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The Impact of Corporate Governance on Corporate Social Responsibility at the Board-

level: A Critical Assessment 

 

The purpose of this research is to synthesise and critically evaluate the extant literature 

investigating the role of board of directors as a core element of corporate governance in 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) performance. Adopting a systematic review approach, a 

sample of 67 studies from 18 highly regarded scholarly journals published between 1992 and 

2020 is examined. Distinguishing between two board attributes of director characteristics and 

board structures, our study uncovers similarities and inconsistencies regarding the effects of 

various board characteristics and board structures on CSR performance. First, our study reveals 

that these attributes do not work in isolation but interact with each other and the context in 

which they are embedded in shaping CSR performance. Additionally, our review identifies 

substantial variation in conceptualisations, theoretical frameworks, the use of measurements and 

the contexts across studies providing a basis to offer a comprehensive synthesis of dominant 

scholarly discourses and an organising lens for future scholarship.  

 

Keywords: Corporate Governance, Corporate Social Responsibility Performance, Social 

Performance, Environmental Performance, Board Directors, 
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1. Introduction 

 The critical importance of the relationship between corporate governance  and sustainability has 

been long acknowledged in the literature (Aras and Crowther, 2009; Unerman and Bennett, 

2004). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been noted as a development of good 

governance (Harjoto and Jo, 2011; Jo and Harjoto, 2012), where companies with better 

governance are often found to be more socially responsible (Ntim and Soobaroyen, 2013). 

While corporate governance is the force behind CSR aims and objectives in organisations 

(Elkington, 2006; Jamali et al., 2008), the board of directors as a core element of corporate 

governance (Eccles et al., 2011) are responsible for achieving and monitoring the set aims and 

objectives (de Villiers et al., 2011; Eccles et al., 2011; Elkington, 2006; Harjoto et al., 2015; 

Jamali et al., 2008).  The achievement and realisation of these objectives are often investigated 

through the notion of CSR performance  

(Brower and Mahajan, 2013; Harjoto et al., 2015; Wood, 2010, 1991). Specifically, adopting 

various indices, researchers have examined CSR performance in terms of the company social 

performance (e.g. Community, Employee Relations and Human Rights, Bai, 2013; Mallin and 

Michelon, 2011) environmental performance (e.g. environmental strength, energy-related CO2 

emissions, regulatory performance and pollution prevention, Dixon-Fowler et al., 2017; Ortiz-

de-Mandojana and Aragon-Correa, 2015; Rodrigue et al., 2013) and/or the overall CSR 

performance: the combination of company social and environmental performance (e.g. Chams 

and García-Blandón, 2019; Oh et al., 2019).  

Scholars increasingly recognise that the composition of the board plays an instrumental role in 

driving the organisations’ outcomes in general (Johnson et al., 2013) and CSR in particular  

(Harjoto et al., 2015). Specifically, the critical impact of board attributes in terms of director 

characteristics (e.g. gender, age, expertise etc.) and different structures used by boards (e.g. 

independence, committees, CEO-duality etc.) on CSR has been evidenced in prior studies  
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(Crifo et al., 2018; Marquis and Lee, 2013; Oh et al., 2019; Walls and Hoffman, 2013). For 

instance, literature has explored the influence of board attributes on CSR reporting and 

disclosure (e.g. Jizi 2017; Nekhili et al. 2017) and CSR engagement (e.g. Harjoto and Jo 2011). 

Similarly, scholars have devoted their research to investigating the impact of board attributes on 

CSR performance (e.g. Bai, 2013; Glass et al., 2016; Walls and Berrone, 2017). 

While there appears to be a consensus among scholars regarding the importance of board 

attributes in driving CSR performance, there are a number of inconsistencies and a lack of 

overall clarity regarding their specific effects in the literature. For instance, some studies suggest 

that female-directors negatively impacts environmental performance (Walls et al., 2012). 

Contrary to this view, others (Cook and Glass, 2018; Hussain et al., 2018; Lu and Herremans, 

2019) have demonstrated positive or non-significant effects of female-directors on 

environmental performance. Similarly, while the positive effects of board independence (the 

percentage of non-executive directors (NEDs) on the board) on CSR performance have been 

demonstrated by some studies in the literature (Burke et al., 2019a; Choi et al., 2013), others 

have reported a negative (Deckop et al., 2006; Naciti, 2019) or non-significant effect (Galbreath, 

2018). 

In recent years, some review studies have addressed different elements of the overlap between 

corporate governance and CSR. For example, Jain and Jamali (2016) conducted a review 

highlighting the positive role of corporate governance on CSR performance at three levels; firm, 

group and individual. Focusing on board diversity, particularly gender diversity, Rao and Tilt 

(2016) have critically reviewed the relationship between the composition of boards and both 

CSR performance and reporting from a strategy and decision making point of view. While these 

studies emphasise the link between corporate governance and CSR, a comprehensive account of 

various board attributes including both directors’ characteristics and structure, their interaction 

and their sometime inconstant role on CSR performance has remained relatively unexplored. 
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This issue is particularly salient as recent studies have highlighted the role of interactive effects 

of the two in shaping CSR performance (Walls et al., 2012). For instance, Hafsah and Turgut 

(2013) suggest  that the relationship between diversity within the board and CSR performance is 

moderated by the diversity of board structures. Similarly, Galbreath (Galbreath, 2017) illustrated 

that while the executive directors  have a negative impact on both environmental and social 

performance, when explored together with executive directors CSR knowledge, the impact will 

be positive. 

Thus, the purpose of this paper is to synthesise this rich and diverse literature in addressing the 

question of: What is the impact of Corporate Governance at board-level on Corporate Social 

Responsibility Performance? Specifically, using the framework demonstrated in figure 1 

we aim to review and assess the current state of research to explain inconsistencies in the 

literature and provide an organising lens for future scholarship.  

Figure 1: Research Framework 

Our study contributes to the existing literature in several ways. First, it extends the 

understanding of the role of board attributes on CSR performance through a transparent and 

replicable systematic review of literature (Petticrew and Roberts, 2006; Rousseau et al., 2008; 

Tranfield et al., 2003). Specifically, we uncover similarities and highlight the existing 

inconsistencies in the current literature regarding the role of board composition, structure and 

their interactions on CSR performance. Second, our study explains the inconsistencies that were 

uncovered by identifying the variations in conceptualisations, theoretical frameworks and the 

measurement scales. Furthermore, our work highlights the interactive effects of board attributes 

with each other as well as context in which they are embedded in shaping CSR performance. 

Having identified the possible reasons behind the inconsistent results of previous literature, the 

authors offer multiple avenues for advancing research in this field.   

2. Theoretical Background 
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Agency theory as one of the dominant paradigms in corporate governance implies that directors 

have the best interests of shareholders in mind and as their agents ensure mangers have the same 

interests (Fama and Jensen, 1983; Jensen and Meckling, 1976). While this theory has been 

largely applied to explain the role of board attributes; particularly board structure from a 

monitoring perspective (Hillman and Dalziel, 2003), it cannot sufficiently explain why and/or 

how social aims should be considered in corporate strategic goals due to its focus on economic 

issues (Walls et al., 2012). The stakeholder theory where the relationship of a firm is seen to go 

beyond shareholders (Freeman, 2010), on the other hand, appears to provide a better lens when 

examining the impact of board attributes on issues related to the benefits of all stakeholders 

(Adams et al., 2017; Chams and García-Blandón, 2019; Wang and Coffey, 1992). From a 

corporate governance perspective, board diversity is not just variety within the board. It is the 

manner in which this diversity in characteristics and expertise of board members can contribute 

to the different board processes, decision making and outcomes (van der Walt and Ingley, 2003). 

This may be one of the main reasons why researcher have turned to resource-dependency theory 

when exploring the impact of board attribute on CSR performance (e.g. Endo, 2020; Hafsi and 

Turgut, 2013) and often empirically conducted studies imply that board diversity positively 

impacts CSR performance (e.g. Hafsi and Turgut 2013; Harjoto et al. 2015). In recent years 

researchers have turned to other theories when exploring the impact of board attributes on CSR 

performance (e.g. upper echelon, legitimacy, accountability Burke et al., 2019b; Moussa et al., 

2020; Olthuis and van den Oever, 2020) In section 6 this paper will explore the underlying 

theories used in the current sample and provide more insight regarding theoretical views in this 

area of research. 

3. Methodology 
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Using an evidence-based approach, a systematic review of 67 articles from 18 peer-reviewed, 

highly regarded journals (Figure 2) associated with time span between 1992 and May 2020 is 

conducted.  

Figure 2: Journals included in the Review 

The research follows the three stages of Planning the Review, Conducting the Review and 

Reporting and Dissemination suggested by Tranfield et al. (2003). Figure 3 illustrates and 

details the process followed to identify the set of articles we reviewed. The literature search was 

executed in EBSCO, Scopus, and ABI/INFORM Collection by allowing combination of 

keywords reflecting the core phenomena of interest (i.e., corporate governance, CSR and board 

attributes). Only articles examining both board attributes and CSR performance were coded as 

“Include”. In other words, papers exploring anything outside the scope, for instance the impact 

of board attributes and CSR reporting and disclosure, CSR engagement, development and 

orientation were coded as “Not Include”. The investigation incorporates a descriptive and 

thematic analysis to identify patterns that synthesise constructs and their relationships.  

Figure 3: Literature Identification and Coding Process 

As mentioned in figure 1 the following sections set out the key themes that emerged from the 

review of articles. 

4. Director Characteristic Attributes and CSR performance 

Director characteristics have been considered in a variety of ways. Here we discuss four of the 

most commonly explored characteristics: Gender, Knowledge, Skills, Expertise, and 

Experience, Age and Tenure. 

4.1 Gender 

One of the most widely considered director characteristics is the presence of female-directors 

(over 57% of current sample) explored mostly as either the number of female-directors (e.g. 

Cook and Glass, 2018) or the proportion of said directors on the board (e.g. Francoeur et al., 
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2019) (Table 1).  The literature has reported inconsistent association between this attribute and 

different dimensions of CSR performance. Previous research argues that women tend to lean 

more towards social performance issues compared to men (Backhaus et al., 2002). Women are 

also typically more concerned with long-term outcomes and the interests of stakeholders, 

relative to men, even if that means sacrificing short-term profits (Matsa and Miller, 2013). 

Furthermore, female-directors are more likely to be from non-business backgrounds, community 

influencers (Hillman et al., 2002; Singh et al., 2008) and often engage more in charitable and 

philanthropic activities (Bear et al., 2010; Wang and Coffey, 1992; Williams, 2003). Also, 

women tend to use their experience and influence to form sustainability-themed alliances (Post 

et al., 2015). Therefore, boards with female members are more likely to engage the firm in CSR 

activities (Bear et al., 2010; Périlleux and Szafarz, 2015; Williams, 2003).  

Prior research has suggested that female-directors’ communal characteristics such as being 

friendly, kind, unselfish, concerned for others and expressiveness (Eagly et al., 2003; Eagly and 

Karau, 2002) enhance their sensitivity towards various stakeholders (Mallin and Michelon, 

2011; Nielsen and Huse, 2010). This in turn improves the role of the board in driving CSR 

activities and leads to higher CSR performance (Mallin and Michelon, 2011). Women’s 

collective decision-making style (Konran et al., 2008; Nielsen and Huse, 2010) also helps boost 

CSR performance strengths (Bear et al., 2010; Harjoto et al., 2015). 

