analysis - and the growing stream of literature dealing with the 

value of an investment in socially responsible initiatives during a crisis - shows that 

CSP can both reduce the impact of a crisis on shareholders’ value and limit stocks’ 

volatility. This result is particularly relevant in the ever-changing environment in which 

firms operate today. The increasing globalization of financial markets makes crises and 

crisis-like situations easier to spread all around the world, and socially responsible firms 

may increasingly benefit from their socially responsible investments.  

The methodology employed is based on the notion that stock prices are driven by 

investors’ expectations about firms’ ability to generate future cash flows. Using the 

event study methodology, we calculated Abnormal Returns (ARs), which represent the 

impact of Lehman Brothers bankruptcy on firms’ return due to firms’ specific risk. The 

present study tests whether CSP had an impact on Abnormal Returns and, at the same 

time, it indirectly tests investors’ expectations on future CFP of socially responsible 

firms as a consequence of the crisis and in the part due to firms’ specific risk. 

 

Relying on previous literature, we propose the following hypotheses: 

 

Hypothesis 1: in the context of the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy, 

CSP is positively correlated with short term CFP / Abnormal Returns. 

 

Hypothesis 2 a:  in the context of the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy, 

Institutional Weaknesses are negatively correlated with short term CFP / 

Abnormal Returns. 

Hypothesis 2 b: in the context of the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy, 

Institutional Strengths are positively correlated with short term CFP / Abnormal 

Returns. 



Hypothesis 2 c: in the context of the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy, 

Technical Weaknesses are negatively correlated with short term CFP / 

Abnormal Returns. 

Hypothesis 2 d: in the context of the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy, 

Technical Strengths are positively correlated with short term CFP / Abnormal 

Returns. 

 

Hypothesis 3: in the context of the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy, 

the positive effect of CSP on  short term CFP / Abnormal Returns will be greater 

for firms with higher levels of intangible assets.  

 

Empirical results show that CSP did act as a buffer in the context of the Lehman 

Brothers bankruptcy, being Abnormal Returns positively correlated with CSP 

(Hypothesis 1 is confirmed). Furthermore, following Mattingly and Berman (2006), 

CSP has been divided into its four components (Technical Strengths, Technical 

Weaknesses, Institutional Strengths and Institutional Weaknesses). Results show that 

results are driven by Technical Strengths (Hypothesis 2d is confirmed). Finally, the 

empirical analysis show that the buffer effect of CSP is not stronger for firms with a 

higher level of intangibles (Hypothesis 3 is disconfirmed). 

 

The present research contributes to existing literature in several ways. First of 

all, it shows the existence of a positive relationship between CSP and CFP (both short 

term and expected) during the crisis due to Lehman Brothers bankruptcy. In particular, 

these findings prove that high CSP firms benefited – through higher (less negative) ARs 

- of a buffer effect and that investors considered them able to produce higher financial 

performance than low CSP firms, in the part due to specific risk. This confirms the 

results of Schnietz and Epstein (2005) and represents a step forward toward the 

achievement of a generally accepted consensus on the role of CSP during exogenous 

crisis. At the same time, it provides some indirect empirical evidence for the 

“stakeholder theory of crisis management” (see Alpaslan et al (2008)). Furthermore, we 

showed that Technical Strengths are driving the results and that more intangibles-

intensive firms did not benefit more from CSP. Managers considering whether to invest 



in socially responsible activities or investors considering whether to invest in socially 

responsible firms may find these results of interests. 

 

 

2. THE IMPACT OF CSP ON FORCED CEO TURNOVER:  

BUFFER OR INTENSIFIER? 

 

While there exists an extensive literature on the topics of Chief Executive 

Officer (CEO) turnover, specifically in regards to performance (Warner et al. 1988, 

Murphy 1999, Jensen et al. 2004), and on the drivers and effects of Corporate Social 

Performance (CSP) in firms (Schidt and Rynes 2003 for a review), very little has been 

studied empirically on the intersection of these two streams. Specifically, there is no 

empirical documentation as to the effects of CSP on CEO performance turnover 

sensitivity. In this study, we focus on the interactive impact of CSP on CEO 

performance turnover sensitivity finding that rather than buffering the CEO from the 

impact of negative performance shocks it magnifies their sensitivity to such 

performance shocks. 

The Literature on performance induced CEO turnover suggests a significant 

association between forced turnovers and firm stock performance (Murphy (1999), 

Warner et al. (1988) Kaplan and Minton (2008)).  Specifically, Kaplan and Minton 

(2008) find that forced turnovers are significantly associated with firm stock 

performance and this relation has gotten stronger since 1998. Moreover, they find that 

the relation is also sensitive to CEO tenure, with shorter CEO tenure associated with an 

increased sensitivity to stock performance, a result also found in Dikolli, Mayew and 

Nanda (2009).  Given that CEO sensitivity may be affected by certain characteristics of 

the CEO or firm and given also the great interest in CSP, there is room to speculate as 

to what effects CSP would have on CEO sensitivity to stock performance. 

In the realm of CSP research, despite a plethora of studies investigating the 

association between CSP and a firm’s financial performance, the existent literature has 

so far failed to give a definitive answer on the matter.  The literature is saturated with 

empirical studies finding rather conflicting results, ranging from a positive to a negative 

relation, to a U-shape or even an inverse U-shaped relation (Margolis and Walsh 2003 



and Orlitzky, Schidt and Rynes 2003 for a review). In addition to the contradictory 

results, there has been almost no work done on the impact of CSP on managers’ 

employment, with the few studies that even remotely touch the issue being theoretical in 

nature.  Within the theoretical realm we find studies rooted in neoclassical economics 

that view the use of valuable firm resources on CSP as resulting in managerial rather 

than shareholders benefits (Brammer and Millington (2008)). Moreover, some models 

take the view that CSP serves as an entrenchment mechanism for managers (Pagano and 

Volpin (2005); Cestone and Cespa (2007)). Given the lack of evidence on the 

relationship, we view the effects of CSP on CEO performance turnover sensitivity to be 

an empirical one, which is yet not answered. 

In this study, we focus on the interactive impact of CSP on CEO performance 

turnover sensitivity using a sample of large U.S. firms from 1996 to 2005 in which we 

could measure CSP as well as forced CEO turnover. Our study is based on the premise 

that CEOs ultimately decide which level of CSP the firm should partake in, given the 

separation of ownership and control (see Alchian and Demsetz (1972) and Jensen and 

Meckling (1976)). Given this discretion it is likely that there would exist a relationship 

between CSP and CEO turnover, with various theoretical papers modeling the supposed 

relation with almost no direct empirical evidence on the matter.  

We begin our study by looking at the governance characteristics of high and low 

CSP firms in order to see whether any difference in CEO turnover could be driven by 

better governance rather than just CSP (Fombrun and Shanley (1990); Fombrun 

(2005)). We propose the following hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences in the corporate governance 

and board characteristics between high CSP and low CSP firms. 

We find that the firms do not differ significantly with the exception that higher 

CSP firms have larger boards consistently sample specifications, but this could just be 

due to their overall larger size. More importantly is the finding that the average rate of 

unconditional CEO turnover does not differ between High and Low CSP firms, 

instilling confidence that our findings are related to CSP rather than to any monitoring 

benefits associated with CSP. 



We then proceed to our main research question looking at the effects of CSP on 

CEO performance turnover sensitivity. Therefore, we propose the two following 

Hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 2 a: The likelihood of a CEO turnover conditional of negative 

performance will be lower given higher CSP 

Hypothesis 2 b: The Likelihood of a CEO turnover conditional on negative 

performance will be higher given a higher level of CSP. 

 

Using a sample of performance induced CEO turnovers we regress various 

measures of CSP as well as their interactions with negative returns on CEO turnover. 

