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PROFESSORS ON THE BAARD: DO THEY CONTRIB UTE TO SOCIETY
OUTSIDE THE CLASSROOM?

ABSTRACT

According to our data, 38.5% of S&P 1500 firms have at leasprmfessomon theirboards.
Given the lack of research examining the roles and effects of academic farntiynberof
boards of directors (professedirectors) on corporate outcomes, this study investigates
whether firms with professatirectors are more likely to exhibkiigher corporate social
responsibility (CSR) performance ratingesultsindicatethat firms with professedirectors
do exhibit higherCSR performanceatingsthan those withoutHowever the influence D
professordirectors on firm CSR performance rags depends on theilacademic
background—he positive association between the presengerafessormdirectors and firm
CSR performance ratings is significant only wiikeeir academic background is specialized
(e.g., science, engineering and medicirighdly, this positive associatiomweakens when
professordirectorshold anadministrative position at their universities.

Keywords: academigboard of directors;orporate governancegrporate social
responsibility;professor



PROFESSORS ON THE BAARD: DO THEY CONTRIBUTE TO SO CIETY
OUTSIDE THE CLASSROOM?

Introduction

This study examines whether firms with academic faculty members on tttedfoa
directors (.e., professordirectors) are more likely to exhilditghercorporate social
responsibility (CSR) péormance ratingsAnderson et al. (2011) finthatboard members
with heterogeneous/diverse backgrounds bring valuable experience, knowledge, sesource
and perspectives to the boardroom to make the board of directors monitor and/or advise
managers more effectivelyhe extant literature on corporate governance and boards of
directorssuggests thdioard composition and its characterisaffectbusiness outcomes
such agorporatepolicy andfinancial performance (see Adams and Ferreira 2009; Baysinger
etal. 1991; Cohen et al. 2012; Hill and Snell 1988; Masulis et al. 2012; Valentine and
Fleishman 2008vangand Coffey 1992; Williams 2003

Many firmsappoint university professoesmembers of their board of directors.
According to our data, 38.5% of S&P 1500 firms have at least one protBsstior.As is
the case for various types of directors documented in prior literature (englefdoreigner,
banker, analyst, and labor union member), university professorspawiccharacteristics
that mayaffectfirm performancge.qg., Francis et a2014). Tierney (1997) suggests that the
three key responsibilities of professors are research, teaching, ame seivie university
and to the community, all of which contribute to society in the kengr. Moreover,
academicsre, in general, perceived to possess relatively higher ethical and socially
responsible standards (Baumgarten 18fvman 2005Charnov 1987; Chickering and
Gamson 19990’Connell 1998; Tierney 1997Thus, university professors wipossess
somein-depth knowledge anal sense ofesponsibility about both business autiety are

likely to constitute an importaridctorthat mayaffect corporatgolicy and/or performance.



However, there is little research directly examining the ratelsedfects of professor-
directors orcorporateoutcomege.g., Francis et a014). To the best of our knowledge, this
study is the first to investigate whether professioectors may affect firnoutcomeswith a
specific focus on CSR performaneings Prior literaturereveals that firnrCSR
performance is influenced by the characteristiagheir boardmembersFor example, firms
with female board membeare more likelyto engagen CSR activitieslesch et al. 2011,
Williams 2003. Also, Valentine and Fleishman (20G8portthat firms are more likely to be
involved in CSR activities when the members on the corporate board have higher levels of
professional ethical standards.

In this papertherefore, we investigate whether the presengeadéssordirectors is
associated with CSR performance ratirfggther, we examinpost-hoovhether the impact
of having professor-directors on CSR performance ratings depends cectoemic
backgroundFinally, we investigate whether having profesdectorswho holdan
administrative position (e.g.,dan President Chancellorgetc) at their universitiebas a
different impact orCSR performance ratinge@mpared tgrofessomirectorswithout such
administrative positios

The remainder of the paper is ongaed as follows. In the next section, we discuss the
relevant prior literature and develop e@asearch questiokVe thendescribe the data and
present the descriptive statistics of our profesii@etor samplel-inally, we presenbur
results angrovide our conclusiorsnd implications
Prior Literature and Research Question
BoardHeterogendy and Corporate Outcomes

Numerous studiesaveinvestigatéd the link between boaiteterogeneityand
corporate outcomd®.g.,Adams and Ferreira 2009; Anderson et al. 2011; Cohen et al. 2012;

Fich 2005; Giner et al. 2008jllman et al. 20002001;Masulis et al2012;Mesch et al.



2012, Williams 2003.! Following Anderson et al. (2011), wvetassifyboard heterogeneity
into two categories- socialheterogeneity (g., gender, age, arahnicity) andoccupational
heterogeneity (e.geducation, experience, and professioand review the related literature
as follows.

First, as tosocialheterogeneityn a boargd a number of studies have examined the
impact of diretor gender on firm performance and operations (Agdams and Ferreira
2009; Mesch et al. 201 Willams 2003. In particular Williams (2003) investigates the
impact of female directors on corporate philanthropy and finds that the numberatd fem
directas is positively associated with the level of a firm’s involvement in corporate
philanthropy Williams classifies the overall philanthropy activities into four specific types of
charitable giving (educational organizatippe@mmunity service organizatiorets
programs; and public poligyrograms) andeportsthat female directors exert their influence
on corporate philanthropparticularly to community service organizations and arts
programs. Mesch et al. (2011) also investigate gender differencegitaluleagiving and
find that both the likelihood and the amount of giving are greatdefoalethan formale
directors even after controlling for psychological differences (i.e., empathic coaoer
principle of care measure®ydams and Ferreira (20p8xamine the impact of female
directors on corporate governance and firm performance and find thaetageaeffect of
female directors on firm performance is negativihalgh female directors provide stronger
monitoring effectiveness.

Besideggender diversitydirectornationalityis alsoexamined in relation to firm
performanceMasulis et al. (2012) investigate directors’ nationality dadument that firms

with foreign directors make better cross-border acquisitions if those foreegtais live in

1 We usethe terms board diversity and“board heterogeneityinterchangeably in this section.
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the same region as that of the target firm,rbpbrtthatthe net effect of foreign directors on
corporate governance and firm performance is negative.

Next, in the literature omccupationaheterogeneityn a board, Hillman et al. (2000)
argue thabccupational differences in directors on the board not only strengthen expertise but
also broaden linkages to important external constitueriaigarticular, heyexamine US
airline firms undergoing deregulation and conclude that firms respond tacaghéxternal
environmental changes by altering board composition to reflect the shifourcesneeds.
Hillman et al. (2001) examirthe relation between the presence of stakeholder directors (e.g.,
suppliers, employees, and community representatives) and stakeholder peréafireanc
corporatesocial responsibility and findthat certain typgof stakeholder directors affect
corporatesocial performance such as diversity and environment. Fich (2005) identifies
various occupations of outside directors such as CaRO&ssorsbankers, lawyers, and
consultants and finds that (1) firms experience long-term performance imprawehen
they appoint CEOs of other firms as outside directors (i.e., CEO directors) butemtivey
appoint non€cEOdirectors ad (2)themarket reacts more strongly to the appointment of
CEOdirectors than non-CEO directors. Flheesults suggest that CEdrectors are
perceived in the market as sourcesnofre valuablenanagel talent and unique expertise.

Guner et al. (2008) examine whether bankers on the board have distinct roles on
corporate decisions and report that lending bankers on the board can reduce the debt ratio of a
firm while investment bankers increase bondasmesMore recently, Cohen et al. (2012)
identify a new type of outside director, i.e., s&lite analystsTheyidentify outside directors
who have covered a firm as seitle analysts prior to thredirector appointment and find that
firms with analysts on the boards tend to subsequently increase ¢heflearnings
management, which indicates h@or monitoringperformance of analyslirectors.

