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1 | INTRODUCTION

| Esther de Quevedo-Puente! | Alan Wilson?

Abstract

Corporate social performance (CSP) has received a particularly high share of atten-
tion as one of the main determinants of corporate reputation. However, few studies
have tested the extent to which the relationship between CSP and corporate reputa-
tion may be affected by industry, country, or other context-related variables. Besides,
some conceptual thinking suggests that the impact of CSP on corporate reputation
may vary according to the level of consistency of a firm's behaviors. However, this
view has not been empirically addressed. For this reason, the main objective of this
study is to explore the impact of consistency in CSP management on corporate repu-
tation. Specifically, we analyze both the effect of CSP internal consistency (or con-
sistency between environmental and social performance) and CSP consistency over
time on corporate reputation. The results based on data from an international sample
of 133 companies for the period 2011 to 2016, support either CSP internal consist-
ency or CSP consistency over time (positive increment of CSP over time) positively
affecting corporate reputation. The results also confirm the moderation effect of
CSP internal consistency on the relationship between CSP and corporate reputation.
These results reveal that consistency in social responsibility management helps a firm

to consolidate its corporate reputation.
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et al., 2012; Turban & Greening, 1997) and positively influences the

decisions of debtors and investors, enhancing a company's ability

Managers consider corporate reputation as the most important
asset of the company (Hall, 1992). This view has been validated by
extensive empirical research that shows that corporate reputation
favors the engagement of different stakeholders with a company.
For example, a good reputation improves the ability of a company
to attract customers to its products, for which they may be willing
to pay a higher price (e.g., Maden et al., 2012; Selnes, 1993; Walsh
et al., 2009). Likewise, a good reputation also improves a compa-
ny's ability to attract better candidates to job vacancies (Maden

to attract capital at lower costs (e.g., Beatty & Ritter, 1986; Maden
et al., 2012). Such advantages derived from corporate reputation
may result in better financial results which are sustained over time
(Delgado-Garcia et al., 2010; Roberts & Dowling, 2002).

For this reason, the importance of corporate reputation has re-
sulted in an increasing interest in studies concerning the antecedents
of corporate reputation management. Of all the aforementioned fac-
tors, corporate social performance (CSP) has attracted the most at-
tention, and extensive literature analyzes and provides evidence of its
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relationship with corporate reputation (Arikan et al., 2016; Brammer
& Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Lai et al., 2010; Pérez-
Cornejo et al., 2020; Rothenhoefer, 2018; Surroca et al., 2010). CSP
is a company's response to the various interests of different stake-
holders. Satisfying stakeholders' interests starts the process of
legitimation of a company (Rao, 1994), which is conducive to the
consolidation of its corporate reputation. The more and longer the
satisfaction of different stakeholders' interests, the greater the ex-
pectations about a company's future behavior will be. Hence, many
companies adopt strong CSP policies to build and consolidate cor-
porate reputation (Arikan et al., 2016; Jones, 2005; Lai et al., 2010;
Porter & Kramer, 2006). However, corporate reputation is a percep-
tual asset; so, companies that deliver a higher CSP may hold a poorer
reputation than companies delivering a lesser performance (Brammer
& Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun, 1996). In this sense, there is empirical re-
search that evidences that CSP has different impacts on corporate
reputation because of external variables, such as industry (Brammer
& Pavelin, 2006; Ghosh, 2017; Melo & Garrido-Morgado, 2012), coun-
try (Maignan, 2001; Ramasamy & Yeung, 2009), and others. Beyond
these contextual variables, we question if different criteria for man-
aging social responsibility may have different impacts on corporate
reputation. The literature also argues that the credibility of a company
depends on the degree of consistency in the management of relation-
ships with different stakeholders (Basu & Palazzo, 2008; Brammer &
Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004; Perez-Cornejo et al., 2020;
Wang & Choi, 2013). That is, to favor the consolidation of corporate
reputation, it is not only the level of CSP that is important, but it is
also the consistency of a company's behavior in relation to different
stakeholders. In fact, some studies have shown that CSP consistency
also influences employees' (El Akremi et al., 2018) and consumers' per-
ceptions of the company (Yoo & Lee, 2018). For this reason, the first
objective of this paper is to analyze whether the level of CSP internal
consistency (consistency between social and environmental perfor-
mances) affects a company's reputation.

Among the different corporate reputation definitions, many au-
thors conceptualize it as “beliefs about what to expect from the orga-
nization in the future” (Lange et al., 2011, p. 153), as such, it is the
product of a process of legitimation (Rao, 1994) that involves specific
evaluations of a company's behaviors from different stakeholders.
That is, successive positive evaluations about companies' actions re-
sult in a good corporate reputation (Logsdon & Wood, 2002); there-
fore, we also propose as a second aim to analyze whether and how
CSP consistency over time impacts on stakeholder expectations
about companies and therefore, affects corporate reputation.

This research contributes to prior research that has studied
different external factors that affect the relationship between
CSP and corporate reputation such as industry (Aqueveque
et al., 2018; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Ghosh, 2017; Melo &
Garrido-Morgado, 2012) or country (Maignan, 2001; Pérez-Cornejo
et al., 2021; Ramasamy & Yeung, 2009), providing evidence that in-
ternal issues related to the way practitioners manage CSP also have
an impact on corporate reputation. Specifically, we propose theo-

retical arguments and empirical analyses that link CSP, CSP internal
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consistency, and CSP consistency over time, with corporate reputa-
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tion. Managers should be aware that consistency is a relevant crite-
rion in CSP management that reinforces corporate reputation.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In the sec-
ond section, the theoretical framework is developed defining the
concepts of corporate reputation, CSP and CSP consistency. The
hypotheses are also stated, proposing the linkages between CSP
internal consistency and CSP consistency over time with corporate
reputation, as well as the moderation effect of CSP internal consis-
tency and CSP consistency overtime on the relationship between
CSP and corporate reputation. The third section focuses on the
method used to test the hypotheses, and the fourth section provides
the results. In the final section, the main conclusions, discussion, and
managerial implications of this study are presented.