On the other hand, it has been argued that in transitional economies, like China, where agency 

costs pose a critical problem for male-dominate boards, women directors have a significant role 

in increasing the decision-making quality and stopping unreasonable waste of corporate 

resources (Jia and Zhang, 2011). Therefore, unlike western countries where it has been 

suggested that women directors tend to support corporate philanthropy (Adams et al., 2017; 

Bear et al., 2010; Kabongo et al., 2013; Wang and Coffey, 1992; Williams, 2003), in some 
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Asian countries women directors will have a negative effect on corporate philanthropy, yet an 

overall positive impact on organisational performance (Jia and Zhang, 2011). 

Although the presence of one or two female-directors can make a positive contribution, this has 

been referred to as “tokenism” and to acquire the full benefit of women on boards, it has been 

suggested that the ‘magic number’ is the presence of three or more (critical mass) female-

directors (Bear et al., 2010; Konran et al., 2008). Also, that a small female presence on boards is 

insufficient to effect CSR performance (Périlleux and Szafarz, 2015)  and boards with more 

women tend to act more socially responsible compared to boards with no or few women (Post et 

al., 2015). However, Ellwood and Garcia-Lacalle (2015) argue that it is the importance of the 

position held by women that counts not the proportion.  

Table 1: The Impact of Director Gender Attributes on CSR performance 
 

4.2. Knowledge, Skills, Expertise and Experience 

Relevant knowledge, skills, expertise and experience are attributes the board needs to advise and 

monitor management (Hillman and Dalziel, 2003). As Table 2 suggests, these attributes have 

been gaining attention in relation to CSR performance. For example, the number of outside 

directorships, as a proxy for experience, held by directors has been suggested to have no 

significant relation to CSR performance  (Harjoto et al. 2015). However, with a positive 

influence on CSR performance, the percentage of community influential directors is explored 

for the experience they bring to the board in addition to their influence in the community 

(Mallin and Michelon, 2011). The number of other boards directors simultaneously may sit on is 

explored as a proxy for experience brought to the boardroom and it’s positive impact on 

environmental performance (Ortiz-de-Mandojana and Aragon-Correa, 2015). Research 

conducted in countries like South Korea, with male-dominant and ethnically homogeneous 

boards, have used education as a proxy for exploring the effect of diversity on CSR performance 

(Chang et al., 2017). Also, academic faculty members on firm boards appear to have a positive 
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effect on CSR performance (Cho et al., 2017). This might be because of the knowledge brought 

through these directors education, which is needed to effectively govern organisations(Hillman 

and Dalziel, 2003). By sifting through the literature it would appear that the impact of the 

expertise, experience and knowledge may depend on both the industry and the relevance of the 

expertise and experience. Bai (2013) reports that having a physician on the board of a hospital 

will impact social performance positively, but government officials will impact this dimension 

of CSR performance negatively. Furthermore, it can be argued that the relevance of the 

experience and the dimension of CSR explored may also be important. Walls and Hoffman 

(2013) find a positive relationship between environmental deviance and environmental 

experience of board members. Similarly, Homroy and Slechten (2019) found that the existence 

of non-executive directors with previous experience in environmental issues positively impacts 

environmental performance by lowering company greenhouse gas emissions, on the other hand 

legal expertise on the board has no impact on this dimension. Galbreath (Galbreath, 2017) 

argues that CSR training among executive directors positively impacts both environmental and 

social performance. However, again the literature is divided on this as Rodrigue et al. (2013) 

found that environmental awareness  of board directors does not significantly impact 

environmental regulatory performance or pollution prevention. Also, de Villiers et al. (2011) 

argue that having a lawyer on the board will positively impact environmental performance 

strengths. 

Table 2: The Impact of Director Knowledge, Skills, Expertise and Experience on CSR 

performance 

4.3. Age 

Director’s age, sometimes explored as board director’s average age (e.g. Chams and García-

Blandón, 2019; Post et al., 2011) and sometimes studied as age diversity on the board (e.g. Hafsi 

and Turgut, 2013) is another characteristic studied by researchers in relation to CSR 
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performance. It has been suggested that younger directors are usually more concerned about 

environmental issues (Galbreath, 2010; Hafsi and Turgut, 2013). Specifically, younger directors 

learning ability and innovativeness contribute more to practices that address climate-change, 

leading to a higher performance (Galbreath 2010). However, similar to the previous 

characteristics (Table 3), the literature is divided on the role of directors’ age in CSR 

performance. 

A negative effect of age diversity within the board could be caused by generation conflict and 

disagreement among directors (Hafsi and Turgut, 2013). However, contrarily to men, it has been 

suggested that boards with a critical mass of female representation, age diversity of the women 

directors strengthens the influence of women on corporate philanthropic disaster response (Jia 

and Zhang, 2013).  

Table 3: The Impact of Director Age on CSR performance 

 

4.4. Tenure 

It has been argued that director tenure is a driving factor of CSR activity in organisations 

(Harjoto et al., 2015). However, as another board attribute explored in relation to CSR 

performance similar to age either explored from a diversity aspect (e.g. Olthuis and van den 

Oever, 2020)  or average directors tenure (e.g. Homroy and Slechten, 2019), a review of the 

literature suggests mixed results (Table 4). It has been suggested that tenure positively 

influences the overall CSR performance by lowering CSR performance concerns (Harjoto et al., 

2015). When exploring the different dimensions of CSR performance, de Villiers et al. (2011) 

concluded that the relationship between total environmental performance strengths and tenure is 

insignificant. However, Hafsi and Turgut (2013) suggest that the insignificant relationship may 

arise because directors with shorter tenure are more hesitant to speak and higher tenured 
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directors may prefer to follow management, when it comes to dealing with controversial CSR 

issues, such as environmental matters.  

Table 4: The Impact of Director Tenure on CSR performance 

5. Board structure attributes and CSR performance 

Board structures have also been considered in several ways. This section sets out four of the 

most commonly explored board structure attributes: independence, CEO-Duality, size and 

committees.  

5.1. Board Independence 

One of the most frequently researched board structures in relation to CSR performance is the 

number or percentage of non-executive/independent/outside directors (over 61% of current 

sample) (Table 5). Similar to female-directors, NEDs tend to use their diverse experience and 

network ties to build sustainability-themed alliances to indirectly influence social performance 

(Post et al., 2015). Prior studies have indicated that NEDs tend to show more interest in the 

voluntary aspects of CSR than to economic performance (Ibrahim et al., 2003; Ibrahim and 

Angelidis, 1995). Mallin and Michelon (2011) believe that because of  their dedication to 

stakeholders’ expectations, NEDs will increase their own reputation in society and lead the 

organisation towards engaging more in CSR activities. On the same note, NEDs reputation is 

linked to addressing stakeholder issues. Therefore, these directors are more inclined to 

consistently satisfy stakeholder concerns compared to executive directors (Post et al., 2015). For 

instance, they align themselves with stakeholders to improve environmental performance and 

reduce the likelihood of environmental litigation (Kassinis and Vafeas, 2002) and are argued to 

positively impact environmental performance (Endo, 2020).  

As Table 5 suggests, in contrast, it is interesting to note that some studies indicate NEDs have 

no significant impact on CSR performance (Brown et al., 2006; Harrison and Coombs, 2012; 

McGuinness et al., 2017; Parthiban et al., 2007). Chang et al.(2017)  suggest that in countries, 
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like South Korea, where there is a minimum requirement of NEDs set by regulators, said 

directors tend to positively influence CSR performance when regulatory requirements are 

exceeded. Contrary to all the above findings, Naciti (2019) finds a negative impact on social and 

overall CSR performance and argues that the information passed on to NEDs from the company 

in regard to CSR can at times be deceptive. The possible threat of such misleading information 

on NEDs reputation can influence their decisions and consequently impact CSR performance 

negatively.  

Table 5: The Impact of Board Independence on CSR performance 
 

5.2. CEO-Duality 

Whilst also used as a factor to examine leadership structure, CEO-duality or joint CEO and 

board chair is another attribute explored in relation to CSR performance. From an agency view, 

said roles should be separated to prevent the influence and dominance of a powerful CEO over 

the board (van der Walt and Ingley, 2003). Like previous board attributes, the literature is 

divided on the association between this structural attribute and CSR performance (Table 6). 

Drawing upon an agency view, some studies demonstrated that CEO-duality negatively 

influences CSR performance (Hussain et al., 2018; Mallin and Michelon, 2011; Naciti, 2019), 

whereas others have suggested no significant relationship between the two (Chams and García-

Blandón, 2019; McGuinness et al., 2017; Surroca and Tribo, 2008). In contrast, Fabrizi et al. 

(2014) have found a positive relation when the CEO holds the position of the chairman of the 

board with a high tenure. The authors further argue that power and establishment of such a CEO 

will encourage them to engage more in CSR activities. Similar to NEDs, Hafsi and Turgut 

(2013) argue that as CEO-duality is a norm in countries like the USA, results regarding the 

impact of this attribute on CSR performance, when using a sample from such countries, will 

have no significant influence. This may be a reason why in a study using a diverse geographical 

context, results suggested that firms with a separate CEO and board chair demonstrate higher 
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performance on board oversight in regards to climate change (Galbreath, 2010). When explored 

as a control variable, CEO-duality has recently been seen to have a positive impact on 

greenhouse gas emissions in high carbon�intensive industries and no significant impact in low 

carbon�intensive industries (Moussa et al., 2020), indicating that the industry where the 

company operates also plays a role in this attributes’ impact. 

Table 6: The Impact of CEO-Duality on CSR performance 
 

5.3. Board-Size 

The literature has generally suggested that larger boards are linked to better stakeholder 

representation, which in turn can lead to higher sensitivity towards stakeholder interests and 

participation in more CSR activities (Chams and García-Blandón, 2019; Ntim and Soobaroyen, 

2013; Siciliano, 1996). However, there is no consensus in the literature on the impact of board-

size on CSR performance (Table 7). For instance, while it has even been suggested that a larger 

board is more inclined to break environmental laws and negatively impact environmental 

performance (Kassinis and Vafeas, 2002) and the overall CSR performance (Olthuis and van 

den Oever, 2020), some scholars (e.g. Cook and Glass, 2018; Endo, 2020)demonstrate the 

positive impact of size on environmental performance. Conversely, there are some studies that 

have reported a non-significant relationship between the two (Post et al., 2011; Walls et al., 

2012). 

Table 7: The Impact of Board-Size on CSR performance 
 

5.4. Board Committees 

The important decisions made by the board often occur in smaller groups or board-level 

committees (Kesner, 1988). The benefits of using committees has been acknowledged in the 

literature since 1973 by Bacon and Brown. Therefore, as an advised structural method for 

improving corporate governance (Spira and Bender, 2004), the effect of board-level committees 
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dedicated to different CSR issues have been explored in relation to CSR performance. Most 

studies have investigated the existence of such board-level committees as an independent or 

control variable (Table 8). Also, more recently in addition to exploring the effect of the 

existence of said committees on CSR performance, Burke et al (2019a) have focused on the 

impact of the extent of such committees’ diverse responsibilities on CSR performance. The 

authors argue the relationship between sustainability committee and performance increases 

when the committee focuses on a specific stakeholder group interests (i.e. social or 

environment) in relation to the relevant performance. Similarly, Homroy and Slechten (2019) 

found that a firms’ greenhouse gas emissions lower with the existence of an environmental 

committee. By exploring CSR performance as strategy to complement entrenchment initiatives 

by managers, Surroca and Tribo (2008) argue that having independent Audit, Nomination and 

Remuneration board-level committees, what they refer to as independent control committee will 

have a negative impact on CSR performance. Therefore, stopping mangers from misusing CSR 

performance. 

