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Do firms with more powerful CEOs and greater visibility have better social reputation?
Abstract
Purpose – In addition to financial performance, firms are increasingly trying to obtain a social reputation from their CSR engagement within society due to reputational benefits. Thus, we seek to highlight two facilitators of social reputation which may help firms realize their targets. Hence, drawing on the signalling, stewardship, and legitimacy theories, our aim is to investigate whether CEO power and firm visibility help translate CSR engagement into greater social reputation, proxied by CSR awarding.
[bookmark: _Hlk176714045]Design/methodology/approach - Adopting a cross-country and cross-industry sample of 52,549 observations between 2002 and 2021, we run a fixed effects regression analysis.
Findings - We found that greater CSR engagement leads to better social reputation. Furthermore, CEO power and greater firm visibility foster a positive association between CSR engagement and social reputation. Our results are robust to endogeneity concerns, which were addressed by propensity score matching, entropy balancing, instrumental variable regression analysis, alternative samples and regulatory changes.
Practical implications - Although the CEOs’ power is severely criticized in the corporate governance literature due to its weakening effect on board monitoring ability, we found that it is beneficial for firms seeking to improve their social reputation. This outcome may help firms shape their upper management structure for greater social reputation gains from CSR engagement. Furthermore, more visible firms achieve greater social reputation through their CSR engagement, which could help managers co-consider firms’ advertising–CSR awarding engagements and budget their financial resources accordingly.
Originality - Increasing the CSR engagement of firms has prompted investigations into how firms may better benefit from this investment. However, despite considerable research interest in the financial return of CSR engagement, the social reputation that firms derive from CSR engagement has not been sufficiently addressed. Thus, we examine whether two corporate mechanisms, CEO power and firm visibility, could help firms translate CSR engagement into improved social reputation, proxied by CSR awarding.
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1. Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk107081426]Firms are increasingly concerned about their social reputation amid uncertain environments, economic and social declines, and calls for social responsibility (Javed et al., 2020). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) can be viewed as the moral obligation of corporations to maintain the interests of stakeholders and ensure stakeholder satisfaction (Shen and Chang, 2009; Zhu et al., 2014; Aboud and Yang, 2022; Azeem et al., 2024). Virtuous companies have a duty to be good citizens (Fabrizi et al., 2014) and are more likely to be appreciated by employees, consumers, media, investors, and the general public (Lai et al., 2010; Groza et al., 2011; Hsu, 2012; Aouadi and Marsat, 2018; Zhu et al., 2014). A firm can use CSR initiatives as a tool to signal attractive attributes to stakeholders (Hsu, 2012; Hossain and Alam, 2016). This suggests that firms may benefit from CSR in terms of an enhanced social reputation and corporate image (Fabrizi et al., 2014).
Social reputation is a critical source of value, as it promises benefits such as enhancing long-term shareholder value, facilitating access to new markets, boosting financial performance and price premiums, enriching corporate brand trust and loyalty, enabling competitive advantages, and facilitating staff recruitment (Gardberg and Fombrun, 2006; Cowan and Guzman, 2020). Prior research investigated the association between CSR and corporate reputation. For example, Aqueveque et al. (2018) investigate whether CSR enhances corporate reputation in firms operating in controversial sectors and find that controversial sectors can improve corporate reputation through CSR practices, Maden et al. (2012) investigate the impact of CSR on firm reputation and the impact of firm reputation on the behaviour of customers, employees, and investors, Sánchez‐Torné et al. (2020) identify specific dimensions of CSR that enhance firm reputation when they reach acceptable levels, and Zhu et al. (2014) investigate the mediating role of firm reputation on the direct relationship between CSR and firm performance. Despite the existing evidence, social reputation remains a largely understudied area in the context of CSR (Park, 2017). CSR awards represent a stimulator of firms’ social reputation and are intended to assess and acknowledge firms’ outstanding CSR practices (Benjamin and Biswas, 2022; Li et al., 2022; Kuzey et al., 2024). This study investigates the association between CSR performance and social reputation, proxied by CSR awarding, and whether CEO power and firm visibility help translate CSR engagement into improved social reputation.
We contribute to the literature in a few ways. First, empirical examinations of the CSR performance–CSR awarding nexus are still missing in the literature. Prior studies intensively focused on the financial returns of CSR engagement, such as firm performance (Pham and Tran, 2020; Orazalin et al., 2023), cost of debt (La Rosa et al., 2018), firm risk (Sun and Ding, 2020), and financial reporting quality (Al‐Shaer, 2020) and neglected the possible social gains of CSR engagement. Only recently did Li et al. (2022) examine how winning CSR awards incentivizes non-winners to improve their CSR performance and did Benjamin and Biswas (2022) explore how CSR awarding improves firm value. We add to the recent empirical evidence by investigating the association between CSR performance and CSR awarding. Second, the relationship between CSR performance and social reputation is more complex and can be impacted by other moderating factors (Saeidi et al., 2015; Yang and Stohl, 2020). Therefore, looking into moderators can contribute to our understanding of the mechanisms through which CSR performance affects CSR awarding. We examined whether two corporate mechanisms, CEO power and firm visibility, could help firms improve their social reputation—proxied by CSR awarding—through CSR engagement. We intentionally selected these two organizational contingencies assuming that social reputation accurately illustrates the power of CEOs with a dual role and stimulates visibility for firms that are ambitious about noticeability. Moreover, while CEO duality is a critical corporate governance mechanism playing a role in corporate decision-making, including CSR engagement (Cai et al., 2020; Yang and Stohl, 2020), firm reputation is the driving force behind social engagement (Lloyd-Smith and An, 2019). Hence, we believe that our findings provide several insights into and implications for firms attempting to improve their social reputation by leveraging CSR engagement. Lastly, we respond to the calls for future research of recent studies about CEO power’s association with social performance and reputation (Al-Shammari, et al., 2023; Venugopal et al., 2023).
Using a cross-country and cross-industry sample of 52,549 observations between 2002-2021, and running a fixed effects regression analysis, we found that greater CSR engagement leads to higher social reputation, confirming signalling theory. Moreover, we indicated that CEO power and greater firm visibility foster a positive association between CSR engagement and social reputation. Furthermore, we verified that our findings robust to endogeneity concerns (addressed by propensity score matching, entropy balancing, and instrumental variable regression analysis), alternative samples, and regulatory changes.
The next section provides the theoretical framework and outlines the research hypotheses. Section 3 sets out the research methodology. In Section 4, we report the empirical results, and in Section 5, we draw conclusions and discuss the results, their implications, and future research opportunities.
2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses
2.1. CSR performance and social reputation
[bookmark: _Hlk176726337]CSR represents a firm’s attempts to gain trust from different stakeholders, build a reputation, and achieve a competitive advantage (Maden et al., 2012; Zhu et al., 2014; Li et al., 2022). In general, there is much agreement that corporate social communications provide a strategic opportunity to create social reputation assets (Pfarrer et al., 2010) that signal stakeholders’ perceptions about the company (Newburry, 2010; Zhu et al., 2014) and create a competitive advantage (Zhu et al., 2014; Li et al., 2022). Various investigations have suggested that social reputation can be derived from CSR engagements. Reviewing the research on CSR practices and social reputation, Parguel et al. (2011) argued that CSR communications, whether through corporate or market outlets, provide a tool that builds a firm’s image and enhances its reputation. Kuo and Chen (2013), Toms (2002), and Azeem et al. (2024) suggested that investing resources in environmental substantive initiatives enhances reputation and helps achieve legitimacy. Gardberg and Fombrun (2006), Melo and Garrido‐Morgado (2012), Bacha et al. (2021), and Dakhli (2022) argued that companies are motivated to engage in CSR activities to improve their social reputation and foster competitive advantage and concluded that social reputation should be regarded as a relevant outcome of CSR. As a result, it is evident that firms can drive good social reputation from CSR practices.
Companies engage in good CSR practices to legitimize their operations, and one way of achieving this is by receiving awards for outstanding CSR performance (Anas et al., 2015). CSR awards are designed to recognize firms for their outstanding social reputation and rank them accordingly (Fombrun, 2007; Dineen and Allen, 2016; Carlos and Lewis, 2018; Li et al., 2022). They also represent stakeholders’ evaluations of firms and their actions (Li et al., 2022). Award winners are more socially responsible and enjoy a significant improvement in their social reputation (Dineen and Allen, 2016; Carlos and Lewis, 2018). Finally, CSR awards can serve as an indication of legitimacy (Li et al., 2022) and are given to firms that have strong CSR profiles (Benjamin and Biswas, 2022).
Signalling theory assumes that corporate social reputation is an outcome of CSR performance (Javed et al., 2020). According to this theory, the association between CSR performance and CSR awarding is explained by the fact that corporate social engagements send signals, which are then used by stakeholders to form their perceptions about the company (Walker, 2010; Ruiz and García, 2021). Signalling theory posits that various CSR initiatives create positive signals to build impressions of the firm (Basdeo et al., 2006), help differentiate responsible organizations from irresponsible ones (Javed et al., 2020) and improve firm reputation during turbulent times (Fernandez Sanchez et al., 2015). Consequently, CSR awards can signify and signal what the award winner has achieved in terms of CSR engagement. Given the foregoing discussion, we developed the first hypothesis:
H1: CSR performance has a positive association with CSR awarding.
2.2. The moderating role of CEO power 
CEOs are in charge of making corporate strategic decisions, including those related to CSR, and are often motivated to engage in CSR activities to help promote corporate image (Fabrizi et al., 2014). Recent studies have shown that CEO power could have an important influence on CSR-related decisions because CEOs are responsible for resource allocation in their firms (Fabrizi et al., 2014; Muttakin et al., 2018; Cai et al., 2020; Yang and Stohl, 2020; Wang et al., 2022). When the CEO is also the chairperson of the board, both control and decision-making power are exercised by one person (Haniffa and Cooke, 2002; Lu et al., 2015), which may lead to a greater influence over the board (Muttakin et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2022).
There are conflicting arguments in the existing research vis-à-vis some CEOs’ dual roles. On the one hand, this dual role can be considered a weak form of board monitoring and a threat to legitimacy (Boyd, 1995; Lu et al., 2015), which is expected to negatively impact social reputation. On the other hand, CEOs with dual roles have greater power over the board and are responsible for resource allocation decisions (Muttakin et al., 2018). Agency theory explains that powerful CEOs use corporate resources to overly invest in CSR to boost their personal reputation (Surroca and Tribó, 2008; Jiraporn and Chintrakarn, 2013; Sheikh, 2019). The agency view suggests that powerful CEOs make CSR investments to enhance their entrenchment (Sheikh, 2019) and predicts a positive impact of CEO power on CSR engagement. In contrast, stewardship theory describes CEOs as stewards who are intrinsically motivated to identify with their firm’s mission and strategies (Davis et al., 1997; Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003; Bernstein et al., 2016) and holds that there is no innate general problem of executive self-motivation (Donaldson and Davis, 1991). CEO chairs, under this theory, provide a unity of command and control that may explain their decision-making authority and reduce conflict (Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003). Stewardship theory focuses on the facilitation and empowerment of the dual role of some CEOs and not on opportunistic motivation. Companies in which CEOs have a dual role are well managed and exhibit a unity of authority and power (Donaldson and Davis, 1991; Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003). Hence, we assume that CEOs with greater power might better leverage CSR engagement for social reputation under the unity of authority by instilling social reputation in their CSR engagement policy.
As a result, despite criticism of the dual role of some CEOs, this concentration of power could help firms improve their social reputation through CSR engagement. CEOs can promote CSR, which contributes to their firm’s social reputation. Given the foregoing discussion, we developed the second hypothesis:
H2: CEO duality positively moderates the association between CSR performance and CSR awarding.
2.3. The moderating role of firm visibility
[bookmark: _Hlk107241410]Legitimacy theory proposes that the motivation behind a company’s engagement in CSR practices is meeting the norms and bounds of societal expectations (Lu et al., 2015). Legitimacy standards inform firms’ reputation-seeking activities (King and Whetten, 2008). Companies that are highly visible face reputational challenges and need to manage their reputation using a range of CSR initiatives that can improve their public image and help them achieve legitimacy (Dawkins and Fraas, 2011). Managers of companies that are highly visible respond to public pressure by engaging in more CSR activities to manage their firm’s social reputation more effectively than companies with lower public profiles. The latter are less likely to engage in CSR because they have low structural vulnerability and are less likely to suffer from a bad public image (Campbell and Slack, 2006).
The literature has generally converged around legitimacy as the most fitting explanation for corporate social engagement and has predicted that CSR practices are positively associated with the intensity of public scrutiny. Previous evidence shows that CSR practices respond to structural vulnerability in terms of size, media exposure, and advertising intensity (Brown and Deegan, 1998; Campbell, 2003; Deegan et al., 2000; Jiang and Bansal, 2003; Park, 2017). Deegan and Rankin (1996) argued that, in keeping with the legitimacy-based conception, highly visible companies in terms of size are more likely to receive social pressure from the general public and respond to this pressure with CSR initiatives. Park (2017) found that the positive association between CSR implementation and corporate reputation is moderated by firm visibility, measured by advertising intensity. Previous studies have also employed a media exposure proxy for visibility, usually assuming that companies with greater media coverage have greater visibility to outside groups, and have predicted that CSR practices are positively associated with the intensity of public scrutiny (Brown and Deegan, 1998; Patten, 2002; Pfarrer et al., 2010; Sotorrío and Sánchez, 2010). Public attention may affect stakeholders’ perceptions of firms and influence firms’ social reputation (Aouadi and Marsat, 2018). As a result, companies with greater visibility are more likely to exhibit a positive association between CSR engagement and improved social reputation, proxied by CSR awarding. Given the foregoing discussion, we developed the third hypothesis:
H3: Firm visibility positively moderates the association between CSR performance and CSR awarding.
3. Research Methodology
This section includes a description of the variables and a detailed explanation of the research sample. Following the descriptive statistics, the research models are explained along with the results of the baseline analysis and the robustness tests.
3.1. Variables
We measured social reputation using CSR awarding, which is a binary variable denoting whether a firm has received a CSR award (i.e., 1) or not (i.e., 0) (Wu et al., 2014; Aouadi and Marsat, 2018; Kuzey et al., 2024). Furthermore, we measured CSR performance using an aggregate CSR score (ESpillar) calculated as the mean of the environmental pillar (Epillar) and social pillar (Spillar) and also using Epillar and Spillar separately (Ghoul et al., 2017; Gangi et al., 2020). In constructing the aggregate CSR score (ESpillar), we assigned equal weight to the environmental pillar and social pillar, following prior studies (Ghoul et al., 2017; Gangi et al., 2020). The rationality behind assigning equal weight to environmental and social pillars of CSR is that there is no objective way of assigning different weights to these two pillars for different sectors. Some sectors might be environmentally more sensitive (e.g., basic materials and energy), and some other sectors might be more socially sensitive (e.g. consumer goods). Thus, there is no objective criteria to assign different weights for environmental and social pillars which led us to use equal weights as prior studies. However, to complement our approach, we also ran the regression for environmental and social pillars separately as well.
In addition, we used two moderators, CEO power and firm visibility, which are likely to affect firms’ tendency to leverage CSR performance for social reputation. We measured CEO power as CEO duality, which is equal to 1 if the board chair and CEO are the same person and 0 otherwise. Firm visibility was calculated as the advertising expenses scaled by the total assets (Adv)[footnoteRef:1] (Kim et al., 2013; Oh et al., 2017). [1:  Following prior studies, we assigned 0 to missing advertising expenditure values (Albuquerque et al., 2019; Santos and Nigro, 2009).] 