2 | THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND
HYPOTHESES

2.1 | CSP and corporate reputation

From the agency-stakeholder perspective (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987,
Hill & Jones, 1992), a company is a nexus of contractual relationships
(Jensen & Meckling, 1976) among different stakeholders (Cornell &
Shapiro, 1987; Hill & Jones, 1992) such as clients, shareholders, employ-
ees, suppliers, and society. Therefore, CSP extends the responsibility of
the company from being profitable for shareholders to satisfying the
interests of all of the company's various stakeholder groups (Donaldson
& Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984; Shrivastava, 1995).

The sustainability of all stakeholders' satisfaction depends on the
creation of value and on a balanced distribution of this value to meet
the expectations of all stakeholder groups (Clarkson, 1995). Indeed,
a failure to meet the expectations of a specific group of stakeholders
leads other stakeholders to doubt whether their specific needs will
be met (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987). For instance, the shareholders of a
company will reduce their expectations regarding financial returns, if
the company is not delivering the quality of products that customers
expect (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987). As such, a failure to address certain
stakeholders' expectations may perhaps lead others to think that
these unsatisfied stakeholders do not support the company, mak-
ing the company become unsustainable (Jones, 1995). On the other
hand, a satisfied stakeholder is expected to continue engaging with
the firm, leading to other stakeholders anticipating that their own
particular interests will be satisfied which reinforces expectations of
corporate sustainability (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987).

The satisfaction of stakeholders' interests through CSP initiates
a legitimization process (Deephouse & Carter, 2005; Rao, 1994;
Rindova et al., 2006) that is conducive to the consolidation of corpo-
rate reputation (e.g., Arikan et al., 2016; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006;
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Lai et al., 2010; Rothenhoefer, 2018).
Thus, many companies maintain strong CSP policies to build
and strengthen their corporate reputation (Arikan et al., 2016;
Jones, 2005; Lai et al., 2010; Porter & Kramer, 2006).
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Prior research has also shown a positive relationship between
the level of CSP and corporate reputation (e.g., Arikan et al., 2016;
Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Lai et al., 2010;
Perez-Cornejo et al., 2020; Rothenhoefer, 2018). Based on these ar-

guments and prior evidence, the following hypothesis is proposed.

Hypothesis 1 The level of CSP positively affects corporate reputation.

2.2 | CSP internal consistency and
corporate reputation

Basu and Palazzo (2008) discussed the impact of a company's internal
consistency of its social behavior on corporate reputation. Similarly,
Fombrun and Van Riel (2004) cited the consistency of a company's
actions across different stakeholder groups as one of the most im-
portant criteria for building a good reputation. The consistency of
a firm's behavior toward different stakeholders may influence the
credibility of the overall firm's behavior (Basu & Palazzo, 2008;
Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004). The expec-
tations that a particular stakeholder has about the future behavior
of a company are influenced not only by the company's behavior
with this particular stakeholder but also by the company's behav-
ior with other stakeholders (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987; Maignan &
Ralston, 2002; Perez-Cornejo et al., 2020). Thus, the level of CSP is
important (Wang & Choi, 2013), but consistency in the management
of a firm's social responsibility may also affect corporate reputation.
In other words, stakeholders are affected by the different signals
that companies send through their behavior with every other stake-
holder. Therefore, when a company manages relations with a specific
stakeholder, the company must carefully think through the impact
of these actions on all other stakeholders (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987;
Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004). If a company performs well in the social
dimension but poorly in the environmental dimension, there is a lack
of consistency in its actions, which may negatively affect its corpo-
rate reputation, even though the company may be a good social per-
former. Each stakeholder observes the way a company treats other
stakeholders and views this as a signal that may affect the company's
trustworthiness (Wang & Choi, 2013) and, therefore, stakeholders'
expectations of the firm's, corporate reputation. According to cue
consistency theory (Anderson, 1981; Maheswaran & Chaiken, 1991;
Miyazaki et al., 2005), if stakeholders are exposed to multiple in-
formational cues about a company and these cues are consistent,
then the influence on their expectations can be easily assimilated.
Therefore, these cues can be combined and assessed to predict the
company's future behaviors. Conversely, when these cues provide
inconsistent information about the company, it is difficult to predict
future responses. In fact, when information is disparate, negative in-
formation attracts more attention, which may trigger negative judg-
ments or feelings about the company (Anderson, 1996; Miyazaki
et al., 2005; Wagner et al., 2009). Therefore, if stakeholders perceive
inconsistent signals about a company's performance, they may con-

sider the firm less trustworthy and credible than other companies

that have consistent behaviors. Accordingly, inconsistent CSP may
worsen expectations about the company and therefore may nega-
tively affect corporate reputation.

Furthermore, CSP internal consistency is of growing importance
because of the increasing informational capacity of stakeholders
(Jones et al., 2009). Through the development of new channels of
information, stakeholders are immediately updated on issues in
which they are not directly involved or that relate to situations in
faraway locations. Stakeholders may also have multiple stakes in the
same firm. For example, being both a customer and someone who is
concerned about environmental issues such as climate change raises
interest in a company's CSP internal consistency.