Table 8: The Impact of Board-Committees on CSR performance 

5.5. Board Attribute Interactions 

While the literature has predominantly focused on specific board attributes in explaining CSR 

performance, more recently studies have begun to shift the emphasis to the interactions between 

two board attributes (Table 9). Although limited, these recent studies are indicating that board 

attributes do not work in isolation, but affect each other’s impact on CSR performance. For 

instance Walls et al (2012) argued that when explored separately board-size and CEO-duality 

had positive and non-significant impacts on environmental concerns respectively, yet their 

interaction had a negative impact on environmental concerns.  

Table 9: The Impact of Board Attribute Interactions on CSR performance 
 

6. Underlying Theories  
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When exploring corporate governance in relation to CSR, especially concerning the 

implementations of board attributes on CSR performance, the literature has used a wide range of 

theories. Consistent with previous reviews (Jain and Jamali, 2016), our review identified three 

main theoretical frameworks that have underpinned the relationship between board attributes 

and CSR performance; namely agency theory, resource-dependence and stakeholder theory 

(Table 10). Addiontally, to overcome limitations of existent theories and to capture all the 

complexities of the relevant literature, in recent years some researchers (over 35% of the current 

sample) have used more than one theory in their theorisation, arguing that one single theory can 

not comprehensively explain the relationship between various board attributes and CSR 

performance (e.g. Dixon-Fowler et al., 2017; Hussain et al., 2018; Moussa et al., 2020) . Often 

agency and resource-dependence theories are coupled together or alongside other theories 

(Table 10). The reason for this approach may lie on the fact that boards have two main 

functions, from the agency perspective to overlook and control, and from the resource-

dependence perspective to increase access to a variety of resources (Hillman and Dalziel, 2003; 

Mallin et al., 2013). The belief that board diversity influences performance is also based on the 

latter perspective (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; van der Walt and Ingley, 2003) and often 

empirically conducted studies imply that board diversity positively impacts CSR performance 

(e.g. Hafsi and Turgut 2013; Harjoto et al. 2015). 

It has been argued that multiple theoretical perspective is a means to fully recognize the diverse 

roles that the board plays (de Villiers et al., 2011; Moussa et al., 2020). Considering the results 

obtained in the current review and echoing previous research (Jain and Jamali, 2016), it would 

seem that this approach is a positive step in developing theory to fully understand the overlap of 

corporate governance and CSR. Nonetheless, Walls et al. (2012) argue that with all the progress 

made to understand this, there is still no dominant paradigm to help explain the phenomenon 
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completely. They go on to suggest that stronger evidence is needed from a “facts” perspective 

before more theory based empirical research can be conducted. 

Table 10: Theory Used in Research explaining the impact of Board attributes on CSR 
performance 

 

7. Discussion and Suggestions for Future Research 

Our review sought to unravel multiple attributes of boards and their impact on CSR 

performance. Specifically, in examining the underpinning effects, our study has distinguished 

the two prevailing attributes of director characteristics and board structure, where we have 

highlighted and identified a number of inconsistencies regarding their specific effects in the 

literature.  

7.1. Reasons for inconsistencies in the effects of board attributes on CSR performance 

First, researchers believe that contextual factors such as the country and industry where the 

company is active moderates the effects of board attributes on CSR performance (Chams and 

García-Blandón, 2019; Chang et al., 2017; Harjoto et al., 2015; Jia and Zhang, 2013). 

Conducting a meta-analysis of 87 independent samples from over 20 countries, Byron and Post 

(2016) concluded that in countries with greater gender parity and shareholder protection, the 

relationship between women directors and CSR performance is more positive. This line of 

reasoning is echoed by Chang et al. (2017) who believe that existing theories used by western 

countries in regard to the overlap of corporate governance and CSR may not apply in the exact 

same way in eastern countries, and depends on the institutional contexts of where the 

organisation lies.  

Second, the reason for said discrepancies could lie with conceptualisation and theorisation of the 

relationship between board attributes and CSR performance. Some researchers have theorised 

this relationship as linear (Bear et al., 2010; Harjoto and Jo, 2011; Johnson and Greening, 1999). 

However, more recently it has been suggested that the relationship might be non-linear for some 
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attributes. For instance, Chang et al. (2017) have demonstrated that the relationship between 

diversity in directors education and CSR performance is convex (U-shaped). Similarly, de 

Villiers et al (2011) have suggested that the relationship between board independence and 

environmental performance is concave (invert U-shaped). Furthermore, some scholars have 

stated that board attributes in relation to CSR performance are exogenous (e.g. Mallin and 

Michelon 2011; Rodrigue et al. 2013). Yet, taking into consideration that, in corporate 

governance, the relationship between director characteristics and organisation performance often 

tends to be considered endogenous (Adams et al. 2010), some researchers have recently begun 

treating the relationship as such (e.g. Harjoto et al. 2015; Shaukat et al. 2016). Shaukat et al. 

(2016) have even found that there is a positive cyclical relation between boards CSR attributes, 

strategies and CSR performance, and suggested this cyclical relation as an indication of the 

leaders and laggards in CSR activities. 

Furthermore, it has been argued that CSR performance is a complex and multidimensional 

concept (Harjoto et al., 2015; Mallin and Michelon, 2011; Walls et al., 2012), where different 

attributes affect different dimensions differently (Francoeur et al., 2019; Galbreath, 2010; 

Harjoto et al., 2015; Mallin and Michelon, 2011; Naciti, 2019). For instance, Mallin and 

Michelon (2011) found that the proportion of  NEDs affects the overall CSR performance by 

influencing environmental performance but has no significant effect on other CSR performance 

dimensions. Also, the authors found board-size as a control variable has no significant effect on 

the overall CSR performance but positively affects human rights performance. Therefore, as 

industries tend to implement the social and environmental dimensions differently (Bansal et al., 

2014), in explaining the effects of board attributes, recent research suggests an examination of 

individual CSR performance dimensions (Mallin and Michelon, 2011; Nadeem et al., 2020; 

Shaukat et al., 2016; Walls et al., 2012) 
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Lastly, the inconsistent results can be explained by the way CSR is measured. Using different 

indices may lead to different results (Boulouta, 2013; Shaukat et al., 2016). Particularly as the 

CSR performance indices used by researchers tend to follow different methodologies, with some 

using positive screening criteria like Dow Jones or negative screening criteria like KLD and 

others a mix of both (FTSE4Good) (Fowler and Hope, 2007). Also, some indices are made up of 

CSR performance concerns or strength or both (Boulouta, 2013). Therefore, considering just the 

overall score of CSR performance (a linear aggregation of the strength and concerns) may not 

present the whole picture (Walls et al., 2012).   

7.2. Direction for Future Research 

Taking all of the above into consideration, it is only natural to reiterate previous literature and 

suggest future studies are necessary to help shed more light on the aforementioned issues. 

Specifically, we have identified two suggestions that could address some of the inconsistencies 

in literature regarding the impact of board attributes on CSR performance.  

7.2.1. Identifying the Combined Impact of Board Attributes on CSR performance: As 

mentioned above, it has been argued that the interaction of some board attributes affects CSR 

performance. By building on these findings and focusing on more than two attributes at a time, a 

new line of research may lie in identifying the combinations of multiple, interrelated attributes 

and their impact on CSR performance, where exploring different configurations of board 

attributes can be seen as a step towards finding a better understanding of the phenomenon. 

While general linear regression models may be limited in interpreting interactions of more than 

two variables, new methodological advancement such as Qualitative Comparative Analysis 

(QCA) would enable the exploration of multiple configurations of board attributes that lead to 

CSR performance (Misangyi et al., 2017). Board attributes do not work in isolation but interact 

with each other in shaping CSR performance. For instance, as suggested by some studies female 

board members, female CEO, female board chair or executive family female-directors positively 
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impact CSR performance (Cruz et al., 2019; Galbreath, 2010; Mallin and Michelon, 2011; 

McGuinness et al., 2017) . However, the interaction of a female board chair and female-

directors has no significant impact (McGuinness et al., 2017). Thus, we may conclude that 

gender when combined with all these attributes can create different outcomes than in isolation.  

7.2.2. Identifying Board-level CSR Committee Attributes and their Combined impact on  

CSR performance: The composition of board-level committees are also important as they may 

differ from the boards as a whole (Kesner, 1988). In business, where the importance of relations 

with key stakeholders have become paramount, organisations voluntarily set up additional 

board-level committees dedicated to stakeholder interests and concerns (Burke et al., 2019a; 

Dixon-Fowler et al., 2017). However, it has been argued that prior studies have predominantly 

focused on exploring the implication of the board as a whole (Johnson et al., 2013; Kesner, 

1988). There is limited research on board-level sustainability committees as a component of 

board structure. While the literature is divided on the role of the existence of these committees 

on CSR performance (Burke et al., 2019a; Dixon-Fowler et al., 2017), the composition of these 

committees and their effect on CSR performance have remained largely unexplored; 

notwithstanding the efforts of Eberhardt-Toth (2017) who examined the composition of the 

board-level sustainability committee of 177 non-financial companies in relation to obtaining 

higher sustainability performance. The results indicate that higher CSR performance has a 

positive relation with some characteristics within the sustainability committee. Therefore, 

another new line of research would examine the effect of board-level sustainability committee 

attributes, composition and interaction with other board attributes on CSR performance.  

8. Theoretical and Practical Implementation 

From a theoretical perspective by identifying and distinguish between two prevailing board 

attributes; namely board characteristics and board structures. Our study uncovers similarities 

and inconsistencies regarding the effects of board attributes on CSR performance. Specifically, 
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we find substantial variation in conceptualisations, theoretical frameworks used, the use of 

measurements as well as the contexts across studies. The identified factors provided a basis to 

explain the inconsistent results, identify research gaps and offer directions for future research. 

While there has been a call for examining corporate social responsibility in light of corporate 

governance mechanisms (Jain and Jamali, 2016; Walls et al., 2012), only a few comparative 

studies have adopted a corporate governance view in explaining CSR performance. Our study 

contributes to this line of research by extending the understanding of the role of board attributes 

in CSR performance through offering a synthesis of dominant scholarly discourses and an 

organising lens for future scholarship. Furthermore, the move towards multi-theory usage in 

recent literature is seen as a positive step to better understand this research area and the need to 

explore culture and country when applying theory is suggested.  

From a practical point of view our study reveals that board attributes do not work in isolation 

but interact with each other in shaping CSR performance. This calls for practitioners to consider 

the combinatory effects of these attributes in forming a board that can help promote CSR 

performance. For instance when appointing female-directors, chairs and CEOs although argued 

as impacting CSR performance positively (Cruz et al., 2019; Galbreath, 2010; Mallin and 

Michelon, 2011; McGuinness et al., 2017), companies would need to consider the positions 

appointed as it has been suggested that the interaction of a female board chair and female-

directors has no significant impact (McGuinness et al., 2017). On the other hand, the number of 

female-directors and the diversity of age among these directors is argued to have positive impact 

on CSR performance (Jia and Zhang, 2013). Indicating that not only the role but the number and 

age of females appointed at board level matters. Relevant CSR specific training and knowledge 

is also important and it has been indicated that directors with CSR knowledge and training have 

a positive impact on CSR performance (Galbreath, 2017; Homroy and Slechten, 2019). Overall, 
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it can be argued that the composition of the director attributes sitting at the board table needs to 

be considered and not individual attributes.  