Finally, Anderson et al. (2011) explore potential costs and benefits of heterogeneous



board and argue thabard heterogeneity cdming more resources to the boardroom, which
in turn improves the effectiveness or efficacy of monitoring and advising nranagey

also compare the impact of sodmgterogeneityvith that ofoccupationaheterogeneitypn

firm performanceand find that while boteocialand occuptionalheterogeneityave a
positive effect on fiancialperformancethe positive impact abccupationaheterogeneitys
50% greatethan that oSocial heterogeneity.

In sum,prior literaturesuggestshat whilecorporate financial performance is affected
by bothsocialandoccupdional heterogeneityn the boardcorporate social performance is
primarily influenced byboardsocial €.g, gender) heterogenei#s university professors
have becoma visiblesourceof board heterogeneifg.g., White etl. 2013 seeour Table ),
we argue that it is important to examihe potentialmpactof professoidirectorson
corporate outcomes.

Professorsand CorporateéDutcomes

Severalstudieshave investigatethe role ofprofessor®n the board (e.g., Audretsch
and Lehmann 2006; Audretsch and Stephan 1996; Duchin et al. A6 @005;Francis et
al. 2014 Guner et al. 2008; Jiang and Murphy 2007; White et al. 2Gb8 instance,
Audretsch and Stephan (1996) focus on the advisory role of univbesigd scrtistsand
argue that professopsovide three functions to biotech firms: 1) knowledge trangjer;
signaling the quality of the firm’s research tolboapital and resource markeasd 3)
helpng chart the scientific direction of tHem. Fich (2005) inds that while market reactions
to director appointments are statistically significant when appointees &g @tbther firms,
these reactions lose significance when appointees are professors. &udnetd ehmann
(2006) find that the likelihood of hawy professor®n the board is affected by geographic
proximity to a university and tanindustry. More interestingly, Jiang and Murphy (2007)

identify executives who were business school professatsiocument that firms with former



business professors as executives perform significantly bettefirtihharwithout such
executives. Guner et al. (2008) examine whether board members with finapeidisex
affect corporate policie®.g., loan, public debt isanes, and acquisitions) and find that
finance professors are significantly associated with loweipeaiprmance sensitivity, but
not significantly associated with other policies. White et al. (2013) show th#t andhmid-
cap firms are more likely tappointprofessorghan large firmsnd thathefinancial market
on average, positivelfmsignificantly) reacs to the appointment of professarigh science,
medicine, and engineerirfgusiness) backgrounBrancis et al.Z014) report that the
presence gprofessorss positively associated with fin financial performance arttiat firms
with businesgelatedprofessorexhibitthe best performanceshereadDuchin et al. (2010)
documenthat academicdmrd members do not affect firimancial performance

In sum, while the aforementioned studies idgntrofessorand examine the
differential impacts on various aspects of firms, none to our knowksalgly focusesn the
role and impacof professor®n corporate social responsibility.
Characteristicof Professorsand Corporate Social Responsityli

As other occupations, university professors have theiruoMgue characteristics.
Generally speakingheyare deemed socially obligated in diverse asgecthe public
(Baumgarten 1982; Bowman 2005; Charnov 1987; Chickering and Gamson 1999; O’Connell
1998 Tierney 1997. For example, Baumgarten (1982) argues that university teachers have a
social obligation to help other citizens both inside and outside the classithenaeademic
profession should have higher ethical standards to seek social benefits intbeanof and,
accordingly, university professors have obligations toward at least somergsgifithe
community. Charnov (1987) asserts thaifessorsre good citizens as they must take roles
in being ethical professionals. Tierney (1997) aggthat the three key responsibilities of

professors are research, teaching, and service to the unigesrsigll ago the community —



all of which contribute to society in the lotgrm. As educators whexercisanfluence upon
the present as well astfwe generationgprofessorare obligated to fulfill their own moral
responsibilitieO’Connell 1998) and must respect the diversity of talents (Chickering and
Gamson 1999). Finally, Bowman (200&%gues that a teachisrobligated tdoasehis or her
principleson wiversal ethics such dmimility, honesty, trust, empathy, healing, community,
and servicelt is therefore plausible that professors have, or at least are expected to have, a
higher standard of professional ethics, compared to people working in other proféssions.
Neverthelessthere exist some studies that question the ethical standard of professors,
particularlywhen itrelatesto professors specializing in the fieldlmfsinessindeed, business
schools and professors have been widelyczzgd for failing to train responsible managers
(Bennis and O'Toole 2005; Ghoshal 2005; Gonin 2007; Mitroff 2004; Owen 2UxE)ff
(2004) asserts that business educators are, at worst, guilty of being amivgpkaes and
co-conspirators in corporate scandals. Ghoshal (2005) argues that business sclhgpol facul
needs to own up to their roles in creatsughscandals and denoundestthese scandals
happened because they had propagated amoral ideas and theories to their Stolianiys.
Bennis and O’Toole (2005) argue that business schools fastith norms of ethical
behavior into students. Also, Owen (20@8jicizes accounting professors for having
neglected the importance of corporate accountability and transparency inrére cur
educatiorsystem Finally, Gonin(2007) argues that the civic responsibilities of business
scholars and business schools have been questioned as the recent ethical scandals in the
business world arise—lagtributes these ethical shortcomings to inadequate business

education.

2The Roy Morgan “Image of Professiongir8ey, conducted in the spring &013in Australig asked
respondents to rate which professions they considendis¢ ethical and honest. Results indicated aheingall
30 listed professionsuniversity lecturers were ranked in the top-tiied, which washigherthan the rankings
for business executives, lawyers, and accountants.
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Because (lindividuals’ perceptios or beliefs about professional ethics are positively
associated with their attitude toward CSR @)dGSR attitudes are also positively associated
with involvement in CSR activitie@/alentine and Fleishma2008),we argue thaif
professordirectors have highgtower) levels of ethical standardiey are more (less) likely
to promote CSR activities, henfiems are morgless)likely to engage in CSR activities.
Given therelativelymixed evidence aboubé¢ ethicality of professors, we talie exploratory
approacho investigate whethdirms with professorson their board of directors exhibit
different levels ofCSR performance ratings. Vimulateourresearch questioas follows:

Research Questionls the presence of professam the board oflirectors associated
with CSR performance ratings?

Sample andData

Our sample is built fronRiskMetricsover the period from 2003 to 2011, inclusive.
We first identify professorson the boards of S&P 1500 firrby verifying the primary title
and employer of individual directors’ biographic information infRigkMetricsdatabase. We
then manually collect each professor’s detailed information such aatadfiliacademic
discipline, and whether the professor lsa@dyadministrative positioat the universityy
searching and browsing throutiteir school websites, personal blogs déinel pressvebsites
(i.e., ForbesandBusinesswegkWith respect to identifyingachprofessor'sacademic
discipline, wefirst rely ontheir highest degreebtainecdlif this information isnotavailable
we usetheir current departmeraffiliation (e.g., economics, business, biology, or
mathematicsastheir academic discipline

Next, we merge our professor sample vidttD database ioCSRperformance
ratings Considering thaprofessorslso play a major role in socialization of students, we
believe thatheywill most likely influence “Community Donations”, “Employee Benefits”,

and “Diversity Commitment” amoniipe sevenCSRdimensions in th&LD database.



Accordingly, ouranalysisfocuses orhe three aforemention€&iSRdimensions’ In
particular, wemeasure our CSR dependent variables as the net difference between strengths
and weaknesses of a firm’s scores in each of the @B&&ximensiors from theKLD
databasé.Further, we supplement our sample with data fRiskMetrics(director and board
characteristics)COMPUSTAT(fundamental informationgxecuComginsider ownership),
Thomson Reuters 13F Institutional Holdingsstitutional ownership), an@RSP(stock
information). As the final step, we exclude observations with missing values ana @btai
total of 10,297 firm-years, for 97,382 firgeardirectors. We winsorize all continuous
variables at the 1% and 99% level to mitigatdier effects All v ariabledefinitions are
described in the Appendix.