Although the relationship between CSP internal consistency and
corporate reputation has not been empirically tested yet, previous
research does provide support for the positive impact of CSP inter-
nal consistency on firm value (Wang & Choi, 2013). For all of these
reasons, the assumption is that CSP internal consistency (interpreted
as the similarity between the social and environmental performance
of the company) affects the expectations held by a company's stake-
holders. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed.

Hypothesis 2 The CSP internal consistency (consistency between so-
cial and environmental performance) positively affects corporate

reputation.

2.3 CSP internal consistency as a moderator of the
relationship between CSP and corporate reputation

Alongside the academic consensus on the positive effect of CSP
on corporate reputation (e.g., Arikan et al., 2016; Brammer &
Pavel, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Lai et al.,, 2010; Perez-
Cornejo et al., 2020), the literature explains that similar corporate
social practices may not have the same reputational impact in every
firm (Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombun, 1996). The empirical evi-
dence is focused on external variables such as industry (Aqueveque
etal., 2018; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Ghosh, 2017; Melo & Garrido-
Morgado, 2012) and country (Maignan, 2001; Pérez-Cornejo
et al.,, 2021; Ramasamy & Yeung, 2009). However, there is limited
evidence of the relevance of internal variables in relation to the way
firms manage social responsibility policies and the role of manage-
ment in optimizing corporate reputation (Basu & Palazzo, 2008;
Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004; Perez-Cornejo et al., 2020). In these
terms, we consider that CSP internal consistency may reinforce the
positive effect of CSP on corporate reputation.

As argued in the previous section, a stakeholder's expectations
about a company are affected not only by the company's behavior
with this stakeholder but also by the company's behavior with other
stakeholders (Cornell & Shapiro, 1987; Maignan & Ralston, 2002).
When a company behaves consistently toward all its stakeholders,
they are more likely to perceive this company as genuine (Berman
et al., 1999; Wang & Choi, 2013), thus reinforcing the credibility of

the company's motivations (Yoo & Lee, 2018). The more consistent a
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firm's behavior with all of its different stakeholders, the more intrin-
sic attribution will be viewed by stakeholders (Elving & Kartal, 2012).
However, inconsistent behavior may mean that higher performance
will be attributed to external motivation as greenwashing or win-
dow dressing. Accordingly, a consistent response by the company
to the demands of all stakeholder groups may strengthen the cred-
ibility of the signals revealed by that company's behavior (Fombrun
& Van Riel, 2004). For example, a company may have a good social
performance with a high commitment to its workers and respect for
human rights practices; however, it may also have a poor environ-
mental performance with high emissions and inappropriate waste
management. The inconsistency (or low consistency) between social
and environmental performance may weaken the influence of good
social performance on corporate reputation. Therefore, CSP internal
consistency may reinforce the effect of CSP on corporate reputa-
tion. The moderating role of CSP internal consistency on the influ-
ence of CSP on corporate reputation has not been tested, but Wang
and Choi (2013) found support for positive moderation by CSP in-
ternal consistency in the relationship between CSP and firm value.
De Roeck et al. (2016) also support the notion that perceived consis-
tency reinforces the effect of perceived CSP held by employees on
their perceptions about a company's external prestige. Drawing on
these arguments and prior research findings, the following hypoth-

esis is proposed.

Hypothesis 3 The CSP internal consistency (consistency between so-
cial and environmental performance) positively moderates the

relationship between CSP and corporate reputation.

2.4 | CSP consistency over time and
corporate reputation

Since corporate reputation is an asset that is built and maintained
through the expectations of the different stakeholder groups
(Fombrun & Rindova, 1996), it is the product of a legitimation pro-
cess (Rao, 1994). This product is the result of the continuous succes-
sion of stakeholder assessments about firm's behaviors under the
institutional context standards at any given time. As such, a company
that accumulates positive evaluations about its CSP over time gener-
ates a corporate reputation (Logsdon & Wood, 2002). Stakeholders
will observe whether the company consistently meets their CSP ex-
pectations and they will translate past CSP into expectations about
a firm's probable future behavior (Weizsacker, 1980). That is, when
a firm has a high CSP, adapting its behavior overtime to the institu-
tional framework and to the stakeholder's expectations, it results
in a reduction in the uncertainty about the firm's future behavior
and this consolidates its corporate reputation. In contrast, a firm
that does not demonstrate an ongoing good social performance will
introduce uncertainty about the future behavior of the company
and this will impact on its corporate reputation. Furthermore, be-
cause stakeholders demand a growing CSP commitment (Marquez &

Fombrun, 2005), CSP consistency over time also may be considered
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CSP level may suggest a lack of commitment to CSP.

Therefore, in this research we consider CSP consistency over
time from two perspectives: first, as homogeneous behaviors of CSP
over time, as well as, a positive CSP evolution over time. As such,
we consider a company's consistency of their socially responsible
actions over time affects corporate reputation.

Hypothesis 4 The CSP consistency over time affects corporate

reputation.

2.5 | CSP consistency over time as a
moderator of the relationship between CSP and
corporate reputation

Drawing on the arguments presented in the previous sections, we
also consider that CSP consistency over time may reinforce the cred-
ibility of CSP actions and may amplify the effect of company actions
on stakeholders' expectations and the resultant corporate reputation.
When a company socially behaves in a consistent way over a long pe-
riod of time, the stakeholders are more likely to perceive the compa-
ny's action as coming from its internal motivation (Yoo & Lee, 2018).
As it is perceived as emanating from the essence of the company, the
firm's behaviors are felt to be more genuine (Berman et al., 1999; Wang
& Choi, 2013) and stakeholders perceive the company to be likely to
keep this behavior no matter what circumstances the company is going
through. However, inconsistent CSP over time may be perceived as ex-
ternally motivated, that is the CSP is going to be maintained only if it
is convenient to the firm's circumstances. In this sense, consistent CSP
over time is going to enhance the expectations of the firm's future so-
cial performance and strengthen the credibility of the signals revealed
by the company's social performance (Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004).