Finally, we controlled for several firm-level board, financial, and ownership characteristics, as well as the institutional environment. Board size (Bsize) and CEO duality (CEOd) controlled for corporate governance structure, whereas firm size (Fsize), return on assets (ROA), leverage, current ratio (Cratio), and capital expenditure (Cexpenditure) controlled for financial characteristics, and free float (Ffloat) controlled for ownership structure (Kim et al., 2013; Oh et al., 2017; Arena et al., 2018; Uyar et al., 2023). To control for the institutional environment, we calculated the average of six World Governance Indicators (WGI)[footnoteRef:2] and integrated it into the model (Yamen et al., 2018). The variables’ definitions are presented in Table 1. All firm-level data were fetched from the London Stock Exchange Group (LSEG) Workspace database (formerly known as Thomson Reuters Eikon/Refinitiv or Asset4 database) and WGI data were obtained from the World Bank. [2:  The associated data is publicly available at  https://databank.worldbank.org/source/worldwide-governance-indicators. ] 

Insert Table 1 Here
3.2. Sample
The sample of the study included all observations that were available in the LSEG Workspace database. and for which ESG[footnoteRef:3] data between 2002 and 2021 were available.[footnoteRef:4] After retrieving the raw data set, it was cleaned and prepared for the forthcoming analyses. Data processing has been suggested as an important step before testing research hypotheses (Hair et al., 2019). The initial sample included observations from the non-financial sectors in countries with at least 10 firms. We performed multiple data preprocessing steps. First, the preliminary summary statistics of the research variables showed that some of the variables were heavily skewed or had extreme values with large standard deviations. Accordingly, Adv, Bsize, ROA, leverage, Cratio, and Cexpenditure were winsorized at 1% of the two tails (Cox, 2006). The extreme value at both tails was replaced by the winsorized counterpart values. Second, we examined the multivariate outliers using the minimum covariance determinant method (Verardi and Dehon, 2010). Accordingly, 19 observations detected as significant multivariate outliers were removed from the sample. [3:  Environmental, social, and governance pillars]  [4:  The sample period begins from 2002, as ESG data was available from 2002 onward, and ends in 2019, which was the most recent ESG data available at the time of the data collection for the study.] 

Third, we examined the missing values among the research variables. The initial summary statistics indicated that the ratios of the missing values ranged between 0.04% (Spillar and Epillar) and 2.41% (Cexpentiture).[footnoteRef:5] These ratios were significantly less than 5%, which can be inconsequential (Schafer, 1999), and less than 10%, which means that there is no risk of estimation bias during the analysis (Bennett, 2001). Finally, the variables with missing values were subject to the imputation step, even if the ratios were inconsequential and did not cause any estimation bias during the analysis. We applied the Markov chain Monte Carlo method to impute the missing values. [5:  The missing value ratios are CSRaward is 0.09%, Epillar is 0.04%, Spillar is 0.04%, Bsize is 0.49%, Fsize is 0.21%, ROA is 0.23%, Leverage is 0.23%, Cratio is 1.38%, Cexpenditure is 2.41%, Ffloat is 0.99%, and WGI is 0.35%. ] 

After the data preprocessing steps, the sample was examined to report the distributions. Accordingly, the initial sample contained 65,041 observations, of which 12,023 records for the financial sector, 446 records from countries with less than 10 firms, and 23 significant outliers were excluded. Finally, 52,549 observations were used as the final sample (Table 2, Panel A). Regarding the sector-level sample distribution, the ratios ranged between 5.30% for Utilities and 18.37% for industrials[footnoteRef:6] (Table 2, Panel B). Our research spans observations from 2002 to 2021. Regarding the year, the ratios of the sample ranged between 0.92% in 2002 and 10.62% in 2019 (Table 2, Panel B). Finally, regarding the country-level sample distribution, there were 47 countries with 7,268 unique firms and 52,549 data points (Table A1). [6:  The sector-level sample distribution results are as follows Industrials – 18.37%, Consumer Cyclicals – 16.67%, Technology – 13.20%, Basic Materials – 12.28%, Healthcare – 9.77%, Consumer Non-Cyclicals – 9.11%, Real Estate – 8.12%, Energy – 7.18%, Utilities – 5.30%. ] 