We formulate the hypothesis in the null form: 

 

Hypothesis 3: The association between CEO turnover and CSP is the same for 

each category of stakeholders. 

 

Using the general net CSP score of the firm we find that while unconditionally it 

does not affect CEO turnover when we condition on negative returns we find a 

significant and positive association with the probability of turnover, increasing the 

marginal likelihood of turnover by 2.3%, that is almost half the magnitude as the 

unconditional effect of negative returns. We further explore the relation by studying the 

effects of various measures of CSP finding that the most of the power comes from total 

strengths when we separate strengths from concerns, while at the same time concerns do 

not provide any protection from shareholder punishment nor exasperate the 

performance turnover sensitivity in the event of a negative performance shock. When 

we look at the categorical segmentation of CSP we find most of the positive association 

stemming from the categories of diversity and employees relations. Given this evidence 

it leads us to view CSP as an intensifier of the likelihood of CEO turnover given 

negative performance surprise.  

 

Finally, we investigate whether CSP is correlated with shareholders value, in 

order to better understand shareholders’ behavior in terms of probability for the CEO of 



being fired as a consequence of negative financial performance. We propose the 

following Hypothesis: 

 

Hypothesis 4: There is not any significant relationship between CSP and 

shareholder value 

 

Therefore, we corroborate our findings by running change regressions of CSP on 

firm value as measured by Tobin’s Q as well as other variables previously found to be 

associated with firm value. We look to find whether these measures of CSP are 

positively associated with Tobin Q, finding that the net CSP score is marginally 

significant, with all of the significance coming from the lowest decile of Tobin’s Q 

firms. More importantly when we use the strength measure and diversity measure there 

is no significant association while the employee measure having only marginal 

significance at the 10% level. These results are in line with our finding that the social 

projects that the CEOs engage in are not creating value to the firm thus given a negative 

performance shock he/she would be punished more for engaging in such activities. 

Our study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, while previous 

studies investigate whether CSR affects firm value, this is the first study to our 

knowledge to use a large panel of U.S. firms to examine the effect of CSR on CEO 

performance turnover sensitivity. We provide a cleaner setting in which to test the 

effects of CSP on firm outcomes, in our case CEO turnover, without relying on an ex 

ante belief on the relation between CSP and Financial performance. Moreover we 

contribute to the literature on CSP and monitoring by providing preliminary evidence as 

to the relation of CSP and governance.  

 

 

3. THE DETERMINANTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS: 

STAKEHOLDER DIALOGUE AND MONITORING IN MUSEUMS 

 

Museums and other non-profit organizations need to engage stakeholders in 

order to survive. They receive contributions and – to a lesser extent – government grants 

only if they manage to persuade stakeholders as to the merits of their activity, taking 



into account stakeholders’ needs. Despite the critical nature of stakeholder engagement 

for these institutions, the topic of stakeholder dialogue in non-profit organizations (and 

in particular museums) has received relatively little attention in the literature and as a 

result we feel further empirical and theoretical investigation is required. Furthermore, 

Blaser and McClusky (2005) call for more research on the relationship between 

stakeholder management practices and organizational effectiveness, because much of 

the current research is mainly descriptive and based on case study methodology. 

Our study is grounded in Stakeholder Theory and Stakeholder Dialogue, 

concepts that have been developed in the profit sector, yet should – and to some extent 

have been - employed in the non-profit sector as well. 

We rely on a sample of 72 US museums in order to empirically test our 

hypotheses. While operationalizing stakeholder dialogue through a quantitative variable 

is not an easy task, we believe we managed to find a good proxy in: the number of 

independent voting members of the board as reported by the museums’ 990 IRS form 

and the number of volunteers working for the museum. We provide some theoretical 

arguments in order to support our choice and we also test it empirically by proposing 

the following hypothesis:  

 

Hypothesis 1: museums with larger board of directors are more successful in 

dialoguing and engaging with their stakeholders. 

 

We show that board size is positively related with the number of volunteers 

serving in the museum, which we regard as a good proxy for the successfulness of 

stakeholder dialogue.  

 

As recognized by previous studies (see Bryson (1995), Drucker (1990), Forbes 

(1998), Oster (1995), Kanter and Summers (1987)) the measurement of organizational 

effectiveness in the non-profit sector is a challenging task. We employ three financial 

indicators in order to measure the effectiveness of fundraising activities (contributions 

and fundraising expenses) and the effectiveness of monitoring both by the board and 

other stakeholders (administrative expenses). 

 



Hypothesis 2a and 2b empirically test whether museums engaging in more 

dialogue with their stakeholders receive more contributions as well as bear less 

fundraising expenses to attract donors: 

 

Hypothesis 2 a: ceteris paribus, museums engaging more in a dialogue with 

their stakeholders will have more contributions. 

Hypothesis 2 b: ceteris paribus, museums engaging more in a dialogue with 

their stakeholders will have to bear less fundraising expenses. 

 

 We construct our hypotheses under the guide of previous literature on 

Stakeholder Dialogue. The existence of a positive relationship between board size and 

contributions has been already proposed by previous studies. According to Ostrower 

(2002) and Hyndman and McDonnell (2009), large boards are advantageous from a 

fundraising perspective, because seats can be used to attract and reward generous 

donors. To the best of our knowledge, no previous study has empirically tested such 

relationship in the context of museums. Hypothesis 2a is confirmed while Hypothesis 

2b is not, showing that museum more engaged with stakeholders do collect more 

contributions but they do not manage to keep their fundraising expenses lower than 

museums non engaging in a dialogue with stakeholders. 

 

Hypothesis 3 investigates the impact of stakeholder dialogue on organizational 

efficiency (as measured by the amount of administrative expenses) through the 

monitoring activity of the board and other stakeholders not represented into the board.  

 

Hypothesis 3: Ceteris paribus, museums engaging more in a dialogue with their 

stakeholders will be more efficient in the use of contributions as viewed through 

lower administrative expense. 

 

Callen et al (2010) calls for more research on the factors influencing the relationship 

between board effectiveness and organizational effectiveness. We propose that 

stakeholder dialogue may have a positive effect on monitoring (both by the board and 

by other stakeholders). To the best of our knowledge, ours is the first attempt to tie 



stakeholder dialogue and monitoring in the non-profit sector. Previous literature on non-

profit board monitoring deals with such issues as board composition, size, board-staff 

relationships, and ultimately board effectiveness. We propose that the effectiveness of 

the monitoring role of the board and other stakeholders may be positively influenced by 

the degree of stakeholder dialogue. Thus we propose that stakeholder dialogue has a 

beneficial impact on organizational efficiency through monitoring (which in this context 

plays a mediating effect between stakeholder dialogue and organizational efficiency). 

Our empirical results confirm Hypothesis 3, showing that stakeholder dialogue has a 

positive impact on organizational effectiveness through direct stakeholder monitoring 

and/or better board monitoring. 

 

This study aimed to investigate the role of stakeholder dialogue in non-profit 

organizations (museums) and its relationship with organizational effectiveness (in terms 

of fundraising and monitoring effectiveness). We believe we managed to contribute to 

existing literature (in particular, the literature on stakeholder dialogue-organizational 

effectiveness association as well as to the literature on non-profit board monitoring) in 

several ways. First, our article is one of the first attempts to define stakeholder dialogue 

from an empirical perspective in the context of museums management. Second, we 

obtained some interesting results on the role of stakeholder dialogue on the fundraising 

activity of the museum. Third, we linked stakeholder dialogue with organizational 

efficiency and in particular with monitoring, both by the board and by other 

stakeholders not included into the board. 

 It may be of interest for future researchers to test whether museums engaging in 

more dialogue with their stakeholders disclose more fully their performance, for 

example through the issuance of a sustainability report. According to this perspective, it 

would be important also to test whether museums do implement some specific 

measurement tools in order to measure their non-financial performance. 