9. Conclusions 

This systematic review of literature was conducted with the aim of identifying what literature 

says regarding board attributes associated with directing CSR goals in the organisation. The 

effect of director characteristics and board structure, as two dimensions of board attributes, on 

CSR performance and the external elements impacting the effect of this relationship - that 

contribute to the inconsistent results found in the current literature - was explored. To the 

knowledge of the authors, this is the first review to take this point of view. This is especially 

important as it has been suggested that board structures, though fundamental components in 

corporate governance, can only fully explain CSR performance alongside director characteristics 

(Hafsi and Turgut, 2013). By building on the literature, some answers were provided for the 

main research question. What is the impact of Corporate Governance at board-level on 

Corporate Social Responsibility Performance?   However, new questions have arisen, 

particularly in regard to exploring the impact of more than two board attribute at a time. The 

answers to such questions may lie in exploring the areas identified for future research in this 

paper.  

Acknowledgement: 

We are very grateful to Professor David Grayson, Emeritus Professor of Corporate 

Responsibility at the Cranfield School of Management, Professor Patrick Reinmoeller and 

Professor Palie Smart for their invaluable comments and feedback during the review panel 

meetings.  

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, 

commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. 

References 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



22 

 

Adams, M., Hoejmose, S., Kastrinaki, Z., 2017. Corporate Philanthropy and Risk Management: 

An Investigation of Reinsurance and Charitable Giving in Insurance Firms. Bus. Ethics Q. 

27, 1–37. https://doi.org/10.1017/beq.2016.54 

Adams, R.B., Hermalin, B.E., Weisbach, M.S., 2010. The Role of Boards of Directors in 

Corporate Governance: A Conceptual Framework and Survey. J. Econ. Lit. 48, 58–107. 

https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.48.1.58 

Aras, G., Crowther, D., 2009. Corporate sustainability reporting: A study in disingenuity? J. 

Bus. Ethics 87, 279–288. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9806-0 

Backhaus, K.B., Stone, B.A., Heiner, K., 2002. Exploring the relationship between corporate 

social performance and employer attractiveness. Bus. Soc. 41, 292–318. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2009.10599532 

Bai, G., 2013. How Do Board Size and Occupational Background of Directors Influence Social 

Performance in For-profit and Non-profit Organizations? Evidence from California 

Hospitals. J. Bus. Ethics 118, 171–187. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1578-x 

Bansal, P., Gao, J., Qureshi, I., 2014. The Extensiveness of Corporate Social and Environmental 

Commitment across Firms over Time. Organ. Stud. 35, 949–966. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613515564 

Bear, S., Rahman, N., Post, C., 2010. The Impact of Board Diversity and Gender Composition 

on Corporate Social Responsibility and Firm Reputation. J. Bus. Ethics 97, 207–221. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0505-2 

Boulouta, I., 2013. Hidden Connections: The Link Between Board Gender Diversity and 

Corporate Social Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 113, 185–197. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1293-7 

Brower, J., Mahajan, V., 2013. Driven to Be Good: A Stakeholder Theory Perspective on the 

Drivers of Corporate Social Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 117, 313–331. 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



23 

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1523-z 

Brown, W.O., Helland, E., Smith, J.K., 2006. Corporate philanthropic practices. J. Corp. Financ. 

12, 855–877. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2006.02.001 

Burke, J.J., Hoitash, R., Hoitash, U., 2019a. The Heterogeneity of Board-Level Sustainability 

Committees and Corporate Social Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 154, 1161–1186. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3453-2 

Burke, J.J., Hoitash, R., Hoitash, U., 2019b. The Heterogeneity of Board-Level Sustainability 

Committees and Corporate Social Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 154, 1161–1186. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3453-2 

Byron, K., Post, C., 2016. Women on Boards of Directors and Corporate Social Performance: a 

Meta-Analysis. Corp. Gov. An Int. Rev. 24, n/a-n/a. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12165 

Chams, N., García-Blandón, J., 2019. Sustainable or not sustainable? The role of the board of 

directors. J. Clean. Prod. 226, 1067–1081. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.118 

Chang, Y.K., Oh, W., Park, J.H., Jang, M.G., 2017. Exploring the relationship between board 

characteristics and CSR: Empirical evidence from Korea. J. Bus. Ethics 225–242. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2651-z 

Cho, C.H., Jung, J.H., Kwak, B., Lee, J., Yoo, C.Y., 2017. Professors on the Board: Do They 

Contribute to Society Outside the Classroom? J. Bus. Ethics 141, 393–409. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2718-x 

Choi, B.B., Lee, D., Park, Y., 2013. Corporate social responsibility, corporate governance and 

earnings quality: Evidence from Korea. Corp. Gov. An Int. Rev. 21, 447–467. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12033 

Cook, A., Glass, C., 2018. Women on corporate boards: Do they advance corporate social 

responsibility? Hum. Relations 71, 897–924. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726717729207 

Crifo, P., Escrig-Olmedo, E., Mottis, N., 2018. Corporate Governance as a Key Driver of 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



24 

 

Corporate Sustainability in France: The Role of Board Members and Investor Relations. J. 

Bus. Ethics 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-3866-6 

Cruz, C., Justo, R., Larraza-Kintana, M., Garcés-Galdeano, L., 2019. When do women make a 

better table? Examining the influence of women directors on family firm’s corporate social 

performance. Entrep. Theory Pract. 43, 282–301. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258718796080 

de Villiers, C., Naiker, V., van Staden, C.J., 2011. The effect of board characteristics on firm 

environmental performance. J. Manage. 37, 1636–1663. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311411506 

Deckop, J.R., Merriman, K.K., Gupta, S., 2006. The effects of CEO pay structure on corporate 

social performance. J. Manage. 32, 329–342. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305280113 

Dixon-Fowler, H.R., Ellstrand, A.E., Johnson, J.L., 2017. The Role of Board Environmental 

Committees in Corporate Environmental Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 423–438. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2664-7 

Eagly, A.H., Johannesen-Schmidt, M.C., van Engen, M.L., 2003. Transformational, 

transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles: A meta-analysis comparing women and 

men. Psychol. Bull. 129, 569–591. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.569 

Eagly, A.H., Karau, S.J., 2002. Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female leaders. 

Psychol. Rev. 109, 573–598. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573 

Eberhardt-Toth, E., 2017. Who should be on a board corporate social responsibility committee? 

J. Clean. Prod. 140, 1926–1935. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.127 

Eccles, R.G., Ioannou, I., Serafiem, G., 2011. The Impact of Corporate Sustainability on 

Organizational Processes and Performance. Manage. Sci. 60, 2835–2857. 

Elkington, J., 2006. Governance for sustainability. Corp. Gov. 14, 522–529. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2006.00527.x 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



25 

 

Ellwood, S., Garcia-Lacalle, J., 2015. The Influence of Presence and Position of Women on the 

Boards of Directors: The Case of NHS Foundation Trusts. J. Bus. Ethics 130, 69–84. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2206-8 

Endo, K., 2020. Corporate governance beyond the shareholder–stakeholder dichotomy: Lessons 

from Japanese corporations’ environmental performance. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 29, 1625–

1633. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2457 

Fabrizi, M., Mallin, C., Michelon, G., 2014. The Role of CEO’s Personal Incentives in Driving 

Corporate Social Responsibility. J. Bus. Ethics 124, 311–326. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1864-2 

Fama, E.F., Jensen, M.C., 1983. Separation Of Ownership and Control. J. Law Econ. 26 No. 2, 

301–325. 

Fowler, S.J., Hope, C., 2007. A critical review of sustainable business indices and their impact. 

J. Bus. Ethics 76, 243–252. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9590-2 

Francoeur, C., Labelle, R., Balti, S., EL Bouzaidi, S., 2019. To What Extent Do Gender Diverse 

Boards Enhance Corporate Social Performance? J. Bus. Ethics 155, 343–357. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3529-z 

Freeman, R.E., 2010. Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Cambridge University 

Press, New York. 

Galbreath, J., 2018. Is Board Gender Diversity Linked to Financial Performance? The Mediating 

Mechanism of CSR. Bus. Soc. 57, 863–889. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650316647967 

Galbreath, J., 2017. The Impact of Board Structure on Corporate Social Responsibility: A 

Temporal View. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 26, 358–370. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1922 

Galbreath, J., 2010. Corporate Governance Practices that Address Climate Change: an 

Exploratory Study. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 350, 335–350. 

Greenhalgh, T., Robert, G., MacFarlane, F., Bate, P., Kyriakidou, O., Peacock, R., 2005. 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



26 

 

Storylines of research in diffusion of innovation: A meta-narrative approach to systematic 

review. Soc. Sci. Med. 61, 417–430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.12.001 

Glass, C., Cook, A., Ingersoll, A.R., 2016. Do Women Leaders Promote Sustainability? 

Analyzing the Effect of Corporate Governance Composition on Environmental 

Performance. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 25, 495–511. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1879 

Hafsi, T., Turgut, G., 2013. Boardroom Diversity and its Effect on Social Performance: 

Conceptualization and Empirical Evidence. J. Bus. Ethics 112, 463–479. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1272-z 

Harjoto, M.A., Jo, H., 2011. Corporate Governance and CSR Nexus. J. Bus. Ethics 100, 45–67. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0772-6 

Harjoto, M.A., Laksmana, I., Lee, R., 2015. Board Diversity and Corporate Social 

Responsibility. J. Bus. Ethics 132, 641–660. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2343-0 

Harrison, J.S., Coombs, J.E., 2012. The Moderating Effects from Corporate Governance 

Characteristics on the Relationship Between Available Slack and Community-Based Firm 

Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 107, 409–422. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1046-z 

Hillman, A.J., Cannella, A.A., Harris, I., 2002. Women and racial monorities in the boardroom: 

how do they differ? J. Manage. 28, 747–763. 

Hillman, A.J., Dalziel, T., 2003. Boards of Directors and Firm Performance: Integrating Agency 

and Resource Dependence Perspectives. Acad. Manag. Rev. 28, 383–396. 

Homroy, S., Slechten, A., 2019. Do Board Expertise and Networked Boards Affect 

Environmental Performance? J. Bus. Ethics 158, 269–292. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-

017-3769-y 

Hussain, N., Rigoni, U., René, Orij, P., 2018. Corporate Governance and Sustainability 

Performance: Analysis of Triple Bottom Line Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 149, 411–432. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3099-5 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



27 

 

Ibrahim, N.A., Angelidis, J.P., 1995. between inside and OutsideDirectors ? The Corporate 

Social Responsiveness Orientation of Board Members : Are there Differences between 

Inside and OutsideDirectors ? J. Bus. Ethics 14, 405–410. 