Therefore, we propose the following.

Hypothesis 5 The CSP consistency over time positively moderates the
relationship between CSP and corporate reputation.

Figure 1 presents the theoretical model and hypotheses of this
study. These hypotheses posit the double effect of CSP internal
consistency and CSP consistency over time on corporate reputation:
first, directly, and second, by moderating the effect of CSP on cor-
porate reputation.

3 | METHOD
3.1 | Sample

To test the hypotheses, we employed a sample of 133 firms from
nine countries (Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, South
Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom). The data
corresponded to a six-year period between 2011 and 2016 (612
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FIGURE 1 Theoretical model and proposed hypotheses

observations). The data were drawn from Thomson Reuters Eikon™
database and RepTrak® Pulse reputational ranking reports for dif-
ferent countries, available on the Reputation Institute website. To
perform the longitudinal analysis, we selected firms that were within
the reputational ranking RepTrak® Pulse for at least five consecutive
years and that had ESG scores provided by Thomson Reuters Eikon™
database. As some of the firms in the sample were not present in the
reputational ranking RepTrak® Pulse for the full seven-year period,

the panel data were unbalanced.

3.2 | Variables
3.2.1 | Independent variables

CSP data were gathered from the Thomson Reuters Eikon™ data-
base. It offers one of the most exhaustive ESG (Environmental, Social,
and Governance) databases, covering over 6000 public companies.
This database has been employed in recent research (e.g., Gallego-
Alvarez et al., 2018; Perez-Cornejo et al., 2020). These Thomson
Reuters Eikon™ ESG scores are based on over 400 ESG measures,
with more than 150 analysts processing the information manually
for each firm. Each measure goes through an accurate process to
homogenize the information and guarantee comparability across
the companies (Thomson Reuters Eikon, 2018). The database pro-
vides several indicators that enable measurement across different
features of companies' CSP. We calculated the social performance
score based on four categories of the Social ESG Pillar: human rights,
product responsibility, workforce, and community. We applied the
weights related to the number of items in each category to calculate
the total score. The calculation of the environmental performance
score was based on three categories of the Environmental ESG Pillar:
environmental resource use, innovation, and emissions. We used the
same approach to calculate the environmental score. Finally, the
overall CSP measure was the result of the average between social
and environmental performance scores, and it had a range from O
to 1 where values close to O mean a poor CSP and values close to 1
mean a high CSP.

We created a variable called CSP internal consistency to approx-
imate the internal consistency of CSP. Although ESG scores break
into three dimensions (social, environmental, and governance), we
designed our measure of consistency using only the social and the
environmental dimension. This is because, unlike social and envi-
ronmental dimensions, corporate governance is not a corporate
performance, but it is a criterion or control mechanism that may
have an impact on performance but is not a performance in itself.
In fact, a significant amount of research has analyzed CSP from the
perspective of only the environmental and the social dimensions
(e.g., Gandullia & Pisera, 2020; Maas, 2018; Wang & Choi, 2013).
Therefore, the measure was calculated as the negative absolute
value of the difference between social and environmental perfor-
mance in the t period.

CSP internal consistency =

— [abs (social performance, — environmental performance; )|

This measure allowed us to test whether having a similar level
of behavior in the social and environmental dimensions of CSP im-
proves corporate reputation.

We measured consistency over time using two approaches. First
following the Soleimani et al. (2014) approach, we measured CSP
consistency over time as the standard deviation of CSP, in relation to
the past observations of the company that was in the sample in the
period analyzed. This variable was called CSP consistency over time
deviation. Second, we also measured CSP consistency over time as
the difference of CSP in the t period and the CSP in the t - 1 period.

CSP consistency over time increment = (CSPt - CSPt_i) .

Therefore, in this case, we considered that the positive incre-
ment is a consistent behavior in a firm's social responsibility because
the firm is enhancing its CSP. However, a negative increment is an
inconsistent behavior over time because it is reducing its social per-
formance in comparison to the last period. This measure lets us mea-
sure if the company increases or reduces its CSP.

3.2.2 | Dependent variable

Corporate reputation data were gathered from the RepTrak®
ranking reports of different countries, which was available on the
Reputation Institute website (www.reputationinstitute.com). This
ranking provides scores of companies with the strongest reputa-
tion in more than 41 countries (Dowling & Gardberg, 2012). Several
studies have validated the methodology behind RepTrak® (Fombrun
et al., 2015; Ponzi et al., 2011), which has been employed in prior re-
search (Fombrun & Pan, 2006; Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2020). In 2006,
this index replaced the Reputation Quotient ® (RQ) measurement
that had been established in 2000 also by the Reputation Institute.
The decision for developing a new measure was because the RQ

instrument lacked equivalence across countries (Gardberg, 2006).
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Therefore, the main advantage of Reptrack® against RQ is that it
provides a comparable measure using a standardized cross-national
measure (Dowling & Gardberg, 2012).