Insert Table 2 Here
3.3. Research models
Logistic regression models: In this section, we examine the research models and their formulations. Country–industry–year fixed effects (FE) logistic regression was utilized to investigate the research models. The dependent variable was a binary categorical variable. The country–industry–year FE approach may reduce the risk of time-invariant endogeneity threats (Nunn, 2007; Feenstra et al., 2013; Schons and Steinmeier, 2016; Rjiba et al., 2020). Furthermore, this type of analysis may also control for multicollinearity, estimation bias (Baltagi, 2005), and omitted variable bias (Wooldridge, 2010).
We formulate the research model as in the following equation:
Pr(yi = 1 | xi1, xi2, xi3) = F(β0 + β1.x1i + β2.x2i + β3.x3i), where F is the logistic distribution function F(z) = exp(z) / (1+exp(z))  									       (1)
The binary categorical dependent variable is CSRaward, denoted by the “yi” term in equation (1), while the one-year lags of ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar are the independent testing variables, denoted by the “x1i” term. We chose the lag of the testing variables due to the possibility of a time lag between CSR engagement and the CSR awarding process. Moreover, Adv, Bsize, CEOd, Fsize, ROA, leverage, Cratio, Cexpenditure, Ffloat, and WGI are the independent control variables, denoted by the “x2i” term in the equation. Finally, the country, industry, and year (FE) are represented by the “x3i” term.
Moderating effects: The moderating roles of CEOd and Adv on the relationship between the independent variables and the binary categorical dependent variable were formulated using equation (2):
Pr(yi = 1 | xi1, xi2, xi3, Mi) = F(β0 + β1.x1i + β2.Mi + β3.x1i*Mi + β4.x2i + β5.x3i), where F is the logistic distribution function F(z) = exp(z) / (1+exp(z))  					       (2)
The binary categorical dependent variable is CSRaward, represented by the “yi” term in equation (2). The independent testing variables are the one-year lag of ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar, which are represented by the “x1i” term in the equation. The moderating variables are CEOd and Adv, denoted by the “Mi” term in equation (2). Finally, the independent control variables are the same as in equation (1) and are described by the “x2i” term. Similarly, the country, industry, and year FE were captured in the moderating analysis and are represented by the “x3i” term in equation (2).
The heteroscedasticity issue (Wooldridge, 2020) was controlled for by reporting the robust standard errors using the Huber–White sandwich estimator (Huber, 1967; White, 1980) in the analysis of the research models.
4. Results
4.1. Summary statistics
We examined the summary statistics of the research variables by using univariate statistical analysis, as shown in Table 3. Accordingly, the mean existence of CSRaward is 43%. Regarding the independent testing variables, the mean of ESpillar is 39.34, that of Epillar is 35.19, and the mean of Spillar is 43.49. In terms of the moderating variables, the average existence of CEOd is 39%, while the mean value of Adv is 0.02. 
Insert Table 3 Here
4.2. Correlation analysis
We report Pearson’s correlation coefficients in Table 4. The linear bivariate correlation analysis results indicate that ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar have a significant positive correlation with CSRaward (p < 0.01), while CEOd and Adv show a significant negative correlation with CSRaward (p < 0.01).
Multicollinearity analysis: We also examined the possible issue of multicollinearity. The variance inflation factors (VIFs) were calculated if there was significant multicollinearity among the independent variables of the research models. Accordingly, the results reveal that the VIFs range between 1.02 and 1.99 (Table A2 in the Appendix), which are significantly lower than the suggested cut-off value of 10 (Neter et al., 1996; Kennedy, 2008; Hair et al., 2019). Thus, multicollinearity was not an issue among the independent variables of our research models.
Insert Table 4 Here
4.3. Baseline analysis
We ran the baseline research models using a country–industry–year fixed effects (FE) logistic regression analysis. To account for the potential lag in the impact of CSR engagement on social reputation, we initially ran lagged models for both direct and moderating effects. This approach acknowledges that leveraging CSR initiatives for social reputation may take time. The associations between the one-year lagged independent variables and the CSRaward are reported in Table 5. The results show that the coefficients of ESpillar(t-1), Epillar(t-1), and Spillar(t-1) are significant and positive, supporting H1. This confirms that greater CSR performance leads to CSR awards, as firms with high CSR engagement aim to improve their social reputation. This reputation is a valuable asset for enhancing long-term shareholder value, accessing new markets, improving financial performance, obtaining price premiums, strengthening corporate brand trust and loyalty, gaining competitive advantage, and facilitating staff recruitment (Cowan and Guzman, 2020). These findings align with previous studies, suggesting that firms use CSR initiatives to signal attractive social attributes to stakeholders (Hsu, 2012) and enhance their social reputation and corporate image (Fabrizi et al., 2014).
Insert Table 5 Here
Moderating effects: A moderation analysis using a country–industry–year fixed effects (FE) logistic regression was conducted. We first examined the moderating effect of the one-year lag of CEOd on the relationship between the one-year lags of ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar with CSRaward (Table 6). The results indicate that the interaction terms—ESpillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1), Epillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1), and Spillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1)—have a significant positive association with CSRaward.
This supports H2, which posits that CEOs with dual roles positively moderate the relationship between CSR performance and CSR awarding. This reveals that more powerful CEOs have a greater tendency to improve their social reputation via CSR engagement. This finding aligns more with stewardship theory, which supports the social reputation-stimulating role of powerful CEOs (Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003; Bernstein et al., 2016) but diverges from agency theory, which posits that powerful CEOs use scarce corporate resources to overinvest in CSR for personal gains (Surroca and Tribó, 2008’ Jiraporn and Chintrakarn, 2013; Sheikh, 2019).
Insert Table 6 Here
Second, we examined the moderating effect of the one-year lag of Adv on the relationship between the one-year lags of ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar with CSRaward (Table 7). The results similarly show that the interaction terms—ESpillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1), Epillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1), and Spillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1)—have a significant positive association with CSRaward.
This supports H3, which posits that firm visibility positively moderates the relationship between CSR performance and CSR awarding. This implies that firms fond of greater visibility are more likely to translate CSR engagement into improved social reputation. Although Lloyd-Smith and An (2019) found that CSR and advertising are substitutes for driving firm reputation in US firms, our study rejects this and validates the complementary role of CSR and advertising (firm visibility) in fostering social reputation. This discrepancy in findings could have arisen from using different samples and social reputation proxies. While our result is more aligned with stakeholder and legitimacy theories, Lloyd-Smith and An’s (2019) finding aligns more closely with agency theory and scarce financial resources.
Insert Table 7 Here
4.4. Robustness checks
We conducted various robustness checks to validate the initial baseline analysis results. First, we tested the research models without applying a lag to the independent variables. Additionally, we employed propensity score matching and entropy balancing techniques to address the endogeneity and self-selection biases. We also employed instrumental variable probit regression (IVPROBIT) and utilized a change/difference model. Further, we re-ran the baseline models excluding observations from South Africa post-2011 and India post-2015. Lastly, we generated alternative samples by excluding data from the COVID-19 pandemic and financial crisis periods.
The regular form of the independent testing variables: First, we re-ran the baseline research models without taking the lag of the testing variables (concurrent models), presuming that the hypothesized associations might hold contemporaneously. Accordingly, the coefficients of the independent testing variables (ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar) are significantly positive, which is similar to the baseline result (Table 8, Panel A). In addition, the moderating roles of CEOd and Adv were examined (Table 8, Panels B and C). The coefficients of the product terms are significantly positive (except for Spillar × Adv), which is consistent with the initial results of the moderation analyses.
Insert Table 8 Here
[bookmark: _Hlk176517834]Addressing endogeneity and self-selection biases: We employed two approaches, Entropy Balancing (Hainmueller and Xu, 2013) and Propensity Score Matching (PSM) (Rosenbaum and Rubin, 1983), which address a variety of biases in observational studies, beyond just endogeneity and self-selection biases. First, propensity score matching (PSM) was utilized to generate an alternative sample to address the endogeneity concern. The treatment and control groups were created using the top quartiles of the independent testing variables (ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar) (Ongsakul et al., 2021). The treatment group was created by assigning a value of 1 to the observations from the top quartile of the testing variables of interest, while in the control group, 0 was assigned to the rest of the observations corresponding to the testing variables. Following this step, PSM was used to generate the new alternative sample. Then, the baseline research models were re-run based on the PSM-based sample (Panels A, B, and C in Table 9). The results for the direct and moderating effects were in line with the initial baseline analysis results.