It would be also interesting to test whether board size, in the present study 

employed as a measure for stakeholder engagement, is positively correlated with board 

diversity and composition. If this is the case, our results may be extended to the non-

profit board member composition. 

 



Conclusion 

 

This study tackles the issue of stakeholder management and its impact on the 

governance and performance of firms and non-profit organizations. we start by 

analysing the role of Corporate Social Performance as insurance for firms’ financial 

performance in the context of a crisis (Lehman Brothers bankruptcy). We then move on 

to look at the insurance properties of CSP for CEOs (in terms of their probability of 

being fired) when performance has been negative. Finally, we look at the application of 

stakeholder management in a novel setting of non-profits by studying the effects of 

stakeholder dialogue on non-profit museums performance. 

 

We believe this work manages to make some significant contributions to current 

scholastic knowledge in the area of corporate social performance. In general, the present 

analysis overcomes the endogeneity problems that have plagued previous studies by 

investigating the relationship between CSP and CFP in situations that do not rely on an 

ex ante belief on the direction of the CSP effects.  Specifically avoiding one of the main 

questions of previous studies: Is it CSP causing CFP or vice versa? In Chapter 3 we rely 

on an exogenously determined event (Lehman Brothers bankruptcy) and look at the 

reaction of firms’ stock prices as a consequence of the event conditional on the firms 

CSP level. In Chapter 4, we examine the effect of CSP on the CEO turnover-financial 

performance relationship conditional on a negative performance shock.  

 

 Chapter 2 contributes to the growing stream of literature (see Schnietz and 

Epstein (2005) and Godfrey et al (2009)) on the insurance properties of CSP during 

negative events. Thus, investigating stakeholder management and its benefits in the 

context of a crisis. While most of the literature looks at the relationship between CSP 

and CFP under a static stable business environment framework, we propose to 

investigate a more dynamic setting in order to determine the ultimate value of CSP to 

shareholders, via its insurance quality. In particular, we find that high CSP firms 

benefited, through higher (less negative) Abnormal Returns, from a buffer effect and 

that investors punished them less than they did those firms with low CSP, in the part 

due to specific risk. This confirms the results of Schnietz and Epstein (2005) and 



represents a step towards the achievement of a generally accepted consensus on the role 

of CSP during exogenous crises. At the same time, it provides some indirect empirical 

evidence for the “stakeholder theory of crisis management” (see Alpaslan et al (2008)), 

since the main construct of the two mechanisms studied have a direct impact on 

expected CFP (“Implicit Claims Management and Regulatory Costs” and “Resource 

Availability and Withholding”) and stakeholder relations. Furthermore, we showed that 

Technical CSP (and in particular Technical Strengths) is driving the results with 

intangibles-intensive firms benefitting less from the CSP buffer. Finally, Chapter 2’s 

findings are of particular interest to shareholders and policy makers who are faced with 

the decision of how many incentives to provide to encourage CSP. 

 

Chapter 3 aims at empirically testing whether CEOs that managed to build better 

relationship with firm’s stakeholders face a lower probability of being fired in the case 

of negative events. To the best of our knowledge, the issue of the insurance properties 

of CSP for CEOs has never been tested before. We empirically test two competing 

hypothesis as to the effects of CSP on CEO turnover. Under the Insurance Hypothesis, 

given a negative performance, the CEO should be buffered from firing by performing 

social projects. Under the alternative Punishment hypothesis shareholders take into 

account the social performance and punish the CEO more for the CSP conditional on a 

negative performance shock. Overall our results support the Punishment hypothesis, 

thus finding that, conditional on negative performance, a CEO is not only punished for 

the negative performance itself by a higher unconditional likelihood of being fired but 

also punished if they engage in CSP.  These results suggest that CEOs gain no 

advantage in performing these social projects in times of bad performance. Thus our 

results support the view that shareholders take into account the wasteful non-value 

adding activities of CEOs (such as CSP) in bad time and, as a consequence, adequately 

punish them.  

 

 Having analysed the insurance properties of stakeholder management both 

for firms overall benefit and for managers, in Chapter 4 we study its potentially 

beneficial effects in a completely different setting, namely the non-profit sector. We 

chose to move the analysis to this completely different setting because it provides me 



with an even clearer environment to test the effects of stakeholder management (more 

specifically, stakeholder dialogue) on organizational effectiveness. Our results 

contribute to the literature in three ways. First, we are among the first to define 

stakeholder dialogue from an empirical perspective in the context of museums 

management. Second, we obtain some interesting results on the role of stakeholder 

dialogue on the fundraising activity of the museum finding that increase dialogue 

increases contributions. Third, we link stakeholder dialogue with organizational 

efficiency and in particular with monitoring, and we hypothesize that monitoring may 

be due to the board and/or to other stakeholders not included into the board. This 

chapter serves as a first step towards establishing a robust stream of literature on the 

implementation and effects of stakeholder management in the non-profit sector. It also 

provides CSR researchers in the private sector a novel way to study the effects of 

stakeholder management in an experimental setting where the results of stakeholder 

engagement can be more accurately measured given the lack of the stakeholder – 

shareholder conflict. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



References  
 
Abzug R. and Webb N. (1999). Relationships between non profit and for profit 
organisations: A stakeholder perspective. Non Profit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 
28(4) pp 416-431. 
 
Acquier A., Gand S. and Szpirglas M. (2008) From Stakeholder to StakeSholder 
Management in Crisis Episodes: A Case Study in Public Transportation Company. 
Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management 16(2): 101-113. 
 
Adams CA. (2001). A critique of reporting on ethical, social and environmental issues: 
the case of ICI. Paper presented at Asia Pacific Interdisciplinary Research on 
Accounting Conference, Adelaide. 
 
Adams, J.C., and Mansi S.A. (2009). CEO turnover and bondholder wealth. Journal of 
Banking and Finance 33: 522–533. 
 
Adams, RB and Mehran H. (2005). Corporate performance, board structure and its 
determinants in the banking industry. Working Paper, SSRN. 
 
 
Aggarwal, Rajesh K. and Nanda, Dhananjay. (2004). Access, Common Agency, and 
Board Size, Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=571801 or 
doi:10.2139/ssrn.571801. 
 
Alchian AA., Dsemsetz H. (1972). Production, information costs and economic 
organization, American Economic Review, 62: 777-795. 
 
Alexander, JA, Fennell, ML, and Halpern, MT. (1993). Leadership instability in 
hospitals: The influence of board-CEO relations and organizational growth and decline. 
Administrative  Science Quarterly, 38: 74-99. 
 
Alexander, V. (1996). Pictures at an Exhibition: Conflicting Pressures in Museums and 
the Display of Art. The American Journal of Sociology, 101 (4): 797 – 839. 
 
Alpaslan CM, Green SE and Mitroff II. (2009). Corporate Governance in the Context of 
Crises: Towards a Stakeholder Theory of Crisis Management. Journal of Contingencies 
and Crisis Management 17(1): 38-49. 
 
Anheier, H. K. (2005). Nonprofit Organizations. London and New York: Routledge. 
Annual Report 2010 - Museum of Applied Arts and Sciences of Sidney 
(2011). http://publications.nsw.gov.au/pub/eb3/caf/eb3caf4f5f15aa8f50d79aad7b235c51
08676d92/document.pdf, cited 16th January 2012. 
 
Associated Press Writer (2008) World stock markets soar after US announces bailout of 
Freddie Mac, Fannier Mae, 8th September 2008. 

http://publications.nsw.gov.au/pub/eb3/caf/eb3caf4f5f15aa8f50d79aad7b235c5108676d92/document.pdf
http://publications.nsw.gov.au/pub/eb3/caf/eb3caf4f5f15aa8f50d79aad7b235c5108676d92/document.pdf


 
Atkinson, L and Galaskiewicz, J. (1988). Stock Ownership and Company Contributions 
to Charity. Administrative Sience Quarterly 33:82-100. 
 