Table 1 shows the distributions of sample firms that have profdgsaters by year
and by industry. Panel A shows that the percentage of firms with at least orssqrafe the
board is on average 38.51% in our sample. This indicates that a significant portion of S&P
1500 firms have at least one professor-director. Panel A does n@tt@ahy noticeable
trend in terms of the number or the proportion of firms with profedsecirs over the
sample period. Panel B shows the variation in the proportion of firms with proftéssciers
across thé&amaFrenchl12 industrysectors The healthcare ¢onsumer durables) industry has
the highest (lowest) proportion of firms that hgvefessordirectors, with an averagg
55.76% (20.25%df theindustrymemberdaving professedirectors

[Insert Table 1 here]

3 As a robustesstest, we als@heck and find that our results are qualitatively the same even whextevel
our analysis into the other four CSR dimensions (i.eyseea dependent variable that sums up all scores in
sevenCSRdimensions oKLD).

4 There may be potential concerns about the use of net difference scores, iaf.ssemgths- sum of
weaknesses (Allison 1990; Edwards and Parry 19&3ns 1981). However, vedoosdgo use such difference
scores as our CSR dependent variabeauseeverakrecentstudies that use thé€.D databasé@ave commonly
done so (Barnea and Rubin 200Mhen et al. 200&Rekker et al. 2012). Following Barnea and Rubin (2010), we
assumehat all types ofCSRstrengths and weaknesses are equal in terms of their importance and costs.
However, a a rolustness check, ealsoreplicateour empirical testby decomposingur dependent variables
of difference scorginto strengths and weaknessesl find inferentially similar result$Ve discuss this issue
furtherin the“Robust Test and Additional Isstesection.
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Figure 1reports theyearlydistribution of 5,189 professalirectors by academic
discipline and title. IrFigure XA, we classify professors’ academic discipline into seven
different categories (i.eEconomicsandBusinessEngineeringand Science Medicine
Politics; Law; Education; and @er9 and showyearlydistributions of professois each
category® Figure %A illustrates that while the numbef professor-directors who major in
other discipliness relatively stable during the sample period, the number of Econamics
Business professoisincreasing{from 203 in 2003 to 248 in 2011y fact, Economicand
Business professors account for 44.8f all professorsn our sample and tirenumberis
almost ten timegreaterthan ttat of Education professors. Engineering amiesce
professors and Bicineprofessors are the second and thardestgroups,accouning for
17.69% and 12.50% of total professhrectors respectively

[Insert Figure 1 here]

Figure 1B showstheyearlydistributions of professadirectorsby theirrespective
administrative positions (i.e., President, Dean, Chair, Chancellor, Head, and Prowosst A
half (48.02%) of professors in our sample holdadministrative positionthe most common
of which is President (24.30%), followed by Dean (14.64%) and Chair (4.16%

Results
Summary Statistics

Panel A of Tabl@ provides summary statistics. Except Employee Benefits, the
CSR variables have positive mean values. The sample firms on average have 9.4 board
members and 75.4% of the board members are indepenceiods.Female directors
account for 11.4% of the positions on the boBubsyindependentlirectors areutside
directorswho hold at least thresx more directorships in other firms (Masulis et al. 2012) and

theyaccount for3.5% of directorsWe alsdfind that3.4% of our firms have an independent

5 We classify majors into seven categories mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustivay.
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director who holds more than 5% of a fiswutstandinghares, whereds/.6% of firms
have CEO/Chairman dualitizinally, the mean proportion of professor-directorgtmboard
is 5.1%.0ther firm characteristics are consistent with prior literature that cova?Ps1S&0
firms (e.g., Adams and Ferreira 2009; Masulis et al. 2012).

Panel B of Tabl@ providesacomparisorbetween firms with and firms without
professordirectors Hrms with professor®n their board appear to outperform firms without
such professodirectorswith regardto all CSRperformanceatingmeasures (i.e.,
Community Donations, Employee Benefits, Diversity Commitment, and the composit
measure of CSR). Also, firms with professor-directaasge larger boards, more female
directors, and more independent directors than twatbeut log (Sales) is significantly
higher in firms withprofessor-directors than thoaghout, indicating that large firms are
more likely to appoint professalirectois than small firms. Finally, firms witprofessor-
directoss are more mature thahose without (30.9 versus 24.9 years), treteturn
volatility of firms with professodirectos is significantly lowerthan that of firms without
(0.105 versus 0.114). Overall, results in Panel B of Table 2 suggest that the presence of
professoron the boad may be influenced by certain firm characteristics. Heinaayr
regression modelsye control for various firm characteristics that nnafjuence firms’
decision to appoinprofessoron their boards.

[Insert Table2 here]
The Impact of Professddirectors on CSR Performance Ratings

We begin our analysis using the following Ordinary Least SqQ&1eS) regression
model:

CSR PerformancRatings=

Bo + B1 DPROF (or PctPROF) + B2 BoardSize + 3 PctFemale
+ B4PctOutsider + s PctBusylndepDir + fsIndDirBlock + 37 CEOChair
+ Bs Marketto-Book + Bolog (Sales) + B1o ROA + B11 Leverage +

B12FirmAge + P13 ReturnVolatility + B14 InsiderOwnership + B1s
InstitutionalOwnership

11



+ Yeardummies Hndustry dummies + €.
The above model determines CSR performaatiagsas a function of the presence of
professordirectors (i.e., DPROF and PctPROF), beaathd firmspecific characteristics. To
mitigateconcerns tat the impact of professalirectors on CSR performancaingsmay be
driven by correlated omitted variables, we controlsieveral CSRleterminantsuggestedby
prior researchproportion of inside directors (Wang and Coffey 1992), insider ownership and
institutionalownership (Barnea and Rubin 2010; Oh et al. 2011), firm size (Amato and
Amato 2007), andther boaredand firm characteristics such as CEO/Chair duality, firm age,
profitability, and leverage (Chen et al. 2008; Barnea and Rubin 201QIsé&/enclude year
dummies and SIC 2-digit industry dummies to capture year and industry fixet$ ¢&eg,
Amato and Amato 2007). In addition, we use standard errors clustered by firm ti fmrre
intra-group correlations of residuals within firms (Pe&ar 2009).

Table3 presents the OLS regression results.@k@minethe relation between the
presence gprofessordirectos and CSR performangatingsusing four different measures of
CSR. Except for column (1), which shows an insignificant relation between Community
Donations and an indicator for professor-directors on the board (DPROF), columns (3), (5),
and (7) provide evidendeat firms withat least on@rofessotdirectorhave a significantly
higher level of CSR performancatings In columns (2), (4), (6), and (8), we examine
whether CSR performance ratings increasenoreprofessorsit on the boardPctPROF)
and find positive and statistically significant results.

Overall,our control variables show consisteesultswith prior studies (e.gBarnea
and Rubin 2010Mesch et al. 202,10h et al. 2011Williams 2003.° For examplefirms with

a greater number of female directors (PctFenated)frms with better financigberformance

5 To ensure that multicollinearity is nasignificantissuein our study, v check andind that allVIFs
(variance inflation factors) in the OLS regressions without year ahaiiry fixed effects are below 1.8,
implying nosignificantmulticollinearity issue. W alsofind that ourresults remain qualitativelyhe same when
all control variables are dropped.
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engage moractivelyin CSR activities. Also, insider ownership is negatively and

significantly associated with CSR performamagngs supporting the notion théitms are

reluctant to invest in CSR activities whieisiders should bear high CSR expenditure.
[Insert Table3 here]

CSR andProfessofDirectorsfrom Different Academic Disciplines

While we posit that professors hawe,at leastire expected to havahigher level of
social obligationghan other occupations,is important to recognize that professors
constitutea group oheterg@eneous professionals whossesslifferentacademic training,
discipline knowledgeand scholarly experieng®Vhite et al. 2013). Accordingly, in this
sectionwe examinghe heterogeneous characteristics of professorgaasdtigate whether
the impact of professatirectors on CSR performancatings varies withheir academic
backgrounds.