Ibrahim, N.A., Howard, D.P., Angelidis, J.P., 2003. Board members in the service industry: An 

empirical examination of the relationship between corporate social responsibility 

orientation and directorial type. J. Bus. Ethics 47, 393–401. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1027334524775 

Jain, T., Jamali, D., 2016. Looking Inside the Black Box: The Effect of Corporate Governance 

on Corporate Social Responsibility. Corp. Gov. An Int. Rev. 24, 253–273. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12154 

Jamali, D., Safieddine, A.M., Rabbath, M., 2008. Corporate governance and corporate social 

responsibility synergies and interrelationships. Corp. Gov. 16, 443–459. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2008.00702.x 

Jensen, M.C., Meckling, W.H., 1976. Theory of the Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs 

and Ownership Structure. J. Finanical Econ. 3, 305–360. 

Jia, M., Zhang, Z., 2013. Critical Mass of Women on BODs, Multiple Identities, and Corporate 

Philanthropic Disaster Response: Evidence from Privately Owned Chinese Firms. J. Bus. 

Ethics 118, 303–317. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1589-7 

Jia, M., Zhang, Z., 2011. Agency costs and corporate philanthropic disaster response: the 

moderating role of women on two-tier boards – evidence from People’s Republic of China. 

Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 22, 2011–2031. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2011.573975 

Jizi, M., 2017. The Influence of Board Composition on Sustainable Development Disclosure. 

Bus. Strateg. Environ. 26, 640–655. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1943 

Jo, H., Harjoto, M.A., 2012. The Causal Effect of Corporate Governance on Corporate Social 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



28 

 

Responsibility. J. Bus. Ethics 106, 53–72. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1052-1 

Johnson, R.A., Greening, D.W., 1999. Ownership Types on Corporate Social Performance. 

Acad. Manag. J. 42, 564–576. https://doi.org/10.2307/256977 

Johnson, S., Schnatterly, K., Hill, A.D., 2013. Board Composition Beyond Independence: Social 

Capital, Human Capital, and Demographics. J. Manage. 39, 232–262. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312463938 

Kabongo, J.D., Chang, K., Li, Y., 2013. The Impact of Operational Diversity on Corporate 

Philanthropy: An Empirical Study of U.S. Companies. J. Bus. Ethics 116, 49–65. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1445-9 

Kassinis, G., Vafeas, N., 2002. Corporate boards and outside stakeholders as determinants of 

environmental litigation. Strateg. Manag. J. 23, 399–415. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.230 

Kesner, I.F., 1988. Directors’ Characteristics and Committee Membership: an Investigation of 

Type, Occupation, Tenure, and Gender. Acad. Manag. J. 31, 66–84. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/256498 

Konran, A.M., Kramer, V., Erkut, S., 2008. Critical Mass:. The Impact of Three or More 

Women on Corporate Boards. Organ. Dyn. 37, 145–164. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2008.02.005 

Lu, J., Herremans, I.M., 2019. Board gender diversity and environmental performance: An 

industries perspective. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 28, 1449–1464. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2326 

Mallin, C. a., Michelon, G., 2011. Board reputation attributes and corporate social performance: 

an empirical investigation of the US Best Corporate Citizens. Account. Bus. Res. 41, 119–

144. https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2011.550740 

Mallin, C., Michelon, G., Raggi, D., 2013. Monitoring Intensity and Stakeholders’ Orientation: 

How Does Governance Affect Social and Environmental Disclosure? J. Bus. Ethics 114, 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



29 

 

29–43. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1324-4 

Marquis, C., Lee, M., 2013. Who is governing whom? Executives, governance, and the structure 

of generosity in large U.S. firms. Strateg. Manag. J. 34, 483–497. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2028 

Matsa, D.A., Miller, A.R., 2013. A female style in corporate leadership? Evidence from quotas. 

Am. Econ. J. Appl. Econ. 5, 136–169. https://doi.org/10.1257/app.5.3.136 

McGuinness, P.B., Vieito, J.P., Wang, M., 2017. The role of board gender and foreign 

ownership in the CSR performance of Chinese listed firms. J. Corp. Financ. 42, 75–99. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2016.11.001 

Misangyi, V.F., Greckhamer, T., Furnari, S., Fiss, P.C., Crilly, D., Aguilera, R., 2017. 

Embracing Causal Complexity. J. Manage. 43, 255–282. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316679252 

Moussa, T., Allam, A., Elbanna, S., Bani-Mustafa, A., 2020. Can board environmental 

orientation improve U.S. firms’ carbon performance? The mediating role of carbon 

strategy. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 29, 72–86. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2351 

Naciti, V., 2019. Corporate governance and board of directors: The effect of a board 

composition on firm sustainability performance. J. Clean. Prod. 237, 117727. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.117727 

Nadeem, M., Gyapong, E., Ahmed, A., 2020. Board gender diversity and environmental, social, 

and economic value creation: Does family ownership matter? Bus. Strateg. Environ. 29, 

1268–1284. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2432 

Nekhili, M., Nagati, H., Chtioui, T., Nekhili, A., 2017. Gender-diverse board and the relevance 

of voluntary CSR reporting. Int. Rev. Financ. Anal. 50, 81–100. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2017.02.003 

Nielsen, S., Huse, M., 2010. The contribution of women on boards of directors: Going beyond 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



30 

 

the surface. Corp. Gov. 18, 136–148. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00784.x 

Ntim, C.G., Soobaroyen, T., 2013. Corporate governance and performance in socially 

responsible corporations: New empirical insights from a neo-institutional framework. Corp. 

Gov. 21, 468–494. https://doi.org/10.1111/corg.12026 

Oh, W.Y., Chang, Y.K., Jung, R., 2019. Board characteristics and corporate social 

responsibility: Does family involvement in management matter? J. Bus. Res. 103, 23–33. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.05.028 

Olthuis, B.R., van den Oever, K.F., 2020. The board of directors and CSR: How does 

ideological diversity on the board impact CSR? J. Clean. Prod. 251, 119532. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119532 

Ortiz-de-Mandojana, N., Aragon-Correa, J.A., 2015. Boards and Sustainability: The Contingent 

Influence of Director Interlocks on Corporate Environmental Performance. Bus. Strateg. 

Environ. 24, 499–517. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1833 

Parthiban, D., Bloom, M., Hillman, A.J., 2007. Invetor Activism,Managerial Responsiveness 

and Corporate Social Performance. Strateg. Manag. J. 28, 91–100. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj 

Périlleux, A., Szafarz, A., 2015. Women Leaders and Social Performance: Evidence from 

Financial Cooperatives in Senegal. World Dev. 74, 437–452. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.05.011 

Petticrew, M., Roberts, H., 2006. Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences: A Practical Guide. 

Blackwell Publishing Ltd. 

Pfeffer, J., Salancik, G.R., 1978. The external control of organizations : a resource dependence 

perspective. New York ; London : Harper & Row. 

Post, C., Rahman, N., McQuillen, C., 2015. From Board Composition to Corporate 

Environmental Performance Through Sustainability-Themed Alliances. J. Bus. Ethics 130, 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



31 

 

423–435. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2231-7 

Post, C., Rahman, N., Rubow, E., 2011. Green governance: Boards of directors’ composition 

and environmental corporate social responsibility, Business and Society. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650310394642 

Rao, K., Tilt, C., 2016. Board Composition and Corporate Social Responsibility: The Role of 

Diversity, Gender, Strategy and Decision Making. J. Bus. Ethics 138, 327–347. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2613-5 

Rodrigue, M., Magnan, M., Cho, C.H., 2013. Is Environmental Governance Substantive or 

Symbolic? An Empirical Investigation. J. Bus. Ethics 114, 107–129. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1331-5 

Rousseau, D.M., Manning, J., Denyer, D., 2008. Evidence in Management and Organizational 

Science: Assembling the Field’s Full Weight of Scientific Knowledge through Syntheses. 

Ssrn. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1309606 

Shaukat, A., Qiu, Y., Trojanowski, G., 2016. Board Attributes, Corporate Social Responsibility 

Strategy, and Corporate Environmental and Social Performance. J. Bus. Ethics 135, 569–

585. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2460-9 

Siciliano, J.I., 1996. The relationship of board member diversity to organizational performance. 

J. Bus. Ethics 15, 1313–1320. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00411816 

Singh, V., Terjesen, S., Vinnicombe, S., 2008. Newly appointed directors in the boardroom:. 

How do women and men differ? Eur. Manag. J. 26, 48–58. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2007.10.002 

Spira, L.F., Bender, R., 2004. Compare and contrast : perspectives on board committees. Corp. 

Gov. An Int. Rev. 12, 489–499. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2004.00389.x 

Surroca, J., Tribo, J.A., 2008. Managerial entrenchment and corporate social performance. J. 

Bus. Financ. Account. 35, 748–789. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5957.2008.02090.x 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



32 

 

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., Smart, P., 2003. Towards a methodology for developing evidence-

informed management knowledge by means of systematic review *. Br. J. Manag. 14, 207–

222. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375 

Unerman, J., Bennett, M., 2004. Increased stakeholder dialogue and the internet: Towards 

greater corporate accountability or reinforcing capitalist hegemony? Accounting, Organ. 

Soc. 29, 685–707. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2003.10.009 

van der Walt, N., Ingley, C., 2003. Board Dynamics and the Influence of Professional 

Background, Gender and Ethnic Diversity of Directors. Corp. Gov. An Int. Rev. 11, 218–

234. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00320 

Walls, J.L., Berrone, P., 2017. The Power of One to Make a Difference: How Informal and 

Formal CEO Power Affect Environmental Sustainability. J. Bus. Ethics 145, 293–308. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2902-z 

Walls, J.L., Berrone, P., Phan, P.H., 2012. Corporate Governance and Environmental 

Performance: Is There Really a Link? Strateg. Manag. J. 33, 885–913. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/smj 

Walls, J.L., Hoffman, A.J., 2013. Exceptional boards: Environmental experience and positive 

deviance from institutional norms. J. Organ. Behav. 34, 253–271. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job 

Wang, J., Coffey, B.S., 1992. Board Composition and Corporate Philanthropy. J. Bus. Ethics 11, 

771–778. 