Insert Table 9 Here
Second, entropy balancing (Hainmueller and Xu, 2013; Ongsakul et al., 2021) was used to address the endogeneity issue by effectively minimizing the variations in variables across the treatment and control groups. An alternative sample was generated using treatment and control groups similar to those in the PSM approach: the treatment group included the observations from the top quartile of the independent testing variables, while the control group included the rest of the observations of the testing variables. The baseline research models were re-executed by using the alternative sample from the entropy balancing method (Panels A, B, and C in Table 10). The results are similar to the initial baseline analysis results. The coefficients of the independent testing variables of interest and the product terms of the moderating analyses are significantly positive (except for Spillar x Adv).
Insert Table 10 Here
Addressing endogeneity with alternative methods: Two alternative analysis methods were utilized. First, the IVPROBIT was applied to the baseline research models to address the endogeneity concern (Buertey, 2021). The one-year lag and industry average of ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar (excluding the focal firms) were used as the instrumental variables in the IVPROBIT analysis. The first stage, second stage, and Wald test of exogeneity are reported in Table 11. The results are compatible with those of the initial analysis, in which the coefficients of ESpillar, Epillar, and Spillar are significantly positive.
Insert Table 11 Here
Second, we utilized the change (or difference) model to address the endogeneity because it is less likely to be affected by omitted variable bias (Du et al., 2020). The model was formulated as in equation (3) below:
Pr(Δyi = 1 | Δxi1, Δxi2, Δxi3) = F(β0 + β1. Δx1i + β2. Δx2i + β3. Δx3i), where F is the logistic distribution function F(z) = exp(z) / (1+exp(z))  						       (3)	
The notation “Δ = Xt - Xt-1” represents the changes in the variables from t1 to t. As shown in Table 12, the results of the change model are compatible with those of the initial baseline analysis, in which the coefficients of the variables of interest are significantly positive.
Insert Table 12 Here
Alternative samples: We generated several alternative samples. First, we created a sub-sample by excluding observations from South Africa after 2011 and from India after 2015, considering the CSR reporting and assurance regulations in these countries, which have influenced firms' CSR adoption (Hickman et al., 2021; Kılıç, 2021). The baseline research models were re-run using the new alternative sub-sample (Panels A, B, and C in Table 13). The results are compatible with those of the initial analysis. The coefficients of the variables of interest and the product terms in the moderation analysis are significantly positive.
Insert Table 13 Here
[bookmark: _Hlk176517859]Second, in order to check whether economics and social crises have altered the hypothesized relations or not, we generated two alternative samples: one excluding observations from the COVID-19 pandemic years (2020 and 2021), and another excluding observations from the financial crisis years (2008 and 2009). We re-ran the linear baseline models (Table 5) using these alternative samples. The results, presented in Table 14, are consistent with the initial findings.
Insert Table 14 Here
Consequently, the findings are robust to alternative methodologies, samples, and endogeneity concerns.
5. Discussion and conclusion
Increasing the CSR engagement of firms has prompted investigations into how firms may better benefit from this investment. However, despite considerable research interest in the financial return of CSR engagement, the social reputation that firms derive from CSR engagement has not been sufficiently addressed. Thus, we examine whether two corporate mechanisms, CEO power and firm visibility, could help firms translate CSR engagement into improved social reputation, proxied by CSR awarding.
We found that greater CSR engagement leads to enhanced social reputation. Notably, CSR awards often serve as a powerful signal of exceptional CSR performance, affirming a company’s commitment to socially responsible practices (Li et al., 2022). These awards are typically bestowed upon firms with robust CSR profiles, further solidifying their reputation (Benjamin and Biswas, 2022). Furthermore, CEO power and greater firm visibility foster a positive association between CSR engagement and social reputation. This suggests that when a CEO wields significant influence and the firm is highly visible, the impact of CSR on social reputation is more pronounced.
Consistent with stewardship theory, the dual role of CEO and chairperson provides a unified command structure that facilitates cohesive decision-making, reduces internal conflict, and enables firms to efficiently pursue their mission and strategic objectives, particularly in building and enhancing social reputation (Sundaramurthy and Lewis, 2003; Bernstein et al., 2016). This streamlined leadership may empower firms to better align their CSR efforts with reputational goals.
Additionally, the public attention garnered through a strong social reputation can significantly shape stakeholder perceptions, create a competitive edge, and contribute to strengthening the firm’s legitimacy (Dawkins and Fraas, 2011; Aouadi and Marsat, 2018). The confirmation of the moderating role of firm visibility in this dynamic suggests that highly visible companies often face greater reputational scrutiny. To mitigate these challenges and bolster their legitimacy, these firms tend to actively engage in CSR initiatives as a strategic means of reinforcing their social standing (Dawkins and Fraas, 2011).
6. Implications, limitations, and future research
Several theoretical and practical implications can be derived from our study. First, the outcome supports the signalling, stewardship, and legitimacy theories. The result indicates that CSR awards serve as a strong signal of a firm's excellence in CSR engagement, reflecting not only their commitment to socially responsible practices but also their effectiveness in addressing the diverse interests of stakeholders. These awards act as external validation, affirming that the company's CSR initiatives are not only aligned with ethical and sustainability goals but are also impactful in fostering positive relationships with key stakeholder groups. Second, although CEO power is frequently criticized in corporate governance literature for its potential to weaken the board's monitoring ability and undermine checks and balances, our findings reveal that it can be advantageous for firms aiming to enhance their social reputation. This aligns with stewardship theory, which suggests that a powerful CEO, particularly one who also serves as chairperson, may exercise unified leadership that facilitates more cohesive decision-making, reduces internal conflict, and enables the firm to pursue reputational goals. In line with the legitimacy theory, our results support the proposition that firms exposed to greater media coverage are under greater pressure to derive social reputation out of CSR engagement.
The results suggest some managerial implications too. As stakeholder pressure mounts, firms feel more obliged to enhance their social reputation along with financial performance. We highlight that firms dedicating substantial investment in CSR engagement may seek social reputation via CSR awarding to enrich their legitimacy and relationship with stakeholders. In this vein, CEO duality may help firms achieve their targets as unified roles of CEO and chairperson may help firms facilitate stewardship and agility in decision-making. This outcome may help firms shape their upper management structure for greater social reputation gains from CSR engagement. Lastly, more visible firms achieve greater social reputation through their CSR engagement, which could help them co-consider their advertising–CSR engagement and budget their financial resources accordingly. Overall, our results may help firms brighten their image in society through social reputation and shape corporate management and financing accordingly.
The present study also has several limitations. While we suggest generalizable outcomes across industries and countries, sector-specific and country-specific studies may generate different findings, a point that requires further study. In addition, the results may not be valid in specific periods, particularly those shaken by economic and social downturns, such as financial crises and the COVID-19 pandemic. Other potential future research avenues could concern the outcomes of social reputation efforts and the corporate mechanisms that moderate this relationship. Finally, the strength or weakness of the institutional environment may significantly influence the relationship between firm characteristics and their social reputation. This suggests that factors such as regulatory frameworks, governance structures, and cultural norms within a given institutional context could either amplify or mitigate the impact of firm attributes on social reputation. For example, in societies characterized by short-termism and indulgence, firms might prioritize short-term benefits and public recognition, leveraging CSR initiatives as a strategic tool to enhance their image and reputation in the eyes of stakeholders. Understanding these dynamics is crucial, as they may offer new insights into how firms can effectively manage and improve their social standing. Therefore, this effect warrants deeper and more comprehensive investigation to uncover its broader implications and potential variations across different institutional settings.
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Tables
Table 1: Variables’ list
	CSRaward
	CSR awarding is a binary variable which takes 1 if firm is awarded, 0 if not. It is the proxy of social reputation.