Following White et al. (2013), we first classify professor-directors into twas
based on themcademidields of study 1) businesgrofessors whose academic backgrounds
correspond to either business, economics or law2aspecializegprofessorsvhose
academic backgrousdtorrespond to eithengineeringscience omedicine.We then
measure the proportion of business professor-directors {PctPROF (Business$)Ataoid t
specializedprofessordirectors {PctPROF (Specialized)} to examine whether they have
heterogeneousnpacts on CSR performancatings

Table 4 presents the results of OLS regressions where dependent vareabl8fkar
performanceatingsand the variables of intereseahe percentage efther business or
specializedrofessordirectorsout of all boardnembersinterestingly, we find a clear
distinction in the coefficients on the percentage of profedsectors betweehusiness and
specialized academic backgrountkat is, while the coefficieaibn PctPROF (Specialized)

are allsignificantly positive as we find in Table 3, noneloé coefficiens on PctPROF
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(Businesshpresignificant,indicating thabusiness professonsay berelativelyless ethical
than professors in othdrsciplines.

Thesignificant and positive impact of specialized professeis engineering,
science, and medicine) on CBBrformance ratingsan be explained by their relatively high
ethical standards as educators as wdblyahe verynaure of their academidisciplines
(engineering, science, and medicine) ttaesfor firm long-term prosperitythrough such
CSR activities aR&D, for examplée. However, in stark comparison, the insignificant results
for business professors canibterpretedin line with the widecriticism of business
professorand business schodseeBennis and O'Toole 2005; Ghoshal 2005; Gonin 2007,
Mitroff 2004; Owen 2005). In addition, considering that business professors are those who
possess general businesseagxige that enabldbem to playpboth monitoringandadvisory
roles (White et al. 2013), thayay beless likely toinvestin CSRactivitiesif they view such
spendingas lessraluable for shareholdera/ealth.

[Insert Table 4 here]

CSR andProfessofDirectors with Administrative Positions

White et al.(2013) suggest that professors have heterogeneous characteristics
conditional on whether they hodthadministrative positioffe.g., President, Dean,
DepartmentChair, etc) within their universitie$ Thus, in this section, wexaminethe
different characteristics @rofessordirectorswith an administrativgosition

(“fadministrative professedirector”, hereafter) andeterminevhetherand howtheirimpact

7 Audretsch and Stephan (1996) arguat wniversitybased scientists provide three functions to biotech firms:
1) knowledge transfer, 2) signaling the quality of the firm's researbloth capital and resource markets, and 3)
help chart the scientific direction of tfiem. Thus, specializedrofessors’ role is to provide advice to make a
firm succeed in the long run.

8 White et al. (2013) introducgome characteristics afiministrative professatirectors For example,
administrative professors may provide appointing firms with beiaéfocial networks and additional access to
resources but, at the same time, they may not be able to provide bigiintycal and industrgpecific advice as

it is likely that theyhave not been active tarms ofresearctsince they beacae administratarat their

universities.
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on CSRperformance ratings different from thabf professomirectorswithout such
position.

Following White et al. (2013), @first divide professor-directors into two groups
based on whether professors hold an administrative poaittbeir universitiesOur
variables of interest are the proportion of administrative profeisectors {PctPROF
(Admin)}, and that of noradministrative professatirectors {PctPROF (No Admin)}.

Table 5 presenthe OLS regression results. In column (1) where the dependent
variable is Community Donations, both of the percentages of professor-directoesdit
without an administrative position show positive and significant coefficientdyimgphat
the presence gifrofessors, regardless of whether they hold such position or not, indeed
increasedirm CSRperformanceatingswith respect to community donations.

In columns (2) and (3While the percentage obn-administrative professeatirectors
shows positive and significant coefficientsBmployee Benefits and Diversity Commitment
the percentage administratie professedirectorsdoes not exhibit statistically significant
coefficientsfor those dimension$Finally, when a composite measure of CSR is used as a
dependent variable in column (4), both variables are significantly positive but thé mhpac
adminigrative professodirectors on CSR is only statistically marginal at the 10% level.

Overall, Table 5 shows that the impactiué presence gdrofessoidirectors on CSR
performanceatingsis less clear when professors are administrators at their utie&iGne
possible explanation thatprofessorsvith an administrative job are busier with their duties
than professors who do not hold such posgiwithin their universitiesThus,administrative
professordirectorsmayhave fewer opportunities to exert their influencdion CSR

activities tharother professor-directors. Indeed, we find tdinistrative professer

9 According toKLD guidelines ‘ diversity commitmeritratings take into account whether a finines women
disabled or gayksbiansHowever theseratings do not consider occupational diversity such as hiring
professors on the boar@hus, it is less likely that the presence of profesti@ctors on the board automatically
increases its ratings fodiversity commitmernit
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directorshold a significantly higher number of directorships in other firms than non-
administrative professathectors(0.652 versus 0.495 directorships in other firtrsat =
6.48)10
[Insert Table 5 here]

Robustness Tesand Additional Issues
Endogeneity of Professor-Directors on the Board

While the main purpose of our studyto examine the association between the
presencef profesordirectos andfirm CSR performanceatingsas reportedh Table 3,
there may be concerns about a potertmalogeneity (or, reverse causaligguein our OLS
regression resulthat is,firms with high CSR performangatingsmaysimply seekand
apint professors as directors on their boards, or professayfave strong incentives to
join CSR-friendly firms for their reputation. If such factors emerelated with CSR
performanceatingsbut not adequately captured by our control variables, tieepresence
of professordirectors will be correlated with error terms of the OLS regressibeseby
biasing our OLS coefficient estimat&¥e usethe instrumental variable (IV) approach to
address thiendogeneity concerifhe instrumental variablehoud be correlated with the
presence of professor-directors, but not with error terms in the OLS regre$&SR
performanceatings Referring to thenstrument for the presencefefnaledirectors
introduced by Adams and Ferreira (2009¢,define our istrumental variable as the
percentage of non-professor-directors on the board who sit on other boards on which there are
professordirectors (CONNPROFY Ourinstrumentalvariableis based on thiatuition that
as argued bypdams and Ferreira (2008)r female directorgrofessordirectos alsodo not

have enougitrongbusiness networks to obtain board directorship appointments in

0Althoughstatisticallyinsignificant,we also find thathe percentage of having attendance problem (i.e.,
attenckd less than 75% of board meetings) is higher for profeisertors with administrative positions than
professorglirectors without administrative jobs (1.24% vs. 1.00%, t=0.83).

IAdams and Ferreira (2009) use an instrurlergriable for the presence fefmale directors as the fraction of
male directors with board connections to female directors.
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comparison to other businessdated occupation®.g.,executivesbankers, and lawyers).
Thus,if somenon-professodireciors havenetworksor connections to a university or
professors, it is more likely that professors will have better opportunitietsaio gie boaraf
the firm, therebyincreasimg the proportion of professor-directors. As we cannot medisere
individual directors actual social connections to a universitymofessors, we alternatively
rely on the information of board directorships providediskMetricsand assume that a
director has social network to professors if he or she sits on the board diratkevhere
professors also serve as directors at the same time.

Table 6 presents the results of two-stage least squares (2SLS) regressions. (@pl
reports the first stage of 2SLS regression. We estimate the OLSsiegretiere the
dependent variablie the percentage of profesatirectors on the board (PctPROF). We find
a positive and significant coefficient (0.033stat = 2.870) on CONNPROF and the result
indicates that our instrumental variable can properly explain the endogen@ideyare. the
presence of professor-directors.