Ayuso S, Rodriguez MA and Ricart JE. (2006). Using Stakeholder dialogue as a source 
for new ideas: a dynamic capability underlying sustainable innovation. Working paper. 
 
Balser D and McClusky J. (2005). Managing stakeholder relationships and nonprofit 
organisation effectiveness. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 15(3), pp 295. 
 
Barnea, A and Rubin A. (2005). Corporate Social Responsibility as a Conflict between 
Owners. Working paper, University of California – Berkeley. 
 
Barney JB (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of 
Management, 17: 99–120. 
 
Bartkus, BR, Morris SA and Seifert B. (2002). Governance and corporate philanthropy: 
Restraining Robin Hood? Business & Society, 41(3), 319-344. 
 
Beder S. (1998). Manipulating Public Knowledge. Metascience 7, 132-139. 
 
Ben-Ner, A., and Van Hoomissen, T. (1991). Nonprofit organizations in the mixed 
economy: A demand and supply analysis. Annals of Public and Cooperative 
Economics, 62, 519-550. 
 
Berle, A. and Means, G. (1932). The Modern Corporation and Private Property (Mac- 
millan, New York). 
 
Bhattacharya CB and Sen S. (2004). Doing Better at Doing Good: When, Why and 
How Consumers Respond to Corporate Social Initiatives. California Management 
Review 47(1): 9-24 
 
Blaser D and McClusky J. (2005). Managing stakeholder relationships and nonprofit 
organization effectivenesss. Nonprofit management and leadership 15(3). 
 
Boatsman, JR and Gupta, S. (1996). Taxes and corporate charity: Empirical evidence 
from microlevel panel data. National Tax Journal, 49(2): 193-213. 
 
Boehmer E, Musumeci J and Poulsen AB. (1991). Event-study methodology under 
conditions of event-induced variance. Journal of Financial Economics 30: 253-272. 
 
Boguslaw J. (2002). Have we arrived? Only when the integration of stakeholder 
interests becomes ‘business as usual’. Accountability Quarterly 19:52-58. 
 
Borokhovich, K.A., Parrino, R. and Trapani, T. (1996). Outside Directors and CEO 
Selection. Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 31: 337-355. 



Bowen, HR. (1953). Social responsibilities of the businessman. New York: Harper & 
Row. 
 
Bradgon JH and Marlin J (1972). Is pollution profitable?. Risk Management, 19(4): 9-
18. 
 
Bradshaw P, Murray VV and Wolpin, J. (1996). Women on boards of nonprofits: What 
difference do they make? Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 6, 341-254. 
 
Brammer S. and Millington A. (2005). Corporate Reputation and Philanthropy: An 
Empirical Analysis. Journal of Business Ethics 61:29-44. 
 
Brammer SJ and Pavelin S. (2006). Corporate Reputation and Social Performance: The 
Importance of Fit. Journal of Management Studies 43(3): 435-455. 
 
Brown B and Perry S. (1994). Removing the financial performance Halo from 
Fortune’s “Most admired Companies”. Academy of Management Journal 37(5), 1347-
1359. 
 
Brown S. J. and Warner J. B. (1985). Using Daily Stock Returns – The case of Event 
Studies. Journal of Financial Economics 14: 3-31. 
 
Brown SJ and Warner JB. (1980). Measuring Security Price Performance. Journal of 
Financial Economics 8: 205-258. 
 
Brown W and Iverson J. (2004). Exploring strategy and board structure in nonprofit 
organizations. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33 pp 377-400. 
 
Bruce, I. (1995). Do not for profits value their customers and their needs? International 
Marketing Review, 12(4) pp77-84. 
 
Brunet S and Houbaert P. (2007). Involving Stakeholders: The Belgian Fowl Pest 
Crisis. Journal of risk research 10(5): 643-660. 
 
Bryson, J. M. (1995). Strategic planning for public and nonprofit organizations. San 
Francisco: Jossey- Bass. 
 
Caers, R., Du Bois, C., Jegers, M., De Gieter, S., Schepers, C., & Pepermans, R. (2006). 
Principal– agent relationships on the stewardship–agency axis. Nonprofit Management 
& Leadership 17(1): 25-47. 
 
Callen JL, Klein A and Tinkelman D. (2003). Board Composition, committees, and 
organizational efficiency: the case of nonprofits. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly 32: 493-520. 
 



Calton, J. M. and Payne, S.L. (2003). Coping with paradox. Business & Society, 42 (1): 
7-42. 
 
Cameron, K.S., and Whetten, D.A. (eds.). (1983). Organizational Effectiveness: A 
Comparison of Multiple Models. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Carroll A.B. (1979). A Three-Dimensional Conceptual Model of Corporate Social 
Performance. Academy of Management Review 4 (4): 497-505. 
 
Carroll, A.B. (1991). The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward the moral 
management of organizational stakeholders. Business Horizons, 34: 39-48. 
 
Cespa, G. and Cestone G. (2007). Corporate Social Responsibility and Managerial 
Entrenchment. Journal of Economics and Management Strategy. 16, 741-77. 
 
Chatterji, A.K., Levine, D.I. and Toffel, M.W. (2007). Do corporate social 
responsibility ratings predict corporate social performance? Corporate Social 
Responsibility Initiative. Working Paper No. 33 Cambridge, MA: John F. Kennedy 
School of Government, Harvard University. 
 
Choi J and Wang H. (2009). Stakeholder relations and the persistence of corporate 
financial performance. Strategic Management Journal 30: 895 – 907. 
 
Clarkson MBE. (1995). A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evaluating 
corporate social performance. Academy of Management Review 20(1): 92-117. 
 
Coffey, BS and Wang, J. (1998). Board Diversity and Managerial Control as Predictors 
of Corporate Social Performance. Journal of Business Ethics, Part 2, 17(14): 1595. 
 
Connolly, T., Conlon, E., and Deutsch, S. (1980). Organizational Effectiveness: A 
Multiple-Constituency Approach. Academy of Management Review 5: 211–217. 
 
Cool K, Henderson J. (1998). Power and firm profitability in supply chains: French 
manufacturing industry in 1993. Strategic Management Journal 19(10): 909 – 926. 
 
Coombs WT. (2007). Protecting Organization Reputations During a Crisis: The 
Development and Application of Situational Crisis Communication Theory. Corporate 
Reputation Review 10, 163–176. 
 
Cornell B. and Shapiro AC. (1987). Corporate Stakeholders and Corporate Finance. 
Finanacial Management 16: 5-14. 
 
Cornforth, C. (2003). The Changing Context of Governance – Emerging Issues and 
Paradoxes, in C. Cornforth (ed.), The Governance of Public and Non-Profit 
Organizations: What Do Boards Do? (Routledge, Oxford). 
 



Coughlan, A.T. and Schmidt, R.M. (1985). Executive compensation, management 
turnover, and firm performance: An empirical investigation. Journal of Accounting and 
Economics 7, 43-66. 
 
Dahlsrud A. (2008). How Corporate Social Responsibility is Defined: an Analysis of 37 
Definitions. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management. DOI: 
10.1002/csr.132. 
 
Dahya, J., McConnell, J.J. and Travlos, N.G. (2002). The Cadbury Committee, 
Corporate Performance and Top Management Turnover. Journal of Finance, 57: 461–
483. 
 
Dalton, D.R., Daily, C.M., Johnson, J.L., and Ellstrand, A.E. (1999). Number of 
directors and financial performance: A meta-analysis. Academy of Management 
Journal, 42: 674-686. 
 
Davenport, K. (2000). Corporate citizenship: a stakeholder approach for defining 
corporate social performance and identifying measures for assessing it. Business & 
Society, 39(2): 210-219. 
 