Every year, the Reputation Institute assesses the corporate
reputations of the world's most prestigious companies using the
RepTrak® framework, which is the world's largest and highest qual-
ity normative reputation database. RepTrak® measures several
dimensions. Specifically, it combines emotional and rational issues
of corporate reputation. First, the emotional reputation evaluates
four components: good impression, esteem, trust, and admiration.
Second, the rational reputation combines 23 company performance
attributes into 7 dimensions: innovation, products and services,
workplace, governance, leadership, performance, and citizenship.
A mathematical algorithm developed by RepTrak® combines these
data and adjusts it, making it comparable between industries and
countries. The Reputational Institute gathers the data using annual
online surveys. The overall reputational score for a given firm is cal-
culated by taking the average score of 100 or more respondents who
are “familiar” with the firm. Each year, the respondents are a random
sample of the country's population, stratified by gender and age. The

final overall reputation score is based on a scale of 100 points.

3.2.3 | Control variables

In addition to the independent variables, we included eight control vari-
ables: corporate reputation in the previous period, company size, return
on equity (ROE), leverage, company age, year, industry, and country.
We included as a control variable the reputation in the previous period
because corporate reputation is an inertial variable that accumulates
slowly over time (Fombrun, 1996; Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2020; Schultz
et al., 2001). We also included company size, measured as the total as-
sets' logarithm, because prior empirical evidence suggests that larger
firms usually have higher corporate reputations (e.g., Deephouse, 1997;
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Riahi-Belkaoui & Pavlik, 1991). Large

TABLE 1 Definition of variables
Variable name Definition

Corporate reputation

CSP The measure has been calculated as the average between the scores of

Reptrack pulse scores based on a scale of up to 100 points

CWILEY-

companies are more visible and are expected to be more closely exam-
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ined by a range of market's audiences, and because these large com-
panies are more exposed to scrutiny, they are forced to demonstrate
a more balanced value distribution among stakeholders to maintain a
good corporate reputation. In contrast, small companies that may go
unnoticed in the market, are expected to be less careful in the firm
value distribution, thus may result in a poorer corporate reputation.
Despite the literature presenting ambiguous findings of its effect on
corporate reputation (Rao, 1994; Schultz et al., 2001), we also included
firm age. It was measured as the logarithm of the number of years since
the company's foundation because the corporate reputation building
process is slow (Fombrun, 1996; Schultz et al., 2001). Companies that
have been in business for long will have been subject to more scrutiny
and may therefore be expected to have had a track record of satisfying
stakeholders, so stakeholders will extrapolate from previous behav-
iors to generate expectations of future behavior (Weizsacker, 1980).
Regarding the next variable, ROE, considerable research has analyzed
its influence on corporate reputation (e.g., Brammer & Pavelin, 2006;
Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). The likelihood of satisfying stakeholders'
future demands is higher when the company's value is higher because it
would be easier to meet stakeholders' expectations. Therefore, a higher
value of ROE should enhance corporate reputation. We also included
leverage, measured as debt-to-equity assets, because this variable
has been employed in previous studies on corporate reputation (e.g.,
Delgado-Garcia et al., 2013; Walker et al., 2018). High leverage may
affect a company's future returns and as a result, corporate reputa-
tion. We also included dummy country variables because expectations
of stakeholders are affected by the institutional context (Gardberg
& Fombrun, 2006; Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2021; Zaman et al., 2020).
Finally, we controlled for industry and year using dummy variables.
Data on company size, leverage, ROE, and industry were drawn from
the Thomson Reuters Eikon™ database. We obtained company age by
conducting an Internet search.

Table 1 presents the measurement of the variables and the in-

formation sources.

Source

Reputation Institute

Thomson Reuters Eikon database

the Social Pillar and the Environmental Pillar. The measure ranges from
0 to 1 where 0 means a poor CSP and 1 a high CSP

CSP internal consistency

The negative absolute value of the difference between the

Thomson Reuters Eikon database

environmental and the social performance

CSP consistency over time
deviation

CSP consistency over time

increment
Company size Logarithm of total revenues
Return on equity
Leverage Debt to assets

Company age

The negative standard deviation of CSP calculated with the prior
observations of firm's CSP that are available in our sample

Difference between CSP, and CSP,_,

Net income after taxes to total equity

Llogarithm of the number of years since the company's foundation

Thomson Reuters Eikon database

Thomson Reuters Eikon database

Thomson Reuters Eikon database
Thomson Reuters Eikon database
Thomson Reuters Eikon database

Online research

95U8017 SUOWIWOD 8A 81D 3|qeoljdde ay) Aq pauenob ae sspile VO ‘8sn JO Sajn 10j AIq18ul|UO AS[IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIWO00" A3 1M ATR1q 1 [pulUO//SANY) SUONIPUOD PUe SWIB | 8U1 89S *[2202/2T/20] U A%iqiTauliuo A8|im ‘sobing 8 pepsieAlun Aq 98£ZT 890 TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 W AreJq1jpuljuo//Sdny wouy pspeojumod ‘T ‘220z ‘vZrareaz



PEREZ-CORNEJO ET AL.

10 : :
_I_Wl LEY- Business Ethics,

the Environment & Responsibility

3.3 | Methodology

The dependent variable (corporate reputation) may have inertia,
meaning that the current values of corporate reputation may be
influenced by previous values (e.g., Delgado-Garcia et al., 2010;
Perez-Cornejo et al., 2020). Therefore, we used dynamic panel
data analysis. The chosen estimation approach was the system
generalized method of moments (GMM), described by Arellano
and Bover (1995) and Blundell and Bond (1998). The system GMM
estimator has several advantages. First, it controls for possible en-
dogeneity problems in the explanatory variables. Second, it avoids
the risk of obtaining biased results that emerge from problems of
heterogeneity of the unobservable variable arising from the spe-
cific characteristics of each firm that persist over time. In addi-
tion, unlike other GMM estimators, this approach allows for the
introduction of more instruments, which improves efficiency. The
validity of GMM estimation depends on the absence of second-
order serial autocorrelation in the residuals and the validity of the
analyzed instruments.