Columns (2)-(5) report the second staggultsof 2SLS regressions where dependent
variables are CSR performance ratiagsl the endogenous variaiRctPROF)s replaced
with the fittedvalue Eitted-PctPROFbtairedfrom the first stage regression. We find that
the percentage of professdirectors is still significantly and positively associated ViR
performance ratingsuggestinghat professodirectorsindeed appear tomcreasehe level of
firm CSR perfomanceratings All other specifications are identical to those in Table 3.

[Insert Table 6 here]
CSR and Temporal Change in the Number of ProfeBgectors

In theprecedingsectionwe providesome statisticadvidence that professdirectors
do positivdy affectfirm CSR performanceatings To further investigate theausal

relationshipbetween a firris CSR and the presence of profesdimectors, weconduct
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additional tests biyncorporatingemporal dimensianinthis sectionThat is we capturghe
temporal change in the presence of profeds@ctorsand examinds relationto firm CSR
activities.

First,to allow forarather longterm oriented CSR investmemte measuréhechange
in the number of professalirectors over two consecutive yedresNPROF(t)} andinclude
two lags of the change in theumber of professadirector ANPROF(t-1) andANPROF(t-
2), togetherin the regression modeté The untabulatedesultsindicatethat the bange in the
number of professor-directoirs yeart is positively associated with the composite measure of
CSRat 10 percent leveFurther, the change in the number of profesi@etors in yeat is
more strongly and positively associated with the strengt@S&f performanceatings(i.e.,
strengths in community donations, diversity community, and CSR), suggtsttiige
changein the numbeof professomirectors is associated withelevel offirm CSR
performance ratingshis year'®

Second, we measure the dismissal of profedsectorsfrom theboardas an
indicator that equals one if a firm begins to have no professors on its board froeathis y
while it previously had, and zero otherwise {DismissPROF \#j¢ thenestimatehe
regressions oESR performance ratings DismissPROF (t), DismissPROFL(},
DismissPROF (R) and control variables. Untabulatesultsshowthatthe pastdismissal of
professor-directors is negatively (positively) anghificantlyassociated with the current
level of firm CSR net performance and strengths (weaknesses). Hesegesuls suggest

that firm CSRperformance ratingtend toweakenif professordirectorsare dismisseth the

2We find inferentially similar results when the change in the gntogm of professecdirectors APctPROF) is
used.

131n the next section, we provide the rationale or justification for decsimp@ur CSR dependent variables (in
theform of net difference scores) into CSR strengths and weaknesses.
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preceding yea:!* Overall our additional analyses sugg#sitthe presence gfrofessor-
directors appear taffect firm CSR performanaatings®
CSRStrengthys. Weaknegss as Dependentaviables

Our dependent variables are measured as the net difference scores b&Reen
strengths and weaknesses, the metrics of whictidedy usedin prior literature that relies
on theKLD database (e.gBarnea and Rubin 2010; Chen et al. 2008; Rekker et al. 2012).
However, a fewstudieshave demonstrated that difference scores suffer from methodological
problems such as potential unreliability, systematic and spurious correlatibribeir
components (Allison 1990; Edwards and Parry 1988ns 1981). Thus, in this sectiore w
rerun our tests using the dependent variables decomposed into strengths and veeiaknesse
CSR.We then examinahich aspect of CSR performancatings(i.e., strengths vs.
weakresses) iactually affected by the presencepobfessor-directors. Untabulated results
show that strengths in CSserformance ratingareall positively and significantly associated
with the presence of professor-directdtewever none of thaveaknessesm CSR
performance ratingshow statistical significance with respect to the presence of professor
directors, althougkhe signs of their relations are all negative as expettdan together,
theseresults imply thabur findings (using nedifferencescores)remain qualitatively the
sameaswhendependent variables alecomposed into strengths and weaknesseghand

professordirectors arg@rimarily associated with firnCSR strengths.

4 We were not abléo find clear evidence that fir@SR performance ratings increase whares professor
director is added to the board.

S We acknowledgsomepossible limitations in this sectiono®xamine how CSR activities are associated with
temporal changes ithe presencef professodirectoss, we adptand modifya research design thatf@nd and
Watts (2008) use (i.e., CSR (t)aProf (t) + aAProf (t1) + AProf (£2) + controls 1)) in which the dependent
variable is the CSR rating level while the variables of interest are the langitaianges in the presence of
professoidirectors. As CSR scores provided by KieD databasare relativelysticky and insensitive over time,
taking thechange 4) of KLD variables does not captusesubtlechange in CSR ratingsver two consecutive
years.
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Conclusionsand Implications

Over the last decade, more than tmed of S&P 1500 firmdaveappointed
professors as directors on their boafd®e extant literature provides relatively mixed
evidence about the ethicality of professors. On one lpantessors are generally perceived
as havingpr at least being expected to haveglativelyhigher standard of professional
ethics Baumgarten 1982; Bowman 2005; Charnov 1987ckering and Gamson 1999;
O’Connell 1998 Tierney 1997). On the other hand, businasdessordiave been widely
criticized for not taking the initiatives in cultivating morality and setting an ethicahpie
for their students (Bennis and O’'Toole 2005; Ghoshal 2005; Gonin 2007; Mitroff 2004;
Owen 2005)The relatively mixedindings have indeed stemmed our motivation to conduct
this study examimg whether firms with academic faculty members on the board of directors
(i.e., professordirectors) exhibitlifferent CSRperformance rating©Our resultsshowa
significant and positivassociatiorbetween the presence of profesdwectorsand firm CR
performanceatings Further, allowing for heterogeneous characteristics of professors (e.g.,
White et al. 2013), we find that professbrectors affectirm CSR performanceatings
differently depending otheir academic discipline¥hat is while speialized professer
directors (i.e., engineering, science, and medidiagg gpositive éfect onfirm CSR
performanceatings, the presence dfusiness professalirectors (i.e., business, economics,
and law)doesnotappear taffect firm CSR performanceatings This finding could be
interpreted in line withhe prior literature documentintdpe wide criticism that business
professors have neglected the importance of corporate accountability iediheation and
failed to trainresponsild managers. We al$imd that professor-directors who had
administrative position withitheir universityexert less influence dirm CSRactivitiesthan
professor-directors without such position. Given Harhinistrativeprofessors hold

significantly more direct@hips in other firms than non-administrative professors, this
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finding may suggest that administrative professarge fewer opportunities to exert their
ethicalinfluence omafirm’s CSR activitiesOur overall results hold even after a series of
robustnes tests includingssuegelated to endogeneitizinally, wefind that the change in
the number of professdalirectors is significantly and positively associated withdineent
level offirm CSR performanceatingsand that professatirectors primarilyaffect and
improve thestrengthof CSR performanceatings

Our study contributes to the extant literatureeneral aspect&irst, we document
thata lessinvestigated but important occupation (i.e., university professor) among outside
directoss has anmpact onCSRperformance ratings. Considering that a significant portion of
firms appoint at least one academic on their board of directors, we belieitagha
worthwhile to investigate whether the presence of profedisectors affects corporate
outcomes. Seconthis studyassesses howparticular type of corporate governance
characteristic and its projected role link to a corporate agtinvdtmely corporate social
responsibility. Last but certainly not least, we document how professors canghgtent
contribute to society outside the classroom by showiagositive impact oprofessor-
directorsonfirm CSR performance ratings. This implies t@&Rperformance rating®n
averageare likely toincrease wittprofessors appointed in corporatealirooms.