Davis, JH. (1997). Davis, Schoorman, and Donaldson reply: the distinctiveness of 
agency theory and stewardship theory. The Academy of Management Review, 22(3): 
611–613. 
 
Dawar N. and Pillutla MM. (2000). Impact of Product-Harm Crises on Brand Equity: 
The Moderating Role of Consumer Expectations. Journal of Marketing Research 37: 
215-226. 
 
De la Fuente Sabate JM and de Quevedo Puente E. (2003). Empirical Analysis of the 
relationship between corporate reputation and financial performance: a review of the 
literature. Corporate Reputation Review 6(2): 161-177. 
 
De Quevedo-Puente E, de la Fuente-Sabatè JM and Delgado-Garcìa JB.. (2007). 
Corporate Social Performance and Corporate Reputation: Two Interwoven Perspective. 
Corporate Reputation Review 10(1): 60-72. 
 
Dedman, E. and S. Lin. (2002). Shareholder Wealth Effects of CEO Departures: 
Evidence from the UK. Journal of Corporate Finance 8: 81–104. 
 
DeFond, M.L., Hung, M. (2004). Investor protection and corporate governance: 
Evidence from worldwide CEO turnover. Journal of Accounting Research 42, 269-312. 
 
Denis, D.J., Denis D.K. and Sarin A. (1997). Agency problems, equity ownership, and 
corporate diversification. Journal of Finance, 52: 135–160. 
 



Di Pietra R, Grambovas C A, Raonic I and Riccaboni A. (2008). The effects of board 
size and ‘busy’ directors on the market value of Italian companies. Journal of 
Management and Governance 12(1): 73-91. 
 
Dikolli SS, Mayew WJ and Nanda D. (2009). Performance Surprises and Uncertain 
Managerial Ability: Evidence from CEO Turnover. Working Paper. 
 
DiMaggio PJ, and Useem M. (1982). The arts in class reproduction. In M. W. Apple 
(Ed.) Cultural and economic reproduction in education (pp. 181-201). London: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul. 
 
Dodd J and Sandell R. (2001). Including museums, perspectives on museums, galleries 
and social inclusion, RCMG, Leicester. 
 
Donaldson T and Peterson LE. (1995). The Stakeholder Theory of the Corporation: 
Concepts, Evidence and Implications.  Academy of Management Review 20(1):853-886. 
 
Dow Jones News Service (2008) Financial Services Top Stories of the Day, 12th 
September 2008. 
 
Drucker, P. (1990). Managing the Nonprofit Organization: Principles and Practices, 
Harper Collins, New York. 
 
Eisenberg, T, Sundgren S, and Wells M. (1998). Larger Board Size and Decreasing 
Firm Value in Small Firms. Journal of Financial Economics 48: 35-54. 
 
Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989). Agency theory: An assessment and review. Academy of 
Management Review, 14: 57-74. 
 
Entine J. (2003). The myth of social investing: a critique of its practice and 
consequences for corporate social performance research. Organization Environment 16: 
352 – 368. 
 
Fama E and Jensen. (1983). Separation of ownership and control. Journal of Law and 
Economics, 26: 301-325. 
 
Fama EF. (1998). Market efficiency, long-term returns, and behavioural finance. 
Journal of Financial Economics 49: 283-306. 
 
Fama, E. (1980) Agency Problems and the Theory of the Firm. Journal of Political 
Economy 88: 280– 307. 
 
Fee, C.E. and Hadlock, C.J. (2003). Raids, rewards, and reputations in the market for 
managerial talent. Review of Financial Studies 16(4):1311-1353. 
 



Financial Times (2008) KDB suspends talks with Lehman Brothers, 10th September 
2008. 
 
Finkelstein, S. and D’Aveni RA. (1994). CEO duality as a double-edged sword: How 
boards of directors balance entrenchment avoidance and unity of command. Academy of 
Management Journal 37: 1079–1108. 
 
Fombrun C. and Shanley M. (1990). What’s in a name? Reputation Building and 
Corporate Strategy. Academy of Management Journal 33(2): 233-258. 
 
Fombrun C. J., Gardberg N. A. and Barnett M L. (2000). Opportunity Platforms and 
Safety Nets: Corporate Citizenship and Reputational Risk. Business and Society Review 
105(1): 85-106. 
 
Fombrun CJ, Gardberg N and Sever J. (2000). The reputation quotient: a 
multistakeholder measure of corporate reputation. Journal of Brand Management 7(4). 
 
Fombrun CJ. (2001). Corporate Reputations as Economic Assets. in The Blackwell 
handbook of strategic management by Michael A. Hitt,R. Edward Freeman,Jeffrey S. 
Harrison. p 298. 
 
Fombrun, C. (1996) Reputation: Realizing Value from the Corporate Image.(Boston: 
Harvard Business School Press). 
 
Forbes, D.P. (1998). Measuring the Unmeasurable: Empirical Studies of Nonprofit 
Organization Effectiveness from 1977 to 1997. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Quarterly 27 (2): 183–202. 
 
Ford J and Mottner S. (2002). Measuring nonprofit marketing strategy performance: the 
case of museum stores, International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector 
Marketing, 8(4) pp337 – 364. 
 
Fornasari, F. (2009). Six months into the US financial crisis: key numbers and lessons. 
Review of Economic Conditions in Italy 1: 49-83. 
 
Freeman RE, Harrison J, Wicks AC. (2007). Managing for stakeholders: survival, 
reputation, and success. Series in ethics and leadership The Business Roundtable 
Institute for Corporate Ethics Series in Ethics and Lead. 
 
Freeman RE. (1984) Strategic Management: a Stakeholder Approach. (Boston: Pitman). 
 
Friedman, M. (1962). Capitalism and freedom. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Friedman, M. (1970). The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase its Profits. 
New York Times, September 13, 1970, pp. 122-126. 
 



Frooman J. (1999). Stakeholder influence strategies. Academy of Management Review 
24(2): 191-205. 
 
Furtado, E.P. and Rozeff. (1987). The wealth effects of company initiated management 
changes. Journal of Financial Economics 18: 147–160. 
 
Gertner, R and Kaplan S. (1997). The value-maximizing board. NBER Working Paper, 
December. 
 
Gilson, S.C. (1989). Management turnover and financial distress, Journal of Financial 
Economics 25, 441–462 
 
Glaeser, E. (2002). The governance of not-for-profit firms. NBER working paper 8921. 
 
Godfrey PC, Merrill CB and Hansen J M. (2009). The Relationship Between Corporate 
Social Responsibility and Shareholder Value: an Empirical Test of the Risk 
Management Hypothesis. Strategic Management Journal 30:425-445. 
 
Godfrey PC. (2005). The relationship between corporate philanthropy and shareholder 
wealth: a risk management perspective. Academy of Management Review 30(4):777-
798. 
 
Goodstein, J., Gautam, K., and Boeker, W. (1994). The effects of board size and 
diversity on strategic change. Strategic Management Journal, 15: 241-250. 
 
Graves SB and Waddock SA. (2000). Beyond built to last … Stakeholder Relations in 
“Built-to-last” Companies. Business and Society Review 105(4):393-418. 
 
GRI (2000). Sustainability reporting guidelines on economic, environmental and social 
performance. Boston: Global Reporting Initiative. 
 
Griffin J. and Mahon J. (1997). The corporate social performance and corporate 
financial performance debate: twenty-five years of incomparable research. Business and 
Society, 36(1): 5-31. 
 
Haigh M and Hazelton J. (2004). Financial Markets: A Tool for Social Responsibility?. 
Journal of Business Ethics 52 
 
Hall J and Vredenburg H. (2003). The challanges of innovating for sustainable 
development. MIT Sloan Management Review 45(1):61-68 
 
Harpaz I, Meshoulman I. (1997). Intraorganizational power in high technology 
organizations. The Journal of High Technology Management Research 8(1): 107–128. 
 