To test the predictive power of the independent and modera-
tor variables with that of the control variables, we used hierarchi-
cal analysis (Aiken & West, 1991). First, we included CSP to test
Hypothesis 1. In the second step, we included CSP internal consis-
tency to test Hypothesis 2. In the third step, we included the inter-
action effect between the independent variables and the moderator
variable to test Hypothesis 3. This process has been replicated to
test CSP consistency over time. To minimize multicollinearity ef-
fects, we used the standardized values of the independent variables
in our analyses (Aiken & West, 1991).

The equations specifying the models are presented below. The
term CR;, denotes the corporate reputation of company i in year t,
CR;._, represents the corporate reputation in the previous period of
company i in year/t, CONSINT, is the CSP internal consistency (or
consistency between the social and environmental performance) of
company iin period t, CONSTIMEDEV,, is the CSP over time deviation
of company i in period t; CONSTIMEINCR,, is CSP over time incre-
ment of company i in period t, CSP;, denotes the CSP of company i
in period t, SIZE;, denotes the size of company i in period t, ROE;, de-
notes the ROE of firm i in period t, LEV,, is the leverage of company i
in period t, AGE,, is the logarithm of years between the foundation of
company i and period t, d, denotes the year dummies, d, represents
the set of sector dummies, p; represents the set of country dummies,
y; denotes the unobserved heterogeneity, that is assumed to be con-
stant along the period analyzed, and ¢, is the error term.

Equation 1, Model 1:

CRy=a+ fq (CR“_i) +p, (CSP,-t) + f3 (ROE,-t) +p4 (SIZE,-t)
+ Bs (LEVy) + Bg (AGEy) +di+di+p;+Y,+ & (1)
Equation 2, Model 2:

CRi=a+ B; (CRit_1) + B, (CSP;) + B3 (CONSINT,) + B, (ROE;)
+ Bs (SIZEy) + Bg (LEVy) + B7 (AGEy) +di+di+pi+Y,+ & 2)

Equation 3, Model 3:

CRy=a+ f, (CR;t,l) +f5 (CSP,-t) + f3 (CONSINTit) +f4 (CSP;CONSINT“)
+ Ps (ROE;) +Ps (SIZE;) + By (LEVy) + Bg (AGE;) +d.+ d;j+p;+ Y+ i
(3)

Equation 4, Model 4:

CRiy=a + f; (CRy_y) + f, (CONSTIMEDEV;,) + 5 (CONSTIMEINCR,) + £, (CSP;)
+ fs (ROEy) + Bs (SIZEy) + B7 (LEVy) + Bg (AGEy) + dy+ di+p;+ Y, + &
(4)

Equation 5, Model 5:

CRi=a+ p; (CRi_1) + By (CSP;;) + B3 (CONSTIMEDEV,;)
+ B4 (CSP;;CONSTIMEDEV;;) + f5 (CONSTIMEINCR;;) + fs (CSP;,CONSTIMEINCR;, )
+P7 (ROEy) +Pg (SIZEy) + By (LEVy) + B1o (AGEy) +d¢+di+p;+ Y, + & (5)

Equation 6, Model 6:

CRi=a+ p; (CRy_1) + B, (CSP:) + B3 (CONSINT;)

+ + B4 (CSP;CONSINT,) + f5 (CONSTIMEDEV,,) + f5 (CSP;CONSTIMEDEV,)
+ f7 (CONSTIMEINCR;;) + fg (CSP;CONSTIMEINCR;;) + g (ROE;)

+P10 (SIZEy) + Py (LEVit) + B1p (AGEy) +dy+di+pi+ Y, + e (6)

4 | RESULTS

Table 2 sets out the correlation matrix for the sample and Table 3
presents the descriptive statistics of our sample divided into quar-
tiles based on corporate reputation scores where quartile 1 contains
the observations of the companies with the highest corporate repu-
tation scores and the fourth quartile are composed of observations
of the companies with the lowest reputation scores. Analyzing the
descriptive results, we see that the highest CSP quartile does not
correspond to the companies with the highest reputation scores;
however, the most reputable companies have more CSP internal
consistent behaviors. This suggests that in order to build a corporate
reputation, the level of CSP is not only important but also other in-
ternal aspects such as the consistency between environmental and
socials performance, and CSP consistency over time.

Table 4 provides the results of the panel data analyses. The
variance inflation factors are all under 5 in all of the models, which
indicates no problems of multicollinearity (Alin, 2010; Cohen
et al., 2003). All of the models from 1 to 6 show the results for the
impact of CSP on corporate reputation and reveal a significant pos-
itive effect of the level of CSP on corporate reputation. All of the
models present a significant and positive effect of CSP on corporate
reputation confirming Hypothesis 1. Models 2 and 3 show a posi-
tive and significant effect of CSP internal consistency (consistency
between environmental and social performances) on corporate rep-
utation (Model 2, p = .05; Model 3, p = .05). Furthermore, the global
model (Model 6 p = .05) also presents a positive and significant
effect of CSP internal consistency on corporate reputation. These
results mean that the smaller the difference between social and en-

vironmental performance, the higher the corporate reputation score

95U8017 SUOWIWOD 8A 81D 3|qeoljdde ay) Aq pauenob ae sspile VO ‘8sn JO Sajn 10j AIq18ul|UO AS[IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIWO00" A3 1M ATR1q 1 [pulUO//SANY) SUONIPUOD PUe SWIB | 8U1 89S *[2202/2T/20] U A%iqiTauliuo A8|im ‘sobing 8 pepsieAlun Aq 98£ZT 890 TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 W AreJq1jpuljuo//Sdny wouy pspeojumod ‘T ‘220z ‘vZrareaz



PEREZ-CORNEJO ET AL.