As in all empirical investigations, ours is subject to some limitations. Our study
focuses on a sample of relatively large US firires ,(S&P 1500)Given that interest in
corporate social responsibility as well as the role and influence g3 may vary across
countrieglowing to theirdifferences in terms of culturbusinessegulationsand politics),
the extent to which the results are generalizable outside the US setting aadatdrinined.
Further, as mentioned earlier, tieD datdase is limiting in that the provided rating scores
are relativelysticky and insensitive over time; hence, it was not desirtablakethe change

(a) of KLD variablesto capturea subtle change in CSR ratings over two consecutive years.
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Finally, we purely rely on archival dasamdquantitative analyss, andhis does not
necessarily give a complete picture and understandthgegards tdhe procesof how
professorgnayhelp firms make morsocially responsible decisionSccordingly, future
researcithatmay consider mre qualitative explorations in the form of interviews and/or
surveys would bring more insights on how professors on the boaally exerttheir moral
valuesand influenceto firms in undertaking CSR activitie§herefore, extensions of our

work along each of these limiting dimensianentionedabove would appear to be warranted.

22



Appendix

Variable definitions

Variable

Descripton

Community Donations

The sum of strengths minus the sum of weaknesses in Community dimensio
KLD.

Employee Benefits

The sum of strengths minus the sum of weaknesses in Employee Relations
dimension oKLD.

Diversity Commitment

The sum of strengths minus the sum of weaknesses in Diversity dimengibb.o

CSR

The sum of strengths minus the sum of weaknesses in three dimeng{dis of
(i.e., Community, Employee Relations, and Diversity).

PctPROF

The percentage of professdirectors on the board.

DPROF

1 if a firm has professedirectors on the board, and 0 otherwise.

PctPROF (Business)

The percentage dfusinesprofessordirectors on the boar@usinesprofessor is g
professor obusinesseconomicspr law.

PctPROHSpecialized)

The percentag of specializedprofessordirectors on the boar&pecialized
professor isa professor of engineering, science, or medicine

PctPROHRAdmIn)

The percentage of professdirectors who hold administratiyeositionsat their
universities €.g, PresidentDean, ChairChancelloyHead, and Provost

PctPRORNo Admin)

The percentage of professtirectors who do not hold administratipesitionsat
their universities.

BoardSize The number of directors sitting on the board.
PctFemale The percentage of feate directors on the board.
PctOutsider The percentage of independent directors on the board.

PctBusylndepDir

The percentage of independent directors who hold 3 or more other directorsh
the RiskMetricsuniverse firms.

IndDirBlock 1 if a firm has a independent director who holds more than 5% of shares
outstanding and 0 otherwise.

CEOChair 1 if a CEO is also the chairman of the board, and 0 otherwise.

Marketto-Book The ratio of market value to book value of assets, measured at the fiscal year

Log (Sales) Natural logarithm of sales, measured at the fiscal year end.

ROA Operating income before depreciation scaled by book value of total assets,
measured at the fiscal year end.

Leverage The book value of sheterm and longerm debt divided by the book value of tot
assets, measured at the fiscal year end.

FirmAge The number of years the firm has appearcdRSP

ReturnVolatility

Standard deviation of a firm's previous®@nth stock returns.

InsiderOwnership

The sum of shares held by top 5 executives divided by the total number of sh
outstanding.

InstitutionalOwnership

The average percentage of shares held by institutions during the fiscal year

CONNPROF

The percentage of neprofessordirectors on the board who sit on other boans
which there are professdirectors.
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Figure 1
Yearly distributions of professordirectors at S&P 1500 frms by academic disciplines
and administrative positions

Figure 1-A
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Table 1
Distributions of sample firms by year andindustry

Panel A: Distribution of sample firms by year

Mean % of
# of firms with at ~ # of firms with % of firms with pmfﬁssors ona
) . oard,
Year # of firms least one multiple at least one Iy
conditionalon the
professor professors professor
professor
presence
2003 1,029 428 97 41.59% 13.16%
2004 1,109 449 99 40.49% 13.18%
2005 1,023 425 102 41.54% 13.29%
2006 1,053 420 100 39.89% 13.16%
2007 1,117 428 106 38.32% 13.54%
2008 1,213 465 130 38.34% 13.69%
2009 1,259 466 131 37.01% 13.63%
2010 1,243 447 109 35.96% 13.38%
2011 1,251 437 107 34.93% 13.28%
20032011 10,297 3,965 981 38.51% 13.37%

Panel B: Distribution of sample firms by FamaFrench 12 industry classification

% of firm-years

# of firm-years with at least one

Industry #of firm-years  with at least professor, mong
one professor all firm-years in

the same industn

Consumer NonDurables: Food, Tobacco, Textiles, 629 254 40.38%
Apparel, Leather, and Toys

Consumer Durables: Cars, TVs, Furniture, and 237 48 20.25%
Household Appliances

Manufacturing: Machinery, Trucks, Pk Furnitures, 1,362 480 35.24%
and Papers

Energies: Oil, Gas, Coal Extraction, and Related 427 124 29.04%
Products

Chemicals and Allied Products 355 160 45.07%

Business Equipment: Computers, Software, and 1,847 610 33.03%
Electronic Equipment

Telephame and Television Transmission 157 71 45.22%

Utilities 607 292 48.11%

Shops: Wholesale, Retail, and Some Services 1,252 422 33.71%
(Laundries, Repair Shops)

Healthcare, Medical Equipment, and Drugs 859 479 55.76%

Finance: Banking, Insurance, Real Estaind Trading 1,393 618 44.37%

Others: Mines, Transportation, Hotels, Business 1,172 407 34.73%

Services, and Entertainment

Total 10,297 3,965 38.51%

NoteThe sample consists of 10,297 faymar observations from 2003 to 2011. The table presents distributions
of sample firms by year and industry
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Table 2
Summary datistics

Panel A:Summary statistics

Variable Mean Std Dev Minimum Median Maximum
CSR performance

Community Donations 0.116 0.615 -2 0 5
Employee Benefits -0.150 0.933 -4 0 5
Diversity Commitment 0.364 1.526 -3 0 7
CSR 0.363 2.578 -8 0 18

Board characteristics

PctPROF 0.051 0.074 0 0 0.286
DPROF 0.385 0.487 0 0 1
BoardSize 9.442 2.378 5 9 17
PctFemale 0.114 0.095 0 0.111 0.375
PctOutsider 0.754 0.127 0.364 0.778 0.923
PctBusylndepDir 0.035 0.077 0 0 0.375
IndDirBlock 0.034 0.181 0 0 1
CEOChair 0.576 0.494 0 1 1
Firm characteristics

Marketto-Book 2.651 2.253 0.496 1.988 15.033
Log (Sales) 7.602 1.483 4,585 7.462 11.423
ROA 0.131 0.083 -0.079 0.125 0.389
Leverage 0.199 0.158 0 0.189 0.637
FirmAge 27.2 19.3 3 21 84
ReturnVolatility 0.111 0.047 0.041 0.102 0.278
InsiderOwnership 0.026 0.056 0.00002 0.007 0.341
InstitutionalOwnership 0.785 0.161 0.320 0.812 1

NoteThe sample consists of 10,297 fuymar observations from 2003 to 20YAriable definitions are in the
Appendix Panel A presents summary statistics for the sample. Panel B presapssisons of means and
medians of firrdevel characteristics between firpears with and without professdirectors. ***, ** and *
indicatestatistical significance based on tsioled tests at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively
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Table 2
Summary datistics (continued)

Panel B: Comparison of firms with professordirectors to those without

Firm-years with Firm-years without
, professomdirectors  professodirectors Difference

Variable (N=3,965) (N=6.332)