Harrison, J. and Freeman R. (1999). Stakeholders, Social Responsibility, and 
Performance: Empirical Evidence and Theoretical Perspectives. Academy of 
Management Journal 42(5): 479–485. 
 
Hart SL and Sharma S. (2004). Engaging fringe stakeholders for competitive 
imagination. Academy of Management Executive 18(1): 7-18. 
 
Helmig B, Jegers M, Lapsley I. (2004). Challenges in managing nonprofit 
organizations: a research overview. Voluntas 15(2): 101. 
 
Hermalin, BE and Weisbach, MS. (2001). Boards of Directors as an Endogeneously 
Determined Institution: A Survey of the Economic Literature, Berkeley and Illinois 
working paper. 
 
Hillenbrand C. and Money K. (2007). Corporate Responsibility and Corporate 
Reputation: Two Separate Concepts or Two Sides of the Same Coin?. Corporate 
Reputation Review 10(4): 261-277. 
 
Hillman AJ and Keim GD. (2001). Stakeholder value, stakeholder management and 
social issues: what’s the bottom line?. Strategic Management Journal 22(2): 125-139. 
 
Hocevar, S.P. and Bhambri, A. (1989). Corporate social performance: A model of 
assessment criteria. Research in Corporate Social Performance and Policy, 11, 1-20. 
 
Holm C. and Rikhardsson P. (2008). Experienced and Novice Investors: Does 
Environmental Information Influence Investment Allocation Decisions?. European 
Accounting Review 17(3): 537-557. 
 
Hopkins M. (1998). The planetary bargain: Corporate Social Responsibility comes of 
age. Macmillan: London. 
 
Hopkins, M. (2003). The business case for CSR: Where are we?. International Journal 
for Business Performance Management 5 (2,3): 125-40. 
 
Hotchkiss, E.S. (1993). Investment decisions under Chapter 11 bankruptcy, Doctoral 
disserta- tion, New York University. 
 
Huson, M., Malatesta, P. and Parrino, R. (2004). Managerial succession and firm 
performance. Journal of Financial Economics 74: 237–75. 
 
Huson, M.R., Parrino, R and Starks, L.T. (2001). Internal Monitoring Mechanisms and 
CEO Turnover: A Long-Term Perspective. Journal of Finance 56: 2265-2297. 
 
Hutton, W. (1995) The State We’re In. London: Jonathan Cape. 



Hyndman N and McDonnell P. (2009). Governance and charities: an exploration of key 
themes and the development of a research agenda. Financial Accountability and 
Management 25(1). 
 
Jensen MC, Meckling W. (1976). Theory of the firm: managerial behaviour, agency 
costs and ownership structure, Journal of Financial Economics, 3: 305-360. 
 
Jensen, M. (1993). The Modern Industrial Revolution, Exit and the Failure of Internal 
Control Systems. Journal of Finance 48: 831–880. 
 
Jensen, M.C. (2001). Value Maximization, Stakeholder Theory, and the Corporate 
Objective Function. European Financial Management Review, 7 (3): 297-317. 
 
Jensen, M.C. and Murphy K.J. (1990). Performance pay and top management 
incentives. Journal of Political Economy 98: 225-264. 
 
Jenter, D. and Kanaan, F. (2008). CEO Turnover and Relative Performance Evaluation, 
Working Paper. 
 
Jenter, D. and Lewellen, K. (2010). Performance-induced CEO turnover. Working 
paper, Stanford University. 
 
Jobber, D. (2004). Principles and Practice of Marketing 4th ed., McGraw-Hill, New 
York, NY. 
 
Johnson, H. (1971). Business in contemporary society: Framework and issue. Belmont, 
Calif.:Wadsworth Publishing. 
 
Johnson, JL., Daily, C.M. and Ellstrand, A.E. (1996). Boards of Directors: A Review 
and Research Agenda, Journal of Management, 22(3): 409-438. 
 
Johnson, RA and Greening, DW. (1999). The effects of corporate governance and 
institutional ownership types on corporate social performance. Academy of Management 
Journal, 42: 564-576. 
 
Jones GH, Jones BH and Little P. (2000). Reputation as Reservoir: Buffering Against 
Loss in Times of Economic Crisis. Corporate Reputation Review 3(1): 21-29. 
 
Jones, T. (1980). Corporate social responsibility revisited, redefined. California 
Management Review, spring: 59-67. 
 
Jones, TM. (1995). Instrumental Stakeholder Theory: A Synthesis of Ethics and 
Economics. Academy of Management Review 20: 404-437. 
 
Kang CH and Cnaan R. (1995). New findings on large social service organization 
boards of trustees. Administration in Social Work, 19(3), 17-44. 



Kanter, R., and Summers, D.S. (1987). Doing good while doing well. Dilemmas of 
performance. 
 
Kaplan RS. (2001). Strategic Performance Measurement and Management in Nonprofit 
Organizations. Nonprofit Manageent and Leadership 11(3). 
 
Kaptein M and Van Tulder R. (2003). Toward Effective Stakeholder Dialogue. Business 
and Society Review 108(2):203-224. 
 
Kay, J and Silberston, A. (1995). Corporate Governance. National Institute Economic 
Review, 84, August, 84–97. 
 
Khanna, N. and Poulsen, A.B. (1995). Managers of financially distressed firms: Villains 
or scapegoats?. Journal of Finance 50: 919–939. 
 
Kidwell RE and Bennett N. (1993). Employee propensity to withhold effort: a 
conceptual model to intersect three avenues of research. The Academy of Management 
Review 18(3): 429-456. 
 
Kidwell, RE, Mossholder, KW and Bennett, N. (1997). Cohesiveness and 
organizational citizenship behaviour: A multilevel analysis using work groups and 
individuals. Journal of Management, 23: 775–793. 
 
Kind, A.H. and Schläpfer, Y. (2011). Are Forced CEO Turnovers Good or Bad News? 
Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1679632 
or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1679632 
 
Klein J. and Dawar N. (2004). Corporate social responsibility and consumers’ 
attributions and brand evaluations in a product-harm crisis. International Journal of 
Research in Marketing 21: 203-217. 
 
Kosnik R. (1987). Greenmail: A study in board performance in corporate governance. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 32: 163-185. 
 
Koury K, Rostami, T. (1999). Corporate Social Responsibility: Turning words into 
action. Conference Board of Canada: Ottawa. 
 
KPMG. (2011). International Corporate Responsibility Reporting Survey 2011. < 
http://www.kpmg.com/global/en/issuesandinsights/articlespublications/corporate-
responsibility/pages/2011-survey.aspx> , cited 25th February 2012. 
 
Kreps DM and Wilson R. (1982). Reputation and imperfect information. Journal of 
Economic Theory 27(2): 253-279. 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1679632


Larmou S and Vafeas. (2010). The relation between board size and firm performance in 
firms with a history of poor operating performance. Journal of Management and 
Governance 14(1):61. 
 
Larsson LO and Ljungdahl F. (2001). Seeking sustainability. Accountancy 128, 155. 
 
Laufer W S. (2003). Social Accountability and Corporate Greenwashing. Journal of 
Business Ethics 43: 253-261. 
 
Laux, V. (2008). Board Independence and CEO Turnover. Journal of Accounting 
Research 46: 137-171. 
 
Lavelle, L. (2002). Enron: How governance rules failed. Business Week, pp. 28-29. 
 
Letza S, Sun, X. and Kirkbride, J. (2004) Shareholding Versus Stakeholding: A Critical 
Review of Corporate Governance. Corporate Governance: An International Review, 
12(3): 242–262. 
 
Logsdon JM and Wood DJ. (2002). Reputation as an Emerging Construct in the 
Business and Society Field: An Introduction. Business and Society 41(4): 365-370. 
 