Williams, R.J., 2003. Women on Corporate Boards of Directors and their Influence on 

Corporate Philanthropy. J. Bus. Ethics 42, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021626024014 

Wood, D.J., 2010. Measuring Corporate Social Performance: A Review. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 12, 

50–84. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2009.00274.x 

Wood, D.J., 1991. Corporate Social Performance Revisited. Acad. Manag. Rev. 16, 691–718. 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



33 

 

Table 1: The Impact of Director Gender Attributes on CSR performance 

  

Year Author 
Female-

Director*** Other Female 
Attributes 

CSR performance 1Dimension* CSR performance 
Index 

Results with 
respect to CSR 
performance ** 

% No. Social Environmental 

2020 Nadeem et al. x   
x  

ASSET4 
+ 

 x + 

2020 
Olthuis and 
van-den-
Oever 

  
Gender 
Diversity (Blau-
index) 

CSR Telos 0 

2019 
Chams and 
Garcia-
Blandon 

x   CSR 
Dow-Jones 
Sustainability 
Index 

+ 

2019 Cruz et al. 

x 
  

Employee & 
Community 

 

CSRHub 

+ 

  Employee  + 
  Community  + 

  
Age 

Employee & 
Community 

 0 

  Employee  0 
  Community  0 

  
Tenure 

Employee & 
Community 

 0 

  Employee  0 
  Community  0 

  
Minimum one 
family 

Employee & 
Community 

 + 

                                                      
1
 Corporate Social Responsibility Performance 
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  executive 
director 

Employee  + 
  Community  + 

  Minimum one 
non-family 
executive 
director 

Employee + 
Community 

 0 

  Employee  0 
  Community  0 

  Minimum one 
family non-
executive 
director 

Employee + 
Community 

 0 

  Employee  0 
  Community  0 

  Minimum one 
non-family non-
executive 
director 

Employee + 
Community 

 + 

  Employee  + 
  Community  + 

2019 
Francoeur et 
al. 

x   

CSR 

Sustainalytics 

+ 
 x + 
Employees  0 
Contractors  + 
Customers  0 
Community  + 

2019 
Lu and 
Herremans 

  
Gender 
Diversity (Blau-
index) 

 x Sustainalytics + 

2019 Oh et al. x   CSR  
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

0 

2018 
Cook and 
Glass  

x   

Community 
Strength 

 
KLD 

+ 

Product Strength  0 
 Strengths + 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



35 

 

2018 Galbreath x 
 

  CSR 
Sustainable 
Investment 
Research Institute  

+ 

2018 Hussain et al x 
 
 

  
  

 x Company 
Sustainability 
Reports 

0 

x  + 

2017 Adams et al. x 
 

  

Donating      
 

Annual reports, 
Accounts, Internet 
and Charity 
sources, and UK 
insurance company 
directories 

+ 
Amount 

 
+ 

2017 Cho et al. x 
 

  

Community 
Donations 

 

KLD 

+ 

Employee 
Benefit 

 
+ 

Diversity 
Commitment 

 
+ 

CSR + 

2017 
McGuinness 
et al. 

x 

 

  

CSR Rankins 

+ 

 

CEO/Vice-CEO + 
Chair/Vice-
Chair 

+ 

2016 
Byron and 
Post   

Presence All 
Several(meta-
analysis) 

+ 

2016 Galbreath x 
 

  
CSR 

 
Sustainable 
Investment 
Research Institute 

+ 

2016 Glass et al. 
x  

 
 

   

Strengths/Concerns KLD 

+/0 

 
No. Interlinks +/0 

 
CEO 0/0 
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2016 
Jain and 
Jamali   

  Diversity CSR Review 

2016 Rao and Tilt 
 

  Diversity All Review 

2015 
Ellwood and 
Garcia-Lacalle  

  

%executive 
director 

Clinical 
negligence costs 

 

Disclosure notes 
on financial 
statements of NHS 
Foundation Trust 

0 

%non-executive 
director 

0 

Chair  + 
CEO + 

2015 Harjoto et al 
 

  
Heterogeneity 
Index 

  CSR Overall****  
KLD 

+ 
CSR Strengths + 
CSR Concerns - 

2015 
Périlleux and 
Szafarz  

  
Female-
dominated 
boards 

Average loan 
size 

 
UM-PAMECAS 

0 
%female 
borrowers 

 + 

2015 Post et al. x      Strengths KLD + 

2013 Boulouta x     
CSR Overall*** * 

KLD 
+ 

CSR Strengths 0 
CSR Concerns - 

2013 
Hafsi and 
Turgut 

x     CSR Strengths KLD + 

2013 Jia and Zhang   

Critical mass 
Corporate 
Philanthropy 
disaster response 

 

China Securities 
Regulatory 
Commission, 
corporate website 
and press release 

+ 
Age diversity 0 
Chair/CEO 

0 

2013 Kabongo et al.  x     
Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 KLD + 

2013 Marquis and x     Corporate  National Directory + 
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Lee Philanthropy of Corporate 
Giving 

2013 Zhang et al. x   Reputation-based CSR 

FORTUNE 
magazine’s 
America’s Most 
Admired 
Corporations 

+ 

2012 Walls et al. x     
 Strength 

KLD 
0 

 Concern - 

2011 Jia and Zhang 
 

  

Gender 
Diversity (Blau-
index) Corporate 

Philanthropy 
disaster 

 
Corporate 
Disclosure 

0 

%Female on 
Supervisory 
Board 

0 

2011 
Mallin and 
Michelon 

x 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CSR 

KLD 

+ 
Community  + 
Employee 
Relations 

 + 

 
x 0 

Human Rights  + 
Product Quality  0 

2011 Post et al. 
 

 
 
 

3≥ 
 Overall****  

KLD 

0 
 Strengths + 

 Concerns 0 

2010 Bear et al. 
 

x 
 

Institutional 
strength 

 
KLD 

+ 

Technical 
strength 

 + 
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2010 Galbreath x 
  

 Board Oversight on 
climate-change 
governance 

Coalition for 
Environmentally 
Responsible 
Economies 

0 
 

 

Management 
Execution on 
climate-change 
governance 

0 

 
Public Disclosure on 
climate-change 
governance 

0 

 

Emissions 
Accounting on 
climate-change 
governance 

0 

 
Strategic Planning 
on climate-change 
governance 

0 

2003 Williams x 
 

  

Corporate 
Philanthropy 
(total Donations)  

 

Corporate500 
Directory of 
Corporate 
Philanthropy and 
National Directory 
of Corporate 
Giving 

+ 

Community 
service 
Donations 

 + 

Arts and 
Cultural 
Donations 

 + 

Education 
Donations 

 0 

Public Policy 
Donations 

 0 

1998 Coffey and x    Corporate  Council on 0 
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Wang Philanthropy Economic 
Priorities 

1996 Siciliano     Diversity x  
240-YMCA 
Organizations Data 
and Survey 

+ 

1992 
Wang and 
Coffey 

    
%Female and 
Minority 

Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 
Council on 
Economic 
Priorities 

+ 

 
* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under related 
CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  “strength”, 
“concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the corresponding cell. 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 
*** Where the proportion of female-directors on the board has been considered in the study “x” has been put under “%”. Where the number of 
female-directors has been considered in the study “x” has been put under “No.”  
**** A linear aggregation of the strengths and concerns scores 
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Year Author Factor 

CSR performance Dimension*  
CSR performance 

Index 

Results 
Concerning 

CSR 
performance **  

Social Environmental 

2019 
Chams and 
Garcia-
Blandon 

Higher Education 

CSR 
Dow-Jones 
Sustainability Index 

0 

PhD 0 

MBA 0 

Engineering Degree 0 

Business Degree 0 

Western European 
Education 

0 

2019 
Homroy 
and 
Slechten 

Legal Expert 

 Greenhouse gas emissions 
European Pollutant 
Release and Transfer 
Register 

0 

Existence of non-
executive directors 
with previous 
experience in 
environmental 
issues(EEDs) 

+ 

No. EEDs + 

2019 Oh et al. 
Educational 
Diversity 

CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

0 

2018 Crifo et al 
%General Experts 

 x Vigeo database 
0 

%Sector Experts 0 

2017 
Adams et 
al. 

Financial Expertise 
Donating 

 Annual reports, 
Accounts, Internet and 
Charity sources, and 
UK insurance 
company directories 

- 

Amount 
 

- 
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2017 
Chang et 
al. 

Educational 
Diversity 

CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

U 

2017 Cho et al. 

Professor-Director 
Existence  

Community 
Donations/Employee 
Benefit/Diversity 
Commitment 

 

KLD 

+/+/+ 

%Professor-
Director 

+/+/+ 

%Business 
professor–directors  

0/0/0 

%Specialized 
professor–directors  

+/+/+ 

Professor-Director 
Existence  

CSR 

0 

%Professor-
Director 

+ 

%Business 
professor–directors  

0 

%Specialized 
professor–directors  

+ 

2017 
Dixon-
Fowler et 
al. 

Environmental 
Stakeholder 
Representative on 
Board 
Environmental 
committee 

 Strengths KLD 0 

2017 Galbreath 
Executive director 
CSR training 

 
x 

 GES Investment 
Services  

+ 

x  + 

2016 
Jain and 
Jamali  

Experience 
(Seniority, 
functional, 
occupational 

CSR Review 
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background) 

2015 
Harjoto et 
al 

Outside 
Directorship 
Heterogeneity CSR Overall*** /Strengths/Concerns KLD 

0/0/0 

Expertise 
Heterogeneity 

+/0/- 

2015 

Ortiz-de-
Mandojana 
and 
Aragon-
Correa, 

No. Interlock 

 
x 

US Environmental 
Protection Agency 

 +(when linked 
to a larger 

parent company) 

Industry Diversity 
Interlock 

+(for low and 
high diversity) 

2013 Bai 
Government 
Official x 

 Archival data from 
California for profit 
hospitals 

- 

Physicians + 

2013 
Hafsi and 
Turgut 

Committee 
experience 

CSR Strengths KLD 0 

2013 
Rodrigue et 
al. 

Environmental  
Regulatory performance 

KLD 
0 

 
Pollution prevention 0 

2013 
Walls and 
Hoffman 

Environmental  
 

Positive Environmental 
Deviance 

KLD + 

2011 
Mallin and 
Michelon 

Community 
Influence 

CSR 

KLD 

+ 
Community  + 
Employee Relations  0 
Human Rights  0 
Product Quality  - 
 x + 
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2011 Post et al. 

%Directors 
Masters’ Degree or 
above 

 
Environment: 
Overall*** /Strength/Concerns 

KLD 

0/0/0 

% Directors 
Educated in western 
Europe 

0/0/0 

2011 
de Villiers 
et al. 

Directors on 
multiple boards 

 
Strengths KLD 

0 

CEOs of other firms + 

Lawyer + 

2010 Bear et al. 
Director Diversity 
(experience and 
knowledge) 

Institutional strengths  
KLD 

0 

Technical strengths  0 

1996 Siciliano 
Occupational 
Diversity 

x  
240YMCA 
Organizations Data 
and Survey 

+ 

 
* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under related 
CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  “strength”, 
“concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the corresponding cell 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 
*** A linear aggregation of the strength and concerns scores 
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Year Author 
Age 

Measurement*** 
Other Measures 

CSR performance Dimension* CSR performance 
Index 

Results 
Concerning CSR 
performance **  Average Diversity Social Environmental 

2019 
Chams and 
Garcia-
Blandon 

x   CSR 
Dow-Jones 
Sustainability 
Index 

Curvilinear 

2018 
Cook and 
Glass 

x 
 

  

Community 
Strength 

 

KLD 
0 

Product Strength Strengths 0 

 
 + 

2017 Chang et al. x    CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

0 

2016 Glass et al. x 
 

   Strengths 
KLD 

+ 
   Concerns + 

2015 Harjoto et al 
  

Heterogeneity 
Index 

CSR Overall****  
KLD 

0 
CSR Strengths 0 
CSR Concerns 0 

2013 
Hafsi and 
Turgut  

x   CSR KLD - 

2011 Post et al. x 
 

  
 

Overall****  

KLD 
0 

 
  

 
Strengths 0 

 
  

 
Concerns 0 

2010 Galbreath x 
 

  
  

 
Board 
Oversight on 
Climate-change 
governance 

Coalition for 
Environmentally 
Responsible 
Economies 

+  

   

Management 
Execution on 
Climate-change 
governance 

+ 
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Public 
Disclosure on 
Climate-change 
governance 

0 

   

Emissions 
Accounting on 
Climate-change 
governance 

0 

   

Strategic 
Planning on 
Climate-change 
governance 

0 

1996 
 
 