Mean Median Mean Median t-statistic z-statistic
Community Donations 0.179 0 0.076 0 (7.79)*** (7.32)***
Employee Benefits -0.098 0 -0.183 0 (4.35)*** (3.61)***
Diversity Commitnent 0.739 0 0.129 0 (19.36)*** (19.09)***
CSR 0.864 0 0.049 0 (14.86)*** (14.00)***
BoardSize 10.03 10 9.07 9 (19.85)*** (20.23)***
PctFemale 0.134 0.125 0.101 0.100 (17.91)**=* (17.73)***
PctOutsider 0.771 0.800 0.744 0.750 (10.42)**=* (10.37)***
PctBuwsylndepDir 0.041 0 0.032 0 (5.62)*** (7.09)***
IndDirBlock 0.025 0 0.040 0 (-4.13)*** (-3.92)***
CEOChair 0.606 1 0.557 1 (4.95)*** (4.92)**
Marketto-Book 2.657 1.995 2.647 1.983 (0.22) (-0.31)
Log (Sales) 7.962 7.831 7.377 7.222 (19.55)*** (19.64)**
ROA 0.129 0.123 0.132 0.126 (-1.50) (-1.65)*
Leverage 0.205 0.195 0.196 0.185 (2.78)*** (3.48)***
FirmAge 30.9 25 24.9 19 (14.89)*** (14.40)***
ReturnVolatility 0.105 0.096 0.114 0.106 (-9.46)*** (-10.85)***
InsiderOwnership 0.023 0.005 0.028 0.008 (-4.58)*** (-11.39)***
InstitutionalOwnership 0.774 0.799 0.791 0.822 (-5.25)*** (-5.79)***

NoteThe sample consists of 10,297 fuymaar observations from 2003 to 2011. Varialdérdtions are in the
Appendix Panel A presents summary statistics forsdmple. Panel B presents comparisons of means and
medians of firrdevel characteristics between firyears with and without professdirectors. ***, ** and *
indicate statistical significance based on-siged tests at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, rdiEdy.
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Table 3

OLS regressionanalysis -CSR performance andprofessordirectors on theboard

Dependent variable

Community Donations Employee Benefits Diversity Commitment CSR
Independent variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
DPROF 0.034 0.079* 0.105** 0.227**
(1.521) (2.208) (2.324) (2.548)
PctPROF 0.375** 0.635** 0.700** 1.9171 %
(2.448) (2.544) (2.355) (3.074)
BoardSize 0.014** 0.015** -0.003 -0.001 0.042%* 0.045%** 0.056** 0.062%**
(2.252) (2.405) (-0.362) (-0.111) (3.482) (3.739) (2.474) (2.746)
PctFemale 0.453*** 0.436%** 0.492** 0.473** 5.427%** 5.413%** 6.963*** 6.900***
(3.783) (3.646) (2.349) (2.288) (18.933) (18.884) (12.563) (12.536)
PctOutsider 0.151* 0.148* -0.168 -0.169 0.435** 0.438%* 0.421 0.417
(1.818) (1.784) (-1.217) (-1.222) (2.543) (2.553) (1.341) (1.323)
PctBusylndepDir 0.215 0.225 -0.286 -0.271 0.088 0.102 -0.659 -0.612
(1.316) (1.380) (-1.398) (-1.328) (0.322) (0.374) (-1.273) (-1.183)
IndDirBlock -0.025 -0.024 -0.129* -0.129* -0.036 -0.037 -0.242 -0.240
(-0.621) (-0.594) (-1.684) (-1.671) (-0.311) (-0.318) (-1.179) (-1.163)
CEOChair 0.010 0.011 -0.068** -0.067** 0.032 0.034 -0.018 -0.015
(0.558) (0.589) (-2.171) (-2.142) (0.839) (0.869) (-0.235) (-0.196)
Marketto-Book 0.012** 0.012** 0.015* 0.016* 0.057** 0.057** 0.109%** 0.109%**
(2.056) (2.067) (1.952) (1.956) (4.339) (4.333) (4.539) (4.533)
Log (Sales) 0.096%** 0.095%** 0.029 0.028 0.401%** 0.4071%** 0.590%** 0.587***
(6.596) (6.572) (1.490) (1.442 (16.070) (16.077) (10.761) (10.764)
ROA -0.105 -0.104 0.666** 0.668** -0.708** -0.707** -0.061 -0.057
(-0.771) (-0.765) (2.490) (2.499) (-2.346) (-2.343) (-0.098) (-0.092)
Leverage -0.146** -0.140* -0.381*** -0.375*** -0.729*** -0.725%** -1.272%* -1.252%**
(-2.028) (-1.951) (-2.996) (-2.950) (-4.681) (-4.659) (-4.230) (-4.169)
FirmAge -0.002** -0.002** -0.001 -0.001 0.003* 0.003* -0.003 -0.003
(-2.131) (-2.185) (-0.882) (-0.906) (1.735) (1.733) (-0.704) (-0.736)
ReturnVolatility -0.276 -0.28 -0.396 -0.401 1.830%** 1.829*** 0.352 0.333
(-1.214) (-1.245) (-1.057) (-1.070) (3.692) (3.687) (0.376) (0.355)
InsiderOwnership 0.079 0.075 -0.571** -0.572** -0.588 -0.584 -1.633** -1.639**
(0.524) (0.499) (-2.181) (-2.186) (-1.588) (-1.580) (-2.458) (-2.470)

(continued to the next pape
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(continued from the previous pgge

InstitutionalOwnership -0.165** -0.162** -0.200* -0.194* -0.156 -0.149 -0.622** -0.605**
(-1.992) (-1.963) (-1.718) (-1.672) (-0.959) (-0.915) (-2.017) (-1.966)
Intercep -0.691*** -0.692*** -0.248 -0.261 -3.816*** -3.839%** -5.223*** -5.255%**
(-5.104) (-5.158) (-1.076) (-1.130) (-8.768) (-8.857) (-9.776) (-9.848)
Year fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Obs. 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297
Adjusted R 0.154 0.155 0.104 0.104 0.469 0.469 0.321 0.322

NoteThe table presents the results of OLS regressions of CSR performatheeprasence of profegsdirectors and other control variables. The dependent variables are
Community Donations (Columns 1, 2), Employee Benefits (Columns 3, 4) siw&ommitment (Columns 5, 6), and CSR (Column8)7Variable éfinitions are in the
Appendix All specificaions control for year and-@igit SIC industry fixedeffects. In parentheses drstatistics based on standard errors clustered by firm (Petersen 2009).
*x *x and * indicate statistical significance based on tsiled tests at the 1%, 5%, and 10% lienaspectively.
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Table 4

OLS regressionanalysis —CSR performance and professordirectors from different

academic disciplines

Dependent variable

Community Employee Diversity CSR
Donations Benefits Commitment
Independent variable (1) (2) (3) (4)
PctAROF (Business) 0.081 0.594 0.488 1.162
(0.413) (1.642) (1.159) (1.544)
PctPRORSpecialized) 0.711* 0.933** 1.439*** 3.084***
(2.373) (2.230) (2.690) (3.380)
BoardSize 0.015* -0.001 0.045%** 0.060***
(2.403) (-0.084) (3.767) (3.140)
PctFemale 0.450%** 0.485** 5.424%* 6.359**+*
(3.769) (2.329) (18.902) (13.728)
PctOutsider 0.155* -0.164 0.445%+* 0.436
(1.874) (-1.186) (2.599) (1.619)
PctBusylndepDir 0.220 -0.273 0.101 0.048
(1.346) (-1.333) (0.371) (0.108)
IndDirBlock -0.024 -0.127* -0.034 -0.185
(-0.582) (-1.646) (-0.291) (-0.943)
CEOChair 0.011 -0.066** 0.035 -0.021
(0.598) (-2.114) (0.897) (-0.330)
Marketto-Book 0.011* 0.015* 0.056*** 0.082***
(1.934) (1.893) (4.217) (4.100)
Log (Sales) 0.095*** 0.028 0.400%** 0.522%*+*
(6.571) (1.440) (16.046) (11.643)
ROA -0.097 0.670** -0.697** -0.125
(-0.709) (2.503) (-2.303) (-0.235)
Leverage -0.134* -0.367*** -0.708*** -1.208***
(-1.847) (-2.890) (-4.544) (-4.690)
FirmAge -0.002** -0.001 0.003* -0.000
(-2.109) (-0.864) 2.777) (-0.038)
ReturnVolatility -0.272 -0.399 1.835** 1.164
(-1.201) (-1.063) (3.704) (1.472)
InsiderOwnership 0.101 -0.563** -0.554 -1.015*
(0.671) (-2.143) (-1.497) (-1.804)
InstitutionalOwnership -0.159* -0.192* -0.144 -0.495*
(-1.925 (-1.655) (-0.882) (-1.937)
Intercept -0.703*** -0.269 -3.850%** -4.821%**
(-5.212) (-1.159) (-8.894) (-11.445)
Year fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Obs. 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,207
Adjusted R 0.156 0.105 0.470 0.346