	ESpillar
	Composite CSR score based on environmental and social pillar’s average which ranges between 0 and 100 (best). 

	Epillar
	Environmental pillar score based on three environment indicators namely resource consumption, emissions, and eco-innovation. It ranges between 0 and 100 (best).

	Spillar
	Social pillar score based on four social indicators namely workforce, human rights, community development, and product responsibility. It ranges between 0 and 100 (best).

	Adv
	Advertising expenditure scaled by total assets.

	Bsize
	Board size reflects number of directors on board.

	CEOd
	CEO duality which takes 1 if board chaired by the CEO simultaneously and 0 otherwise.

	Fsize
	Firm size reflects total assets’ natural logarithm.

	ROA
	Return on assets calculated by the income before tax over by total assets.

	Leverage
	Total debt to total assets ratio.

	Cratio
	Current ratio calculated by the total current assets over total current liabilities.

	Cexpenditure
	Capital expenditure calculated by the total capital expenditures over total assets.

	Ffloat
	Free float percentage of shares in the ownership base.

	WGI
	The average of six Word Governance Indicators: government effectiveness, voice and accountability, rule of law, regulatory quality, political stability and absence of violence/terrorism, and control of corruption. The aggregate indicator as well as six indicators’ values range from -2.5 to 2.5. 


This table presents the definitions of research variables and their measurements.


Table 2: Sample distribution
Panel A:
	Initial sample
	65,041

	(-) Financials
	12,023

	(-) Countries with less than ten firms
	446

	(-) Outliers
	23

	Final sample
	52,549


Panel B
	Variable
	Category
	Frequency
	Percent

	Sector
	Basic Materials
	6,451
	12.28

	
	Consumer Cyclicals
	8,759
	16.67

	
	Consumer Non-Cyclicals
	4,789
	9.11

	
	Energy
	3,774
	7.18

	
	Healthcare
	5,133
	9.77

	
	Industrials
	9,655
	18.37

	
	Real Estate
	4,267
	8.12

	
	Technology
	6,934
	13.20

	
	Utilities
	2,787
	5.30

	 
	Total
	52,549
	100.00

	Year
	2002
	483
	0.92

	
	2003
	494
	0.94

	
	2004
	965
	1.84

	
	2005
	1,239
	2.36

	
	2006
	1,280
	2.44

	
	2007
	1,443
	2.75

	
	2008
	1,757
	3.34

	
	2009
	1,988
	3.78

	
	2010
	2,465
	4.69

	
	2011
	2,622
	4.99

	
	2012
	2,727
	5.19

	
	2013
	2,839
	5.40

	
	2014
	2,959
	5.63

	
	2015
	3,503
	6.67

	
	2016
	3,645
	6.94

	
	2017
	4,433
	8.44

	
	2018
	5,026
	9.56

	
	2019
	5,581
	10.62

	
	2020
	5,386
	10.25

	
	2021
	1,714
	3.26

	 
	Total
	52,549
	100.00


 This table presents sample formation and sample distribution across industries and over years.