Siciliano 
 

x   x 
 240-YMCA 

Organizations Data 
and Survey 

+ 

 
* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under related 
CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  “strength”, 
“concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the corresponding cell 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 
*** Where age is measured as the average age of all directors on the board “x” has been put under “Average”. Where age is measured as diversity 
of as the directors age on the board “x” has been put under “Diversity” 
**** A linear aggregation of the strength and concerns scores 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 4: The Impact of Director Tenure on CSR performance 

Year Author Tenure Measurement***  CSR performance Dimension*  CSR performance Results Concerning 
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Average Diversity Social Environmental Index CSR performance ** 

2020 
Olthuis and van-
den-Oever 

 x CSR Telos + 

2019 Burke et al. x   
   CSR Overall****  

MSCI ESG STATS 
(formerly KLD) 

0 
CSR Strengths - 
CSR Concerns 0 

2019 
Homroy and 
Slechten 

x   
 

Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

European Pollutant 
Release and 
Transfer Register 

0 

2015 Harjoto et al   x 
   CSR Overall****  

KLD 
+ 

CSR Strengths 0 
CSR Concerns - 

2013 Hafsi and Turgut   x CSR Strengths KLD 0 

2013 Walls and Hoffman x   
 

Positive 
Environmental 
Deviance 

KLD 0 

2011 de Villiers et al. x    
 

Strengths KLD 0 
 

* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under 
related CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  
“strength”, “concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the 
corresponding cell 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 
*** Where tenure is measured as the average tenure of all directors on the board “x” has been put under “Average”. Where tenure is 

measured     
as the diversity of directors’ tenure on the board “x” has been put under “Diversity” 
**** A linear aggregation of the strength and concerns score 
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Year Author 

NED2***  

Other Measurements 

CSR performance Dimension* CSR 
performance 

Index 

Results 
Concerning 

CSR 
performance ** 

% No. 
Social Environmental 

2020 Endo x    x 

Nikkei 
newspaper's 
annual 
Environmental 
Management 
Survey 

+ 

2019 Burke et al. x 
  
  
  

  
  

  

  CSR Overall****  
MSCI ESG 
STATS 

+ 
CSR Strengths + 
CSR Concerns 0 

2019 
Chams and 
Garcia-Blandon 

x   CSR 
Dow-Jones 
Sustainability 
Index 

0 

2019 Cruz et al. x 
  Employee+Community  

CSRHub 
0 

  Employee  + 
  Community  0 

2019 
Homroy and 
Slechten 

x     
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

European 
Pollutant 
Release and 
Transfer 
Register 

0 

2019 Oh et al. x   CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

+ 

2019 Naciti x   
CSR 

Sustainalytics 
- 

 x 0 
x  - 

                                                      
2
 Non-Executive director 
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2018 Crifo et al 
x   

 x Vigeo database 
0 

  
%Executive 

Directors 
+  

2018 Galbreath x     CSR 

Sustainable 
Investment 
Research 
Institute 

0 

2018 Hussain et al x 
  
  

  
  

 x Company 
Sustainability 
Reports 

+ 

x  + 

2017 Adams et al. x     

Donation   Annual reports, 
Accounts, 
Internet and 
Charity sources, 
and UK 
insurance 
company 
directories 

+ 

Amount Donated 

 

+ 

2017 Chang et al. x     CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

Exponentially 
growing shape 

2017 Cho et al. x 

  
  
  
  

  
  
  
  

Community Donations  

KLD 

+ 
Employee Benefit  0 
Diversity Commitment  + 

CSR 0 
2017 McGuinness et al. x    

 
CSR Rankins 0 

2017 
Walls and 
Berrone 

x 
   

x 
Trucost 0 

2016 Galbreath x   CSR Sustainable 
Investment 
Research 

+ 
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Institute 

2016 Jain and Jamali     Independence CSR Review 

2015 
Ellwood and 
Garcia-Lacalle 

x     
Clinical negligence 
costs 

 Disclosure on 
financial 
statements of 
NHS Foundation 
Trust 

0 

2015 Post et al.   x    Strengths KLD 0 

2014 Fabrizi et al. 2014      %NED>33% 

CSR 

EIRIS 

+ 
Community  + 
Employee  0 

 
x 0 

2013 Boulouta     
Ratio: NEDs-to-
Executive-Directors 

  CSR Overall****  
KLD 

0 
CSR Strengths 0 
CSR Concerns 0 

2013 Choi et al. x                            CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

+ 

2013 Hafsi and Turgut x     CSR Strengths KLD 0 

2013 Kabongo et al.  x     
Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 
KLD 0 

2013 
Walls and 
Hoffman 

x     
 

Positive 
Environmental 
Deviance KLD 0 

2013 Zhang et al. x   Reputation-based CSR 

FORTUNE 
magazine’s 
America’s Most 
Admired 
Corporations 

+ 
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2012 
Harrison and 
Coombs 

x     Community  
 

KLD 0 

2012 Walls et al.  x     
 Strengths 

KLD 
0 

 Concerns + 
2011 de Villiers et al. x     

 
Strengths KLD + 

2011 Harjoto and Jo x     CSR KLD + 

2011 Post et al. x 
  
  
  

  
  
  

 Overall****  

KLD 
0 

 Strengths + 
 Concerns 0 

2011 
Mallin and 
Michelon 

x 

  
  
  
  
  
  

  
  
  
  
  
  

CSR 

KLD 

+ 
Community  0 
Employee Relations  0 
Human Rights  0 
Product Quality  0 
 x + 

2010 Galbreath     
Ratio: Executive-
Directors-to-NEDs 

Board Oversight on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 

Coalition for 
Environmentally 
Responsible 
Economies 

+ 

Management 
Execution on Climate-
change governance 

 
+ 

Public Disclosure on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 
+ 

Emissions Accounting 
on Climate-change 
governance 

 
0 

Strategic Planning on 
Climate-change 

 
+ 
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governance 

2003 Williams     
Ratio: Executive-
Directors-to-NED 

Corporate 
Philanthropy (total 
Donations)  

 
Corporate500 
Directory of 
Corporate 
Philanthropy 
and National 
Directory of 
Corporate 
Giving 

0 

Community service 
Donations 

 
0 

Arts and Cultural 
Donations 

 
0 

Education Donations  0 
Public Policy 
Donations 

 
0 

2007 Parthiban et al. x     CSR KLD 0 

2008 Surroca and Tribo     
%NED with respect 
to the mean value of 
sector 

CSR 

Sustainable 
Investment 
Research 
Institute 

- 

2006 Brown et al.     
%Executive-
Directors 

Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 Corporate 
Giving 
Directory 

0 

2006 Deckop et al. x     CSR KLD - 

1999 
Johnson and 
Greening 

x 

    
People (Community, 
Employee relations) 

 

KLD 

+ 

    
 

Product 
(Environment, 
Product quality) 

+ 

1998 Coffey and Wang     
Executive 
Directors/NED 

Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 Council on 
Economic 
Priorities 

+ 
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1992 Wang and Coffey     
Executive Directors 
/NED 

Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 Council on 
Economic 
Priorities 

+ 

 
* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under related 
CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  “strength”, 
“concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the corresponding cell 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 
*** Where the proportion of NEDs on the board has been considered in the study “x” has been put under “%”. where the number of NEDs has been 
considered in the study “x” has been put under “No.” 
**** A linear aggregation of the strengths and concerns scores 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Table 6: The Impact of CEO-Duality on CSR performance 

Year Author 
CSR performance Dimension* CSR performance 

Index 
Results Concerning 
CSR performance ** Social Environmental 
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2020 Moussa et al.  
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

ASSET4 

+ (high carbon�
intensive industries) 

0 (low carbon�
intensive industries) 

+ 

2020 Nadeem et al. 
 x 

ASSET4 
0 

x  0 

2019 
Chams and Garcia-
Blandon 

CSR 
Dow-Jones 
Sustainability Index 

0 

2019 
Homroy and 
Slechten 

 
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

European Pollutant 
Release and Transfer 
Register 

0 

2019 Naciti 
CSR 

Sustainalytics 
+ 

 x + 
x  0 

2018 Cook and Glass 
Community Strengths  

KLD 
0 

Product Strengths  0 

 
Strengths 0 

2018 Galbreath CSR 
 Sustainable 

Investment Research 
Institute 

0 

2018 Hussain et al. 
 x Company 

Sustainability Reports 
- 

x  0 

2017 Adams et al. 

Donation  Annual reports, 
Accounts, Internet and 
Charity sources, and 
UK insurance 
company directories 

0 

Amount Donated 

 

0 

2017 Cho et al. 
Community 
Donations 

 
KLD - 
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Employee Benefit  0 
Diversity 
Commitment 

 
0 

CSR 0 

2017 Galbreath  
x GES Investment 

Services  
0 

x  0 

2017 McGuinness et al. CSR Rankins 0 

2016 Galbreath CSR 
Sustainable 
Investment Research 
Institute 

0 

2016 Glass et al.  
Strengths 

KLD 
0 

 
Concern + 

2016 Jain and Jamali CSR  Review 
2013 Hafsi and Turgut CSR Strengths KLD 0 

2013 Walls and Hoffman 
 

Positive 
Environmental 
Deviance 

KLD 0 

2012 Walls et al.  
 Strengths 

KLD 
0 

 Concern 0 

2011 de Villiers et al. 
 

Strengths KLD 0 

2011 
Mallin and 
Michelon 

CSR 

KLD 

- 

Community  0 

Employee Relations  - 

Human Rights  0 

Product Quality  0 
 x 0 
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2011 Post et al. 

 Overall****  

KLD 

0 

 Strengths 0 

 Concerns 0 

2010 Bear et al. 
Institutional strengths  

KLD 
+ 

Technical strengths  0 

2010 Galbreath 

Board Oversight on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 

Coalition for 
Environmentally 
Responsible 
Economies 

+ 

Management 
Execution on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 

Public Disclosure on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 + 

Emissions 
Accounting on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 0 

Strategic Planning on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 0 

Board Oversight on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 + 

2008 Surroca and Tribo CSR Sustainable 
Investment Research 
Institute 

0 
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* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under              
related CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  
“strength”, “concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the 
corresponding cell 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 

            *** A linear aggregation of the strength and concerns scores 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 7: The Impact of Board-Size on CSR performance 

Year Author 
CSR performance Dimension* CSR performance 

Index 

Results 
Concerning CSR 
performance **  Social Environmental 
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2020 Endo  x 
Nikkei newspaper's 
annual Environmental 
Management Survey 

+ 

2020 Moussa et al.  
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

ASSET4 

0 (high carbon�
intensive 

industries) 
0 (low carbon�

intensive 
industries) 

+ 

2020 
Olthuis and van-den-
Oever 

CSR Telos - 

2019 Burke et al. 
  CSR Overall***  

MSCI ESG STATS  
+ 

CSR Strengths + 
CSR Concerns - 

2019 
Chams and Garcia-
Blandon 

CSR 
Dow-Jones 
Sustainability Index 

+ 

2019 Homroy and Slechten  
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

European Pollutant 
Release and Transfer 
Register 

0 

2019 Lu and Herremans  x Sustainalytics + 

2019 Oh et al. CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

0 

2018 Cook and Glass 
Community Strengths  

KLD 
+ 

Product Strengths  0 

 
Strengths + 

2018 Galbreath CSR 
Sustainable 
Investment Research 
Institute 

0 

2018 Hussain et al  x Company 0 
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 x Sustainability Reports 0 

2017 Chang et al. CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

+ 

2017 Cho et al. 

CSR 

KLD 

+ 
Community 
Donations 

 
+ 

Employee Benefit  0 
Diversity 
Commitment 

 
+ 

2017 McGuinness et al. CSR Rankins + 
2016 Jain and Jamali CSR Review 

2015 
Ellwood and Garcia-
Lacalle 

Clinical negligence 
costs 

 Disclosure notes on 
financial statements of 
NHS Foundation 
Trust 

0 

2015 
Ortiz-de-Mandojana 
and Aragon-Correa  

x 
US Environmental 
Protection Agency 

0 

2011 Post et al. 

 Overall***  

KLD 

0 

 
Strengths 0 

 
Concerns 0 

2013 Bai x 
 

Archival data from 
California hospitals 

-(for-
profit)/+(non-

profit) 

2013 Choi et al. CSR 
Korea Economic 
Justice Institute 

0 

2013 Jia and Zhang 
Corporate 
Philanthropy disaster 
response 

 China Securities 
Regulatory 
Commission, 
corporate website and 
press release 

0 
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2013 Kabongo et al.  
Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 
KLD  + 

2013 Marquis and Lee 
Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 National Directory of 
Corporate Giving 

+ 

2013 Walls and Hoffman 
 

Positive 
Environmental 
deviance 

KLD - 

2012 Walls et al.   
Strengths 

KLD 
0 

 
Concerns + 

2011 de Villiers et al. 
 