Business Ethics,

TABLE 2 Correlation matrix

Company

size

CSP consistency over
time increment

CSP consistency over

time deviation

CSP internal

Corporate

Corporate

Leverage

ROE

consistency deviation

CSP

reputationt -1

reputation

e

0.870

Corporate

reputationt - 1

CSP

P

P

0.208
0.137

0.221

.

: 0.019

*x

.

0.113

CSP internal

consistency

P

Hxx

0.201

0.218

0.021

0.018

CSP consistency

over time deviation

P

P

P

*x

-0.145

0.115

0.093 0.056 0.171

CSP consistency
over time

increment

ROE

0.000

0.009

*

0.076

-0.012

orx

0.120
0.057

P

0.127
0.053

.

-0.255
0.016

-0.053
-0.053
-0.040

wrx

0.023

0.023

.

0.515

Company size

wxx

0.379

P

0.108
0.100

0.023 -0.032

*

0.067

0.057

Leverage

Hxk

0.172

.

0.142

ek

0.122

*x

ok

0.068

ek

0.139

wxk

0.306

.

0.373

***p =.01; **p =.05;"p = .1.

Company age
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will be. Therefore, these results confirm Hypothesis 2, showing that
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there is a positive relationship between CSP internal consistency
and corporate reputation. Furthermore, Model 3 and Model 6 show
a significant and positive effect of the interaction between CSP and
CSP internal consistency (p = .05; p = .01). These results suggest
that the smaller the difference between social and environmental
performance, the higher the impact of CSP on corporate reputation.
In other words, CSP internal consistency positively moderates the
relationship between CSP and corporate reputation. These results
confirm Hypothesis 3. Considering CSP consistency over time, as we
mention in the prior section, we have tried to analyze using two ap-
proaches, first, as the standard deviation of CSP prior observations
(CSP consistency over time deviation) and second, as the increment of
CSP between periods (CSP consistency over time increment). Regarding
the first measure, no model reveals a significant effect of this dimen-
sion on corporate reputation. For the second measure, both models,
Model 4 and Model 5, reveal a positive and significant effect on cor-
porate reputation (p = .01; p = .05). Furthermore, the global model
also reveals a positive and significant effect of CSP consistency over
time increment on corporate reputation (Model 6 = 0.10). These re-
sults partially confirm Hypothesis 4. That is, CSP consistency over
time, understood as maintaining or improving on previous CSP, has
a positive effect on corporate reputation. However, neither Model
5 nor Model 6 shows a significant moderating effect of CSP consis-
tency over time deviation nor CSP consistency over time increment on
the relationship between CSP and corporate reputation. Therefore,
we cannot confirm Hypothesis 5. In relation to the control variables,
all models reveal a positive and significant effect of the lagged cor-
porate reputation variable on corporate reputation, confirming the
inertia of the variable. Furthermore, all models show a positive and
significant effect of company age on corporate reputation and a sig-
nificant positive effect of ROE on corporate reputation.

5 | CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
Our analysis based on an international sample of 133 companies
from nine countries confirms that managing CSP consistency in
terms of both, CSP internal consistency (consistency between social
and environmental performances) and CSP consistency over time
(understanding as a positive evolution in regards to previous perfor-
mance), plays a crucial role in the consolidation of corporate reputa-
tion. Specifically, a company's consistency affects the legitimization
process (Logsdon & Wood, 2002; Rao, 1994) that the company must
undergo to consolidate its corporate reputation. Consistent behav-
ior is conducive to favorable stakeholder expectations about the
company, enhancing its trustworthiness and credibility and consoli-
dating its corporate reputation. This result is also in line with the
findings of prior research (Wang & Choi, 2013), which support the
positive influence over time of both CSP internal consistency and
CSP consistency on firm value.

In addition, the results reveal that CSP internal consistency

is a moderator of the relationship between CSP and corporate
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TABLE 3 Descriptive analysis

Corporate reputation Mean

Standard Deviation
CSP Mean

Standard Deviation
Environmental performance Mean

Standard Deviation
Social performance Mean

Standard Deviation
CSP internal consistency Mean

Standard Deviation
CSP consistency over time deviation Mean

Standard Deviation
CSP consistency over time increment Mean

Standard Deviation
Company Size Mean

Standard Deviation
ROE Mean

Standard Deviation
Leverage Mean

Standard Deviation
Company age Mean

Standard Deviation

Number of observations

reputation. That is, when the company has consistent behavior with
its stakeholders, they perceive these actions as genuine because
these behaviors come from the essence of the firm. This internal
motivation strengthens the credibility of a company's socially re-
sponsible actions and therefore improves the effect of the com-
pany's actions on stakeholder expectations about the firm (Basu
& Palazzo, 2008; Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004). Our results support
prior research on the role of CSP internal consistency in enhanc-
ing the effect of CSP on company value (Wang & Choi, 2013) and
employees' perceptions (De Roeck et al., 2016). Unlike the study of
Wang and Choi (2013) that found a marginally significant moder-
ating effect of CSP consistency over time on the relationship be-
tween CSP and financial performance, our results do not support
CSP consistency over time as a moderator in the relationship be-
tween CSP and corporate reputation. These results could mean that
stakeholders appreciate the positive evolution of CSP performance
over time resulting in a positive corporate reputation; however, if the
company does not evolve in a positive way over time, stakeholders
may not view company actions as being any less credible. Indeed,
stakeholders may understand that the firm has to adapt its behav-
ior to external circumstances impacting on the resources that they
have available. In fact, in previous adverse contexts, the firm may not

have had enough resources to improve its CSP. That can be seen in

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
77.347 70.476 64.973 56.412
2961 1.673 1.433 5.35
0.761 0.772 0.746 0.685
0.149 0.094 0.134 0.144
0.769 0.781 0.773 0.703
0.163 0.128 0.157 0.207