Table 3: Descriptive statistics
	variable
	N
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	CSRaward
	52,549
	0.43
	0.50
	0.00
	1.00

	ESpillar
	52,549
	39.34
	24.67
	1.34
	89.67

	Epillar
	52,549
	35.19
	29.19
	0.00
	92.97

	Spillar
	52,549
	43.49
	23.97
	2.08
	92.83

	CEOd
	52,549
	0.39
	0.49
	0.00
	1.00

	Adv
	52,549
	0.02
	0.02
	0.00
	0.24

	Bsize
	52,549
	9.87
	3.29
	4.00
	21.00

	Fsize
	52,549
	22.06
	1.66
	17.50
	27.25

	ROA
	52,549
	0.05
	0.14
	-0.67
	0.36

	Leverage
	52,549
	0.26
	0.18
	0.00
	0.84

	Cratio
	52,549
	2.14
	2.23
	0.23
	17.66

	Cexpenditure
	52,549
	0.24
	0.86
	0.00
	7.66

	Ffloat
	52,549
	76.77
	25.03
	12.42
	100.00

	WGI
	52,549
	1.08
	0.59
	-0.60
	1.81


This table presents descriptive statistics of research variables. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. SD: Standard Deviation; N: Number of observations
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Table 4: Correlation analysis
	 
	Variables
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	1
	CSRaward
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	ESpillar
	0.538***
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Epillar
	0.514***
	0.942***
	1
	
	
	
	

	4
	Spillar
	0.481***
	0.913***
	0.724***
	1
	
	
	

	5
	CEOd
	-0.019***
	-0.016***
	-0.022***
	-0.007
	1
	
	

	6
	Adv
	-0.022***
	-0.037***
	-0.042***
	-0.024***
	0.031***
	1
	

	7
	Bsize
	0.250***
	0.310***
	0.338***
	0.227***
	0.061***
	0
	1

	8
	Fsize
	0.400***
	0.513***
	0.535***
	0.405***
	0.096***
	-0.069***
	0.513***

	9
	ROA
	0.127***
	0.120***
	0.140***
	0.076***
	0.035***
	0.071***
	0.115***

	10
	Leverage
	0.068***
	0.094***
	0.085***
	0.090***
	0.015***
	-0.079***
	0.101***

	11
	Cratio
	-0.179***
	-0.206***
	-0.228***
	-0.146***
	0.001
	0.000
	-0.198***

	12
	Cexpenditure
	-0.025***
	-0.052***
	-0.055***
	-0.041***
	-0.013***
	-0.012***
	-0.048***

	13
	Ffloat
	-0.098***
	0.035***
	-0.001
	0.073***
	0.124***
	0.014***
	-0.052***

	14
	WGI
	-0.169***
	0.000
	-0.012***
	0.016***
	0.023***
	0.052***
	-0.118***

	 
	Variables
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14

	8
	Fsize
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	ROA
	0.246***
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Leverage
	0.256***
	-0.116***
	1
	
	
	
	

	11
	Cratio
	-0.353***
	-0.186***
	-0.319***
	1
	
	
	

	12
	Cexpenditure
	-0.078***
	-0.106***
	-0.004
	0.098***
	1
	
	

	13
	Ffloat
	0.012***
	-0.053***
	0.020***
	0.038***
	-0.064***
	1
	

	14
	WGI
	-0.087***
	-0.060***
	-0.055***
	0.052***
	-0.077***
	0.432***
	1


This table presents the correlation coefficients among variables. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

[bookmark: _Hlk102745856]Baseline analysis
[bookmark: _Hlk102743685][bookmark: _Hlk107240215]Table 5: CSR performance and awarding (social reputation) (Lagged model)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.051***
(71.787)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.038***
(66.853)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.044***
(65.284)

	Adv
	2.58***
(4.505)
	3.26***
(5.813)
	1.95***
(3.494)

	Bsize 
	0.014***
(2.969)
	0.016***
(3.397)
	0.024***
(5.078)

	CEOd
	-0.0097
(-0.351)
	-0.0022
(-0.080)
	0.0072
(0.269)

	Fsize
	0.26***
(21.663)
	0.32***
(27.109)
	0.37***
(32.125)

	ROA
	0.68***
(5.375)
	0.80***
(6.267)
	0.70***
(5.605)

	Leverage
	-0.040
(-0.510)
	-0.058
(-0.738)
	-0.19**
(-2.512)

	Cratio
	-0.073***
(-8.050)
	-0.072***
(-7.967)
	-0.082***
(-9.172)

	Cexpenditure
	-0.044**
(-2.234)
	-0.046**
(-2.417)
	-0.053***
(-2.777)

	Ffloat
	0.00096
(1.465)
	0.0021***
(3.332)
	0.0016**
(2.446)

	WGI
	2.16***
(13.363)
	2.17***
(13.673)
	2.14***
(13.538)

	Constant
	-7.22***
(-17.390)
	-8.26***
(-20.583)
	-9.77***
(-23.973)

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	45997
	45997
	45997

	Pseudo R2
	0.321
	0.304
	0.300

	χ2-stat.
	20330.759***
	19247.439***
	19016.148***


This table presents the association between CSR performance and awarding (social reputation) (Lagged model). Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
[bookmark: _Hlk102743852]

[bookmark: _Hlk107240258]Table 6: Moderating role of CEOd between CSR performance and awarding (Lagged model)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.048***
(57.704)
	

	


	CEOd(t-1)
	-0.32***
(-6.200)
	-0.19***
(-4.337)
	-0.32***
(-5.777)

	ESpillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1)
	0.0082***
(7.148)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.036***
(53.363)
	


	Epillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1)
	

	0.0053***
(5.709)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.041***
(51.495)

	Spillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1)
	

	

	0.0078***
(6.840)

	Adv
	2.54***
(4.413)
	3.23***
(5.748)
	1.91***
(3.412)

	Bsize
	0.013***
(2.827)
	0.015***
(3.322)
	0.023***
(4.924)

	Fsize
	0.26***
(21.527)
	0.32***
(27.066)
	0.37***
(31.935)

	ROA
	0.67***
(5.297)
	0.80***
(6.235)
	0.68***
(5.474)

	Leverage
	-0.046
(-0.578)
	-0.064
(-0.816)
	-0.19**
(-2.523)

	Cratio
	-0.073***
(-8.037)
	-0.071***
(-7.960)
	-0.081***
(-9.131)

	Cexpenditure
	-0.045**
(-2.281)
	-0.046**
(-2.437)
	-0.055***
(-2.856)

	Ffloat
	0.00096
(1.470)
	0.0021***
(3.313)
	0.0016**
(2.464)

	WGI
	2.17***
(13.442)
	2.20***
(13.814)
	2.13***
(13.463)

	Constant
	-7.02***
(-16.891)
	-8.15***
(-20.282)
	-9.57***
(-23.461)

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	45997
	45997
	45997

	Pseudo R2
	0.322
	0.304
	0.301

	χ2-stat.
	20382.315***
	19280.257***
	19063.411***


This table presents the moderating role of CEO duality (CEOd) between CSR performance and awarding (social reputation) (Lagged model). Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

[bookmark: _Hlk102744149][bookmark: _Hlk107240282]Table 7: Moderating role of firm visibility between CSR performance and awarding (Lagged model)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.050***
(54.295)
	

	


	Adv(t-1)
	1.71*
(1.768)
	1.77**
(2.277)
	1.76
(1.645)

	ESpillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1)
	0.029**
(1.979)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.037***
(48.667)
	


	Epillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1)
	

	0.060***
(2.874)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.044***
(48.933)

	Spillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1)
	

	

	0.0051**
(1.981)

	Bsize
	0.014***
(2.991)
	0.016***
(3.454)
	0.023***
(5.071)

	Fsize
	0.26***
(21.675)
	0.32***
(27.107)
	0.37***
(32.164)

	ROA
	0.68***
(5.351)
	0.80***
(6.223)
	0.70***
(5.615)

	Leverage
	-0.039
(-0.486)
	-0.053
(-0.675)
	-0.19**
(-2.508)

	Cratio
	-0.073***
(-8.040)
	-0.071***
(-7.951)
	-0.082***
(-9.165)