Strengths KLD + 

2011 Jia and Zhang 
Corporate 
Philanthropy disaster 

 
Corporate Disclosure + 

2011 Mallin and Michelon 

CSR 

KLD 

0 
Community  0 
Employee Relations  0 
Human Rights  + 
Product Quality  0 
 x 0 

2010 Galbreath 

Board Oversight on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 

Coalition for 
Environmentally 
Responsible 
Economies 

+ 

Management 
Execution on Climate-
change governance 

 
+ 

Public Disclosure on 
Climate-change 
governance 

 
+ 

Emissions Accounting 
on Climate-change 
governance 

 
+ 
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Strategic Planning on 
Climate-change 
governance Board  

 + 

2006 Brown et al. Corporate 
Philanthropy 

 Corporate Giving 
Directory(2000) 

+ 

2002 Kassinis and Vafeas 
 

Violation 

Enforcement and 
Compliance 
Assurance 
Accomplishments 
Report 

+ (breaks law) 

1996 Siciliano x 
 240-YMCA 

Organizations Data 
and Survey 

+ 

 
* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under              
related CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  
“strength”, “concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the 
corresponding cell 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 
*** A linear aggregation of the strength and concerns scores 

 
 
 
 

 

Table 8: The Impact of Board-Committees on CSR performance 

Year Author Committee CSR performance Dimension* CSR performance Results Concerning 
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 Index CSR performance **  

2019 Burke et al. CSR 

CSR Overall***  

MSCI ESG 
STATS  
 

0 
CSR Strength + 
CSR Concern + 
Community Strengths  Focus>No focus 
Employee relations 
Strengths 

 
Focus>No Focus 

Consumer & Supplier 
Strengths 

 
Focus>No Focus 

 
Strengths Focus>No Focus 

Community Concerns  Focus=No Focus 
Employee relations 
Concerns 

 
0 

Consumer & Supplier 
Concerns 

 
Focus=No Focus 

Concerns 
 

Focus>No Focus 

2019 
Chams and Garcia-
Blandon 

No. Committees 
CSR 

Dow-Jones 
Sustainability 
Index 

+ 

CSR 0 

2019 
Homroy and 
Slechten 

Environment 
 

Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

European 
Pollutant Release 
and Transfer 
Register 

+ 

2018 Hussain et al CSR 
 x Company 

Sustainability 
Reports 

+ 

x  + 

2017 Dixon-Fowler et al. Environmental  Strengths KLD + 
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2017 Walls and Berrone CSR 
 

x Trucost 0 

2013 Rodrigue et al. Environmental 
 

Regulatory 
performance 

KLD 
0 

 
Pollution 
prevention 

0 

2012 Walls et al.  Environmental  
Strengths 

KLD 
+ 

 
Concerns + 

2011 de Villiers et al. Governance 
 

Strengths KLD + 

2011 
Mallin and 
Michelon 

CSR/Director 
responsible for CSR 

CSR 

KLD 

0 
Community  + 
Employee Relations  0 
Human Rights  + 
Product Quality  0 
 x 0 

2008 Surroca and Tribo 

Control Committee 
(existence of Audit, 
Nomination and 
Remuneration 
committees with NEDs) 

CSR 
Sustainable 
Investment 
Research Institute 

- 

 
* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under related 
CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  “strength”, 
“concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the corresponding cell 
** 0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 
*** A linear aggregation of the strength and concerns scores 
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Table 9: The Impact of Board Attribute Interactions on CSR performance 

Year Author Interactions 

CSR performance Dimension* 
CSR performance 

Index 

Results 
Concerning 

CSR 
performance **  Social Environmental 
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2019 
Homroy and 
Slechten 

EED3*average tenure of 
EEDs 

 
Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

European Pollutant 
Release and Transfer 
Register 

+ 

EEDs*Environmental-
Committee 

+ 

2018 Hussain et al  
 x Company 

Sustainability Reports 
- 

x  0 

2017 Galbreath Insider*Insider CSR Training  
x GES Investment 

Services  
+ 

x  + 

2017 McGuinness et al. 

Female CEO*Female-
Director 

CSR Rankins 
0 

Female Chair*Female-
Directors 

0 

2016 Galbreath 
Non-executive*Female-
Director 

CSR 
Sustainable 
Investment Research 
Institute 

+ 

2013 Jia and Zhang 
Critical Mass of Female-
Directors*Age Diversity of 
Female-Directors 

Corporate 
Philanthropy 
disaster response 

 China Securities 
Regulatory 
Commission, 
corporate website and 
press release 

+ 

2013 Walls and Hoffman 

Degree-
centrality4*Environmental 
Expertise 

 

Positive 
Environmental 
deviance KLD 

+ 

Eigenvector5*Environmental 
Expertise 

 
+ 

2012 Walls et al. Non-executive*CEO-Duality 
 

Strengths KLD - 

                                                      
3
 Non-executive directors with previous experience in environmental issues 

4
 “short-term influencing effects” 

5
 “friends-of-friends influence” 
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Concerns - 

Board-Size*CEO-Duality 
 

Concerns - 
 

* If clearly mentioned in the study a sub-dimension of social and environmental performance has been used this has been recorded under related 
CSR-dimension. If the environmental/social strengths, concerns or overall performance were used this was recorded as either  “strength”, 
“concern”, “overall” under the related dimension. Where only social or environmental is mentioned, “x” has been placed in the corresponding 
cell 
**0: non-significant, +: positive and -: negative 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Table 10: Theory Used in Research explaining the impact of Board attributes on CSR performance 

Year  Author* 
Theory 

Agency 
Resource-

Dependence 
Stakeholder 

Critical 
mass 

Resource-based 
view 

Upper 
Echelons 

Others**  

2020 Endo x x      
2020 Moussa et al. x x     x 
2020 Nadeem et al.  x x     

2020 
Olthuis and van-den-
Oever 

     x  

2019 Burke et al.       x 
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2019 
Chams and Garcia-
Blandon 

  x     

2019 Cruz et al.       x 
2019 Francoeur et al.       x 
2019 Homroy and Slechten  x      
2019 Lu and Herremans  x      
2019 Naciti x  x     
2019 Oh et al. x x     x 
2018 Cook and Glass    x   x 
2018 Galbreath   x     
2018 Hussain et al x  x     
2017 Adams et al.   x     
2017 Chang et al. x x      
2017 Dixon-Fowler et al. x x      
2017 McGuinness et al.    x    
2016 Byron & Post      x  
2016 Galbreath x    x   
2016 Shaukat et al. x x   x   

2015 
Ellwood and Garcia-
Lacalle 

  x   x x 

2015 
Ortiz-de-Mandojana and 
Aragon-Correa 

    x  x 

2015 Harjoto et al.   x     
2015 Périlleux and Szafarz       x 
2015 Post et al.  x    x  
2013 Boulouta        x 
2013 Hafsi and Turgut x x      
2013 Jia & Zhang    x    
2013 Kabongo et al  x      
2013 Marquis and Lee      x  
2013 Rodrigue et al.       x 
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2013 Walls and Hoffman       x 
2013 Zhang et al.       x 
2012 Harrison and Coombs x  x     
2011 Post et al. x   x    
2011 de Villiers et al. x x      
2011 Harjoto and Jo x       
2011 Jia and Zhang x       
2011 Mallin and Michelon x x x    x 
2010 Bear et al. x x     x 
2010 Galbreath x       
2008 Surroca and Tribo x       
2006 Brown et al. x       
2002 Kassinis and Vafeas x x      
1999 Johnson and Greening x x x     
1996 Siciliano  x     x 
1992 Wang and Coffey x       

* Only studies included where the theory/theories used/contributed to were clearly stated by the researchers 
** Includes theories that have been used in one or maximum two of the sample literatures and are as follows: Accountability, Social Role, 
Stewardship, Social Capital, Token, Role Congruity, Systematic, Substantive, Institutional, Legitimacy, Signalling, Impression Management and 
Pluralism Jo
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Figure 1: Research Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Director Characteristics 

Gender 

Knowledge, Skills, Expertise and Experience 

Age 

Tenure 

 

Social 

Performance 

Environmental 

Performance 

Board of Directors 

CSR Performance 

Board Structure 

Independence 

CEO-Duality 

Size 

Committees 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



Figure 2: Journals included in the Review 
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Figure 3: Literature Identification and Coding Process 

Start

Conduct search limited to peer reviewed and English journals in 
three databases, EBSCO Business source complete, ABI/INFORM 
COLLECTION and Scopus and export results into a single excel 

sheet

-368 articles

Identify and omit duplicates, journal cover letters, 
editors notes and book summaries

1881 articles

Code articles into two categories by reading title, 
abstract and key words

Not Relevant:1260
Need to read:253

Read full text of articles coded “Need to read” and recode into two 
categories

Not include:145
Include:108

Identify papers published in peer-reviewed, highly regarded journals 
to further ensure quality of researches used*

High quality articles:59

Read the full text of finalized article samples again, extract and code 
relevant information into data extraction file**, use the snowballing 
technic to identify more relevant articles *** and add their  coded 

information to the data extraction file

Snowballing articles 8

Finalize and analyse data extraction file, summarize literature using 
said file. Prepare report for panel to review

End

* and ** (Tranfield et al., 2003)
***  (Greenhalgh, 2005; Greenhalgh et al., 2005)

Present and finalize literature summary, report and suggestions for 
further research in panel meeting

67 articles
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Highlights 

• Board attributes do not work in isolation in shaping CSR Performance  
• Results indicate inconsistent effects of various board attributes on CSR Performance 
• Country and Industry moderates the effects of board attributes on CSR performance  
• Different board attributes affect different CSR dimensions differently  
• Director characteristics and board structures must be separated in examining boards  

 

 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of



Declaration of interests 

 

☒ The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships 

that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper. 

 

☐The authors declare the following financial interests/personal relationships which may be considered 

as potential competing interests:  

 

 
 
 

 

None 

Jo
urn

al 
Pre-

pro
of