NoteThe table presents the results of OLS regressions of CSR performatheeprasence dfusinessand
specializedprofessordirectors and other control variables. The dependent variables are Combumétyons
(Columns 1), Employee Benefits (Columns 2), Diversity Commitmenuf@a$ 3), and CSR (Columns 4).
Variable efinitions are in the AppendiAll specifications control for year anddigit SIC industry fixed
effects. In parentheses arstatistics basednostandard errors clustered by firm (Petei2@09). ***, ** and *
indicate statistical significance based on-siged tests at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level, respectively
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Table 5
OLS regressionanalysis -CSR performance and professordirectors with
administrative positions

Dependent variable

Community Employee Diversity CSR
Donations Benefits Commitment
Independent variable (1) (2) (3) (4)
PctPROFAdmMIN) 0.400** 0.469 0.135 1.639*
(2.021) (1.269) (0.315) (1.891)
PctPRORNo Admin) 0.386* 0.827** 1.181*** 2.293***
(1.822) (2.571) (2.972) (2.754)
BoardSize 0.015* -0.001 0.045*** 0.062***
(2.405) (-0.114) (3.746) (2.747)
PctFemale 0.434** 0.470** 5.413%* 6.893***
(3.632) (2.275) (18.910) (12.527)
PctOutsider 0.147* -0.172 0.432** 0.409
(1.772) (-1.243) (2.519) (1.296)
PctBusylndepDir 0.226 -0.265 0.116 -0.599
(1.384) (-1.294) (0.426) (-1.154)
IndDirBlock -0.024 -0.127* -0.034 -0.236
(-0.580) (-1.646) (-0.292 (-1.141)
CEOChair 0.011 -0.067** 0.035 -0.014
(0.589) (-2.135) (0.895) (-0.189)
Marketto-Book 0.012** 0.016** 0.057*** 0.109***
(2.078) (1.962) (4.330) (4.545)
Log (Sales) 0.094*** 0.028 0.402*** 0.587***
(6.559) (1.450) (16.130) (10.773)
ROA -0.105 0.664** -0.716** -0.066
(-0.772) (2.480) (-2.375) (-0.207)
Leverage -0.141* -0.371%** -0.713*** -1.246%**
(-1.960) (-2.923) (-4.605) (-4.165)
FirmAge -0.002** -0.001 0.003* -0.003
(-2.194) (-0.904) (1.765) (-0.739)
ReturnVolatility -0.284 -0.401 1.836*** 0.328
(-1.255) (-1.069) (3.706) (0.350)
InsiderOwnership 0.075 -0.574* -0.592 -1.644**
(0.501) (-2.187) (-1.613) (-2.478)
InstitutionalOwnership -0.161* -0.195* -0.153 -0.604**
(-1.952) (-1.677) (-0.943) (-1.965)
Intercept -0.691%** -0.260 -3.84 1% -5.253***
(-5.154) (-1.129) (-8.867) (-9.843)
Year fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Obs. 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297
Adjusted R 0.155 0.105 0.470 0.322

NoteThe table presents the results of OLS regressions of CSR performathesprasence of professor
directors with and without administrative jobs and other contréhbtas. The dependent variables are
Community Donations (Columns 1), Employee Benefits (Columns 2), Gtiw&@smmitment (Columns 3), and
CSR (Columns 4). Variablesfinitions are in the AppendiAll specifications control for year anddgit SIC
industry fixedeffects. In parentheses arstatistics based on standard errors clustbyefitm (Petersen 2009).
*x ** and * indicate statistical significance based on tsioled tests at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level,
respectively
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Table 6
2SLSregressionanalysis —CSR performance andprofessordirectors on theboard

Dependent variable

Community Employee Diversity
PCtPROF Donations Benefits Commitment CSR
Independent variable (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Fitted-PctPROF 5.952* 8.419* 29.110** 50.251**
(1.716) (1.800) (2.541) (2.531)
CONNPROF 0.031***
(2.870)
BoardSize -0.000 0.015* -0.001 0.045* 0.063
(-0.163) (1.899) (-0.081) (1.672) (1.332)
PctFemale 0.084*** -0.053 -0.211 2.920** 2.658
(4.341) (-0.154) (-0.460) (2.522) (1.335)
PctOutsider 0.023** -0.007 -0.385* -0.353 -0.929
(1.956) (-0.052) (-1.812) (-0.693) (-1.044)
PctBusylndepDir -0.060*** 0.449* 0.041 1.243* 1.329
(-3.605) (1.949) (0.138) (1.749) (1.070)
IndDirBlock -0.01 0.024 -0.061 0.211 0.182
(-1.486) (0.381) (-0.565) (0.832) (0.413)
CEOChair -0.002 0.018 -0.058 0.068 0.043
(-0.635) (0.712) (-1.501) (0.774) (0.279)
Marketto-Book -0.000 0.014* 0.018* 0.067** 0.127%*
(-0.588) (1.854) (1.762) (2.427) (2.647)
Log (Sales) 0.004** 0.065** -0.014 0.249*** 0.329**
(2.549) (2.454) (-0.392) (3.134) (2.287)
ROA -0.004 -0.071 0.714** -0.538 0.231
(-0.159) (-0.379) (2.165) (-0.708) (0.176)
Leverage -0.026** 0.007 -0.168 0.029 0.029
(-2.433) (0.055) (-0.844) (0.061) (0.035)
FirmAge 0.000** -0.004** -0.003* -0.005 -0.016*
(2.232) (-2.461) (-1.669) (-1.010) (-1.938)
ReturnVolatility 0.045* -0.527* -0.743 0.581 -1.790
(1.277) (-1.621) (-1.479) (0.499) (-0.867)
InsiderOwnership 0.038 -0.119 -0.842** -1.572 -3.320*
(1.285) (-0.474) (-2.140) (-1.542) (-1.927)
InstitutionalOwnership -0.003 -0.143 -0.167 -0.049 -0.434
(-0.313) (-1.416) (-1.212) (-0.138) (-0.730)
Intercept -0.037** -0.191 0.340 -2.857** -2.118
(-1.918) (-0.699) (0.879) (-2.592) (-1.211)
Year fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry fixedeffects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Obs. 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297 10,297
Adjusted R 0.094
First-stage IV
Regression type with fixed IV with fixed effects
effects

NoteThe table presents the results of 2SLS regressions of CSR performaheepoesence of professor

directors and other control variables. Column (1) presents thatige result of the 2SLS regressions. The
instrument variable is CONNPROF which is thege@tage of noiprofessordirectors on the board who sit on
other boards on which there are professicectors. Columns (2(5) presents the secosthge results of the

2SLS regressions. Variablefihitions are in the Appendixll specifications contrdlor year and aligit SIC
industry fixedeffects. In parentheses arstatistics based on standard errors clustered by firm (Petersen 2009).
*x *x and * indicate statistical significance based on tsioled tests at the 1%, 5%, and 10% level,
respectivéy.
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