	Cexpenditure
	-0.044**
(-2.251)
	-0.047**
(-2.453)
	-0.053***
(-2.778)

	Ffloat
	0.00095
(1.461)
	0.0021***
(3.305)
	0.0016**
(2.454)

	WGI
	2.16***
(13.373)
	2.17***
(13.648)
	2.14***
(13.540)

	Constant
	-7.21***
(-17.333)
	-8.22***
(-20.478)
	-9.77***
(-23.927)

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	45997
	45997
	45997

	Pseudo R2
	0.321
	0.304
	0.300

	χ2-stat.
	20333.790***
	19258.831***
	19016.838***


This table presents the moderating role of firm visibility (Advertising) between CSR performance and awarding (social reputation) (Lagged model). Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01



ROBUSTNESS TESTS
[bookmark: _Hlk102651448][bookmark: _Hlk102744633][bookmark: _Hlk102802703]Table 8: Country-Industry-Year FE Logistic regression analysis (Concurrent models)
Panel A: CSR performance and awarding (social reputation) (Table 5) 
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.059***
(82.810)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.041***
(74.248)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.055***
(79.380)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	52549
	52549
	52549

	Pseudo R2
	0.353
	0.321
	0.340

	χ2-stat.
	25368.699***
	23054.390***
	24408.187***


This table presents the robustness test based on concurrent models of Table 5. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Panel B: Moderating role of CEOd between CSR performance and awarding (Table 6)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.056***
(67.546)
	

	


	CEOd
	-0.41***
(-7.590)
	-0.24***
(-5.671)
	-0.39***
(-6.845)

	ESpillar × CEOd
	0.0096***
(8.508)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.038***
(59.308)
	


	Epillarv × CEOd
	

	0.0064***
(7.156)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.051***
(64.152)

	Spillarv × CEOd
	

	

	0.0088***
(7.804)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	52549
	52549
	52549

	Pseudo R2
	0.354
	0.322
	0.341

	χ2-stat.
	25442.132***
	23106.098***
	24469.836***


This table presents the robustness test based on concurrent models of Table 6. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Panel C: Moderating role of firm visibility between CSR performance and awarding (Table 7)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.059***
(64.326)
	

	


	Adv
	2.12**
(2.169)
	1.98**
(2.572)
	2.38**
(2.164)

	ESpillar × Adv
	0.0096*
(1.983)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.040***
(55.338)
	


	Epillar × Adv
	

	0.046**
(2.298)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.055***
(61.001)

	Spillar × Adv
	

	

	-0.018
(-0.767)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	52549
	52549
	52549

	Pseudo R2
	0.353
	0.321
	0.340

	χ2-stat.
	25368.660***
	23059.855***
	24408.757***


This table presents the robustness test based on concurrent models of Table 7. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01





Table 9: Alternative sample based on PSM
Panel A: Alternative sample based on PSM (Table 5)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.061***
(65.916)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.041***
(57.150)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.053***
(60.461)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	26268
	26275
	26274

	Pseudo R2
	0.287
	0.233
	0.265

	χ2-stat.
	9940.734***
	8055.980***
	9279.144***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 5 based on propensity score matching. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Panel B: Alternative sample using PSM (Table 6)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.055***
(49.357)
	

	


	CEOd
	-0.76***
(-7.237)
	-0.11
(-1.313)
	-0.38***
(-3.701)

	ESpillar × CEOd
	0.013***
(7.291)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.039***
(43.243)
	


	Epillar × CEOd
	

	0.0047***
(3.347)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.049***
(46.176)

	Spillar × CEOd
	

	

	0.0085***
(5.016)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	26268
	26275
	26274

	Pseudo R2
	0.289
	0.233
	0.266

	χ2-stat.
	9994.952***
	8067.249***
	9304.552***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 6 based on propensity score matching. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01



Panel C: Alternative sample using PSM (Table 7)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.060***
(46.020)
	

	


	Adv
	3.51
(1.582)
	-7.24
(0.981)
	-4.22
(0.776)

	ESpillar × Adv
	0.016*
(1.691)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.041***
(39.220)
	


	Epillar × Adv
	

	0.0095**
(1.986)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.053***
(41.400)

	Spillar × Adv
	

	

	0.023**
(1.963)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	26268
	26275
	26274

	Pseudo R2
	0.287
	0.233
	0.265

	χ2-stat.
	9939.420***
	8039.703***
	9271.646***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 7 based on propensity score matching. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01







Table 10: Alternative sample using Entropy Balance
Panel A: Alternative sample using Entropy Balance (Table 5)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.060***
(51.477)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.042***
(51.923)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.053***
(51.647)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	52549
	52549
	52549

	Pseudo R2
	0.279
	0.234
	0.266

	χ2-stat.
	4742.088***
	5366.944***
	5308.220***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 5 based on Entropy balancing. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Panel B: Alternative sample using Entropy Balance (Table 6)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.056***
(42.441)
	

	


	CEOd
	-0.55***
(-4.148)
	-0.28***
(-3.096)
	-0.53***
(-4.546)

	ESpillar × CEOd
	0.011***
(5.464)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.039***
(43.316)
	


	Epillar × CEOd
	

	0.0068***
(4.696)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.049***
(41.217)

	Spillar × CEOd
	

	

	0.011***
(5.887)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	52549
	52549
	52549

	Pseudo R2
	0.280
	0.234
	0.267

	χ2-stat.
	4755.033***
	5379.240***
	5350.482***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 6 based on Entropy balancing. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01



Panel C: Alternative sample using Entropy Balance (Table 7)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar
	0.061***
(43.843)
	

	


	Adv
	5.52
(1.460)
	4.64
(1.610)
	2.92
(1.631)

	ESpillar × Adv
	0.020*
(1.672)
	

	


	Epillar
	

	0.044***
(38.458)
	


	Epillar × Adv
	

	1.0088*
(1.745)
	


	Spillar
	

	

	0.055***
(38.234)

	Spillar × Adv
	

	

	0.013
(0.398)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	52549
	52549
	52549

	Pseudo R2
	0.279
	0.241
	0.260

	χ2-stat.
	4693.084***
	4278.201***
	4118.150***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 7 based on Entropy balancing. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01





Table 11: Instrumental Variable Probit regression analysis (Table 5)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	ESpillar
	CSRaward
	Epillar
	CSRaward
	Spillar
	CSRaward

	
	1st stage
	2nd stage
	1st stage
	2nd stage
	1st stage
	2nd stage

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.91***
(470.798)
	
	
	
	
	

	ESpillar-IndAve
	-0.085***
(-3.941)
	
	
	
	
	

	Epillar(t-1)
	
	
	0.90***
(441.417)
	
	
	

	Epillar-IndAve
	
	
	-0.0067*
(-1.717)
	
	
	

	Spillar(t-1)
	
	
	
	
	0.88***
(399.673)
	

	Spillar-IndAve
	
	
	
	
	-0.20***
(-4.293)
	

	ESpillar
	
	0.034***
(75.607)
	
	

	
	


	Epillar
	
	

	
	0.025***
(69.606)
	
	


	Spillar
	
	

	
	

	
	0.031***
(68.283)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Wald test of exogeneity
	
	16.82***
	
	51.49***
	
	51.53***

	N
	45997
	45997
	45997
	45997
	45997
	45997

	F-stat.
	5458.534***
	
	4757.801***
	
	3635.433***
	

	χ2-stat.
	
	14088.412***
	
	13663.715***
	
	13296.091***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 5 based on Instrumental Variable Probit regression analysis. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. 
t statistics are disclosed in parentheses of the 1st stages.
z-statistics in the parentheses of the 2nd stages
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
IV1: Lag of testing variables
IV2: Ind Ave of testing variables excluding the focal firms





Table 12: Change/Difference model (Table 5)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	ΔCSRaward
	ΔCSRaward
	ΔCSRaward

	ΔESpillar
	0.029***
(17.549)
	

	


	ΔEpillar
	

	0.016***
(12.666)
	


	ΔSpillar
	

	

	0.023***
(16.112)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	43761
	43761
	43761

	Pseudo R2
	0.069
	0.065
	0.068

	χ2-stat.
	2534.947***
	2391.983***
	2488.316***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 5 based on change/difference model. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. 
t statistics are disclosed in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
Δ: Difference = Xt – Xt-1: Changes in the variables from (t-1) to (t).