MacKinlay C. A. (1997). Event Studies in Economics and Finance. Journal of 
Economic Literature 35: 13-39 
 
MacWilliams A. and Siegel D (2000). Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial 
Performance: Correlation or Misspecification?. Strategic Management Journal 21(5): 
603-609. 
 
Mak, YT and Li, Y. (2001). Determinants of corporate ownership and board structure: 
evidence from Singapore. Journal of Corporate Finance 7 (3): 235–256. 
 
Margolis J., Elfenbein H., and Walsh J. (2007). Does It Pay To Be Good? A Meta-
analysis and Redirection of Research on the Relationship Between Corporate Social and 
Financial Performance. Working paper, Harvard Business School. 
 
Margolis, J.D. and Walsh, J.P. (2003). Misery Loves Companies: Whither social 
initiatives by business?. Administrative Science Quarterly 48(2):268–305. 
 
Matsumoto, D. (2002). Methodological requirements to test a possible in group 
advantage in judging emotions across cultures: Comment on Elfenbein and Ambady 
(2002) and evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 128, 236–242. 
 
Mattingly JE and Berman S. (2006). Measurement of corporate social action: 
discovering taxonomy in the Kinder Lydenburg Domini ratings data. Business and 
Society 45(1): 20-46. 



McGuire J., Dow S. and Argheyd K. (2003). CEO Incentives and Corporate Social 
Performance. Journal of Business Ethics 45(4): 341-359. 
 
McGuire, J., Sundgren A. and Schneeweiss T. (1988). Corporate Social Responsibility 
and Firm Financial Performance. Academy of Management Journal 31, 854–872. 
 
McQueen G and Vance R. (1993). Stock Prices, News and Business Conditions. Review 
of Financial Studies 6(3): 683-707. 
 
McWilliams A. and Siegel D. (1997). Event Studies in Management Research: 
Theoretican and Empirical Issues. Academy of Management Journal 40(3): 626-657. 
 
Middleton, M. (1987). Nonprofit boards of directors: Beyond the governance function. 
In W. W. Powell (Ed.), The nonprofit sector: A research handbook (pp. 141-153). New 
Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
 
Mikkelson W.H., Partch M.M. (1997). The decline of takeovers and disciplinary 
management turnover. Journal of Financial Economics 44(2): 205–28. 
 
Miller, J. L. (2002). The Board as Monitor of Organizational Activity: The 
Applicability of Agency Theory to Nonprofit Boards. Nonprofit Management and 
Leadership, Vol. 12, pp. 429–50. 
 
Mitchell RK, Agle BR and Wood DJ. (1997). Toward a Theory of Stakeholder 
Identification and Salience: Defining the Principle of Who and What Really Counts. 
Academy of Management Review 22(4): 853-886. 
 
Moore G and Whitt JA. (2000). Gender and networks in a local voluntary-sector elite. 
Voluntas, 11, 309-328. 
 
Morck, R., Shleifer, A., Vishny, R.W.(1989). Alternative mechanisms for corporate 
control. American Economic Review 79: 842-852. 
 
Moskowitz, M. (1972). Choosing socially responsible stocks. Business and Society, 1: 
71-75. 
 
Moxley, D. P. (2004). Factors Influencing the Successful Use of Vision-Based Strategy 
Planning by Nonprofit Human Service Organizations. International Journal of 
Organization Theory and Behavior 7(1): 107–132. 
 
Murphy, K J. (1999). Executive Compensation. In Orley Ashenfelter and David Card, 
Handbook of Labor Economics, Vol. III, North Holland. 
Murray P, Carter L. (2005). Improving marketing intelligence through learning systems 
and knowledge communities in not-for-profit workplaces. Journal of Workplace 
Learning 17(7): 421–435. 
 



Myers J, Sacks R. (2003). Tools, Techniques and Tightropes: The Art of Walking and 
Talking Private Sector Management in Non-Profit Organizations, Is It Just a Question 
of Balance? Financial Accountability & Management 19: 287-305. 
 
Oliver, R. (1999). Exploring strategies for on-line teaching and learning. Distance 
Education, 20(2), 240-254. 
 
Orlitzky M, Schmidt F and Rynes SL. (2003). Corporate Social and Financial 
performance: a meta-analysis. Organization Studies 24: 403-441. 
 
Ortega, Jaime. (2001). Job Rotation as a learning mechanism. Management Science, 47: 
1361-1370. 
 
Oster, S.M. (1995). Strategic Management for Nonprofit Organizations: Theory and 
Cases, Oxford University Press, New York. 
 
Ostrower F and Stone M. (2010). Moving governance research forward: a contingency-
based framework and data application. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 40(6). 
 
Ostrower, F. (2002). Trustees of culture: power, wealth, and status on elite arts boards. 
Chicago University Press. 
 
Ostrower, F. and Stone MM (2005), ‘Governance: Research Trends, Gaps and Future 
Prospects’, in W.W. Powell and R. Steinberg (eds.), The Nonprofit Sector, A Research 
Handbook (2nd ed., Yale University Press, New Haven CT). 
 
Ostrower, F., and Stone, M. M. (2006). Governance: Research trends, gaps, and future 
prospects. In W. W. Powell & R. Steinberg (Eds.). The nonprofit sector: A research 
handbook (2nd ed.). New Haven, CT: Yale University. 
 
Owen DL, Swift T and Hunt K. (2001). Questioning the role of stakeholder engagement 
in social and ethical accounting, auditing and reporting. Accounting Forum 25(3): 264-
282. 
 
Pagano, M and Volpin PF. (2005). Managers, Workers, and Corporate Control. Journal 
of Finance 60(2):841–68. 
 
Patell J. (1976). Corporate forecasts of earnings per share and stock price behaviour: 
Empirical tests. Journal of Accounting Research, 246-276. 
 
Pava, ML and Krausz J. (1996). The association between corporate social responsibility 
and financial performance: the paradox of social cost. Journal of Business Ethics 15(3): 
321–357. 
 
Pearson, CM and Clair, JA. (1998). Reframing Crisis Management. Academy of 
Management Review, 23(1): 59-76. 



 
Pedersen ER. (2006). Making Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Operable: How 
Companies Translate Shareholder Dialogue into Practice. Business and Society Review 
111(2): 137-163. 
 
Peloza, J. (2006). Using Corporate Social Responsibility as Insurance for Financial 
Performance. California Management Review, 48(2): 52-72. 
 
Pfeffer J and Salancik J. (1978). The external control of organizations. New York: 
Harper and Row. 
 
Pfeffer, J. (1972). Size and composition of corporate boards of directors: The 
organization and its environment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 17: 218-229. 
 
Pfeffer, J. (1973). Size, composition, and function of hospital boards of directors: The 
organization and its environment. Administrative Science Quarterly, 18: 349-364. 
 
Piber and Gstraunthaler (2010). Performance measurement in cultural organizations: 
Living the contradictory logics of the fine arts and entrepreneurial profits in a multiple 
stakeholder environment. Working Paper. 
 
Post JE, Preston LE and Sachs S. (2002). Managing the extended enterprise: the new 
stakeholder view. California Management Review 45(1): 6-28. 
 
Puyvelde SV, Caers R, Bois C, and Jegers M. (2011). The governance of nonprofit 
organizations: integrating agency theory with stakehlder and stewardship theories. 
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, p 1-21. 
 
Reinganum, M. (1985). The effect of executive succession on stockholder wealth. 
Administrative Science Quarterly 30: 45-60. 
 
Riahi-Belkaoui, A and Pavlik, E. (1991). Asset management performance and 
reputation building for large US firms. British Journal of Management 2: 231–238. 
 
Roman RM, Hayibor S and Agle BR. (1999). The relationship between social and 
financial performance: repainting a portrait. Business and Society 38: 109-125. 
 