Table 13: Exclude observations of South Africa and India
Panel A: Exclude observations of South Africa from 2011 or later and India from 2015 or later (Table 5)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.051***
(71.122)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.038***
(66.026)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.045***
(64.957)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	44737
	44737
	44737

	Pseudo R2
	0.319
	0.301
	0.299

	χ2-stat.
	19652.455***
	18547.779***
	18407.742***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 5 based on the sample modification considering the regulations in South Africa and India. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Panel B: Exclude observations of South Africa from 2011 or later and India from 2015 or later (Table 6)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.048***
(57.004)
	

	


	CEOd(t-1)
	-0.32***
(-6.166)
	-0.18***
(-4.278)
	-0.32***
(-5.762)

	ESpillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1)
	0.0082***
(7.157)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.036***
(52.524)
	


	Epillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1)
	

	0.0053***
(5.741)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.041***
(51.111)

	Spillar(t-1) × CEOd(t-1)
	

	

	0.0078***
(6.816)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	44737
	44737
	44737

	pseudo R2
	0.320
	0.302
	0.300

	chi2
	19704.149***
	18581.020***
	18454.660***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 6 based on the sample modification considering the regulations in South Africa and India. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01



Panel C: Exclude observations of South Africa from 2011 or later and India from 2015 or later (Table 7)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.051***
(53.775)
	

	


	Adv(t-1)
	1.52*
(1.655)
	1.54*
(1.954)
	1.70
(1.566)

	ESpillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1)
	0.031**
(1.973)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.036***
(47.954)
	


	Epillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1)
	

	0.063***
(2.993)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.044***
(48.773)

	Spillar(t-1) × Adv(t-1)
	

	

	0.0034**
(1.997)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	44737
	44737
	44737

	Pseudo R2
	0.319
	0.301
	0.299

	χ2-stat.
	19655.128***
	18559.275***
	18408.048***


This table presents the robustness test of Table 7 based on the sample modification considering the regulations in South Africa and India. Table 1 presents the definitions of the research variables. t statistics are disclosed in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Table 14: Alternative samples including COVID and financial crisis terms
Panel A: COVID-19 pandemic years are excluded
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.051***
(67.568)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.038***
(63.219)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.044***
(61.040)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	39514
	39514
	39514

	Pseudo R2
	0.298
	0.281
	0.275

	χ2-stat.
	16127.382***
	15214.510***
	14881.341***


t statistics in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Panel B: Financial crisis years excluded (2008 & 2009)
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	CSRaward
	CSRaward
	CSRaward

	ESpillar(t-1)
	0.052***
(69.572)
	

	


	Epillar(t-1)
	

	0.038***
(64.808)
	


	Spillar(t-1)
	

	

	0.045***
(63.488)

	Controls
	Included
	Included
	Included

	Country, industry, & year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	42796
	42796
	42796

	Pseudo R2
	0.329
	0.312
	0.309

	χ2-stat.
	19421.757***
	18394.438***
	18218.412***


t statistics in parentheses
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01

Appendix
Table A1: Country-level sample distribution
	 
	Country
	Unique firms
	Percent-I
	Data points
	Percent-II

	1
	Argentina
	45
	0.62
	95
	0.18

	2
	Australia
	313
	4.31
	2,520
	4.80

	3
	Austria
	30
	0.41
	225
	0.43

	4
	Belgium
	39
	0.54
	288
	0.55

	5
	Brazil
	94
	1.29
	695
	1.32

	6
	Canada
	357
	4.91
	2,680
	5.10

	7
	Chile
	37
	0.51
	270
	0.51

	8
	China
	691
	9.51
	2,386
	4.54

	9
	Colombia
	14
	0.19
	79
	0.15

	10
	Cyprus
	10
	0.14
	22
	0.04

	11
	Denmark
	44
	0.61
	384
	0.73

	12
	Finland
	53
	0.73
	392
	0.75

	13
	France
	142
	1.95
	1,296
	2.47

	14
	Germany
	170
	2.34
	1,248
	2.37

	15
	Greece
	23
	0.32
	180
	0.34

	16
	Hong Kong
	135
	1.86
	1,276
	2.43

	17
	India
	133
	1.83
	982
	1.87

	18
	Indonesia
	40
	0.55
	334
	0.64

	19
	Ireland; Republic of
	45
	0.62
	449
	0.85

	20
	Israel
	31
	0.43
	150
	0.29

	21
	Italy
	72
	0.99
	414
	0.79

	22
	Japan
	411
	5.65
	5,458
	10.39

	23
	Korea; Republic (S. Korea)
	132
	1.82
	1,046
	1.99

	24
	Luxembourg
	30
	0.41
	129
	0.25

	25
	Malaysia
	56
	0.77
	488
	0.93

	26
	Mexico
	43
	0.59
	325
	0.62

	27
	Netherlands
	60
	0.83
	506
	0.96

	28
	New Zealand
	50
	0.69
	317
	0.60

	29
	Norway
	52
	0.72
	302
	0.57

	30
	Peru
	25
	0.34
	113
	0.22

	31
	Philippines
	23
	0.32
	206
	0.39

	32
	Poland
	27
	0.37
	199
	0.38

	33
	Portugal
	12
	0.17
	91
	0.17

	34
	Qatar
	17
	0.23
	55
	0.10

	35
	Russia
	39
	0.54
	357
	0.68

	36
	Saudi Arabia
	23
	0.32
	82
	0.16

	37
	Singapore
	70
	0.96
	542
	1.03

	38
	South Africa
	98
	1.35
	781
	1.49

	39
	Spain
	65
	0.89
	584
	1.11

	40
	Sweden
	158
	2.17
	889
	1.69

	41
	Switzerland
	124
	1.71
	928
	1.77

	42
	Taiwan
	137
	1.88
	1,205
	2.29

	43
	Thailand
	113
	1.55
	409
	0.78

	44
	Turkey
	51
	0.70
	250
	0.48

	45
	United Arab Emirates
	11
	0.15
	45
	0.09

	46
	United Kingdom
	386
	5.31
	3,588
	6.83

	47
	United States of America
	2,537
	34.91
	17,289
	32.90

	 
	Total
	7,268
	100.00
	52,549
	100.00


 This table presents sample distribution across countries and reports the unique number of firms and number of data points.

Table A2: Multicollinearity analysis
	Variable
	VIF
	Variable
	VIF
	Variable
	VIF

	Fsize
	1.97
	Fsize
	1.99
	Fsize
	1.83

	Bsize
	1.38
	Epillar
	1.44
	Bsize
	1.38

	ESpillar
	1.38
	Bsize
	1.39
	Cratio
	1.27

	Cratio
	1.27
	Cratio
	1.27
	Ffloat
	1.27

	WGI
	1.26
	WGI
	1.26
	WGI
	1.26

	Ffloat
	1.26
	Ffloat
	1.26
	Leverage
	1.22

	Leverage
	1.22
	Leverage
	1.22
	Spillar
	1.21

	ROA
	1.16
	ROA
	1.16
	ROA
	1.16

	CEOd 
	1.04
	CEOd
	1.04
	CEOd
	1.03

	Cexpenditure
	1.03
	Cexpenditure
	1.03
	Cexpenditure
	1.03

	Adv
	1.02
	Adv
	1.02
	Adv
	1.02

	Mean VIF
	1.27
	Mean VIF
	1.28
	Mean VIF
	1.24


This table presents VIF (Variance Inflation Factors) values to check multicollinearity issue.
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