Ruf B, Muralidhar K, Brown RM, Janney JJ, Paul K. (2001). An empirical investigation 
of the relationship between change in corporate social performance and financial 
performance: a stakeholder theory perspective. Journal of Business Ethics 32: 143-156. 
Russo MV, Fouts PA. (1997). A resource-based perspective on corporate environmental 
performance and profitability. Academy of Management Journal 40: 534-559. 
 
Salancik, G.R. and Pfeffer, J. (1980). Effects of Ownership and Performance on 
Executive Tenure in U.S. Corporations. Academy of Management Journal 23:653-664. 
 



Savage GT, Dunkin JW and Ford DM. (2004). Responding to a crisis: a stakeholder 
analysis of community health organizations. Journal of Health & Human Services 
Administration 26(4): 383-414. 
 
Schleifer A. (2000). Inefficient Markets: An Introduction to Behavioural Finance. in 
Clarendon Lectures in Economics (Oxford: Oxford University Press). 
 
Schmukler S L, Zoido P and Halac M. (2004). Financial Globalization, Crises and 
Contagion, in Amalia Morales, ed: International Macroeconomics: Recent 
Developments. 
 
Schnietz, KE and Epstein MJ. (2005). Exploring the Financial Value of a Reputation for 
Corporate Social Responsibility During a Crisis. Corporate Reputation Review, 7(4): 
327-345. 
 
Schwert GW. (1981). Using financial data to measure effects of Regulation. Journal of 
Law and Economics 24(1):121-158. 
 
Seeger MW and Ulmer RR. (2001). Virtuous Responses to Organizational Crisis: Aaron 
Feuerstein and Milt Cole. Journal of Business Ethics 31: 369-376. 
 
Sharfman M. (1996). The construct validity of the Kinder, Lydenberg & Domini social 
performance ratings data. Journal of Business Ethics 15(3) . 
 
Shleifer, A. and Vishny, R.W. (1997). A survey of corporate governance, Journal of 
Finance 52: 737-783. 
 
Siciliano, JI. (1996). The relationship of board member diversity to organizational 
performance. Journal of Business Ethics, 15, 1313-1320. 
 
Smith, A. (1976). The Theory of Moral Sentiments, edited by D. D. Raphael and L. 
Macfie. Indianapolis: Liberty Classics. 
 
Sobol, MG and Farrell, G. (1988). Corporate reputation: A function of relative size or 
financial performance?. Review of Business and Economic Research 24: 45–59. 
 
Spicer BH. (1978). Investors, Corporate Social Performance and Information 
Disclosure: An Empirical Study. The Accounting Review 53(1). 
 
Steiner G A. (1966). The people look at commercials: a study of audience behaviour. 
The Journal of Business 39(2): 272-304. 
 
Stephens KK, Malone PC and Bailey CM. (2005). Communicating with stakeholders 
during a crisis. Journal of Business Communication 42(4): 390-419. 
 
Stone, MM and Ostrower F. (2007). Acting in the Public Interest? Another Look at 



Research on Nonprofit Governance. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, Vol. 36, 
pp. 416–38. 
 
Surroca J, Tribò JA and Waddock S. (2010). Corporate Responsibility and Financial 
Performance: the role of the intangible resources. Strategic Management Journal 31: 
463-490. 
 
The Economist (2008) Taming the beast, 9th October 2008. 
 
The Economist (2009a) Paying the piper – Will Barack Obama’s reform of executive 
pay work?, 5th February 2009. 
 
The Economist (2009b) Attacking the corporate gravy train – The global downturn has 
sparked outrage over executive compensation. Only some of it is justified, 28th May 
2009. 
 
The Economist (2010) Oh, brother, 12th March 2010. 
 
The New York Times (2008a) Lehman files for bankruptcy; Merril is sold, 15th 
September  2008. 
 
The New York Times (2008b) A Blunter Bush Declares, ‘Wall Street got drunk’, 23rd 
July 2008. 
 
The Times (2008) Need to know, 13th September 2008. 
 
Tirole, J. (2001). Corporate governance. Econometrica, 69(1): 1-35. 
 
Ullman, A.H. (1985). Data in search of a theory: a critical examination of the 
relationships among social performance, social disclosure and economic performance of 
US firms. Academy of Management Review 10(3): 540-557. 
 
Ulmer, RR and Sellnow TL. (2000) “Consistent Questions of Ambiguity in 
Organizational Crisis Communication: Jack in the Box as Case Study”, Journal of 
Business Ethics 25:143-155. 
 
Unerman J and Bennett M. (2004). Increased stakeholder dialogue and the internet: 
towards greater corporate accountability or reinforcing capitalist hegemony? 
Accounting, Organizations and Society 29: 685-707. 
Villalonga B. (2004). Intangible resources, Tobin’s q, and sustainability of performance 
differences. Journal of Economic Behaviour & organization 54: 205-230. 
 
Waddock S A and Graves S B. (1997). Quality of management and quality of 
stakeholder relations: are they synonymous?. Business and Society 36: 250-280. 
 



Waddock SA, Bodwell C and Graves SB. (2002). Responsibility: the new business 
imperative. Academy of management Executive, 6(2): 132-148. 
 
Wall Street Journal (2010). Obama signs financial-regulation bill, July 21st 2010. 
 
Wall Street Journal Asia (2008). Lehman sets strategy to repair balance sheet – Plans 
include spinoff of certain assets, sale of stake in unit, September 11th 2008. 
 
Walton, CC. (1967). Corporate social responsibilities. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 
 
Wang, J and Coffey, BS. (1992). Board composition and corporate philanthropy. 
Journal of Business Ethics 11(10): 771. 
 
Warnaby, G. and Finney, J. (2005). Creating customer value in the not-for-profit sector: 
a case study of the British Library. The International Journal of Nonprofit & Voluntary 
Sector Marketing August, pp. 183-95. 
 
Warner, J.B., Watts, and Wruck, W.N. (1988). Stock prices, event prediction and event 
studies: An examination of top management restructurings. Journal of Financial 
Economics 20. 
 
Weaver G R, Trevino L K and Cohran P L. (1999). Integrated and decoupled corporate 
social performance: management commitments, external pressures and corporate ethics 
practices. Academy of Management Journal 42(5), 539-552. 
 
Webb, E. (2004). An Examination of Socially Responsible Firms’ Board Structure. 
Journal of Management and Governance 8: 255-277. 
 
Weisbach, M.S. (1988). Outside directors and CEO turnover. Journal of Financial 
Economics 20, 421-460. 
 
Wheeler D, Colbert B and Freeman R E. (2003). Focusing on value: reconciling 
corporate social responsibility, sustainability and a stakeholder approach in a network 
world. Journal of General Management 28(3): 1-28. 
 
Williamson, O. (1996). The Mechanisms of Governance, Oxford University press. 
 
Wood, D.J. and Jones, R.E. (1995). Stakeholder mismatching: A theoretical problem in 
empirical research on corporate social performance. International Journal of 
Organizational Analysis, 3(3): 229-267. 
Wood, DJ. (1991). Corporate social performance revisited. Academy of Management 
Review 16: 691-718. 
 
Yan A, Gray B. (1994). Bargaining power, management control, and performance in 
United States-China joint ventures: a comparative case study. Academy of Management 
Journal 37(6): 1478–1517. 



 
Yermack, D. (2006). Golden Handshakes: Separation Pay for Retired and Dismissed 
CEOs. Journal of Accounting and Economics 41: 237-256. 
 
Yermack, D. (1996). Higher market valuation of companies a small board of directors, 
Journal of Financial Economics 40: 185-202. 
 
Zadek S and Raynard P. (2002). Stakeholder engagement: measuring and 
communicating quality. Accountability Quarterly 19:8-17 
 
 