0.752 0.763 0.718 0.668
0.163 0.112 0.15 0.166
-0.101 -0.124 -0.132 -0.131
0.08 0.088 0.092 0.102
-0.040 -0.037 -0.032 -0.040
0.030 0.024 0.019 0.021
0.006 0.009 0.003 -0.003
0.051 0.047 0.045 0.053
23.448 23.975 24191 23.717
1.554 1.552 1.817 1.680
0.255 0.174 0.154 0.150
0.386 0.211 0.222 0.131
2.167 6.029 9.317 3.728
2.333 12.683 18.379 6.515
4.544 4.216 3.945 3.49
0.63 1.007 1.053 0.862
153 153 153 153

the financial crisis or during the COVID-19 pandemic when compa-
nies were unable to increase their performance at the same pace as
during more prosperous times.

Furthermore, our findings show that CSP positively affects cor-
porate reputation, thus providing strong evidence to confirm previ-
ous research that suggested that CSP is one of the most important
determinants of corporate reputation (e.g., Arikan et al., 2016;
Brammer & Pavelin, 2006; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Lai et al., 2010;
Pérez-Cornejo et al.,, 2020; Rothenhoefer, 2018). These findings
show that the level of CSP has a significant impact on corporate rep-
utation, underlining the importance of CSP as one of the main deter-
minants of effective corporate reputation management.

In addition, this research goes further than prior academic lit-
erature on the corporate reputation by providing evidence of a
phenomenon that had not previously been addressed. Although
there has been a research focus on the links between CSP and cor-
porate reputation (Arikan et al., 2016; Brammer & Pavelin, 2006)
and many studies have empirically analyzed whether external vari-
ables, such as industry or country affect the relationship between
CSP and corporate reputation (Aqueveque et al., 2018; Brammer
& Pavelin, 2006; Ghosh, 2017; Maignan, 2001; Melo & Garrido-
Morgado, 2012; Ramasamy & Yeung, 2009), our research goes fur-

ther showing that manageable variables related to CSP also impact

5UB0 117 SUOLLLIOD SAIIE10 3 et jdde 8Ly Aq peuenob aJe oI VO ‘3sN J0 S| Joj ARG BUIIUO /B|IA UO (SUONIPUOO-PUE-SWLEYWIOO A3 1A AReiq 1BUUO//SANL) SUOIPUGD PUB SWLS | au) 95 *[2202/2T/20] Uo Ariqi auluo AB|im ‘soBing 8 pepsAIN Ad 98EZT 1880 TTTT OT/10p/wo0™Aa 1 AReiq1jeu1|uo//Sdny woly papeolumoq T ‘220z ‘vZrove9z



PEREZ-CORNEJO ET AL.

TABLE 4 Results

Model 1 Model 2
Corporate reputation t-1 0.425" 04307
(0.031) (0.029)
csp 2.390"" 2177
(0.284) (0.303)
CSP internal consistency 0.388"
(0.175)
CSP * CSP internal consistency
CSP consistency over time
deviation
CSP * CSP consistency over
time deviation
CSP consistency over time
increment
CSP * CSP consistency over
time increment
ROE 3.490" 3.051"
(0.784) (0.814)
Company size 0.640 0.626
(0.784) (0.729)
Leverage 0.073 0.101
(0.306) (0.067)
Company age 0.760" 0.677"
(0.306) (0.307)
Sector YES YES
Year YES YES
Country YES YES
Constant 26.717 25.863
(17.74) (19.383)
Number of observations 612 612
Wald chi 9772.06 11,061.21
AR(2) 0.15 0.17
Hansen test 62.89 60.01

*okok

p=.01;""p=.05;*p=.1.

on corporate reputation. That is, CSP consistency is an internal CSP
variable that needs to be managed in order to maximize the impact
on corporate reputation.

Indeed, to the best of our knowledge, no studies have offered
an in-depth analysis of the role that CSP consistency plays in corpo-
rate reputation. This paper builds on a theoretical background that
links the concepts of CSP, CSP internal consistency, CSP consistency
over time and corporate reputation through two effects: the direct
effect of CSP internal consistency and CSP consistency over time
on corporate reputation and the moderating roles of both in the re-
lationship between CSP and corporate reputation. Furthermore, we

provide empirical evidence that supports our theoretical proposals

BT EHe ettty FWILEY—2
Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
0.395" 0.444" 0.432™ 0.401"
(0.031) (0.031) (0.033) (0.034)
1.856 1.654"" 1.167" 0.923'
(0.414) (0.521) (0.541) (0.557)
0.418" 0.479"
(0.180) (0.196)
0.224" 0.384"
(0.096) (0.143)
0.090 -0.014 -0.171
(0.353) (0.046) (0.375)
-0.189 -0.375
(0.271) (0.279)
0.308"" 0.275" 0.221'
(0.117) (0.132) (0.134)
-0.014 -0.099
(0.046) (0.064)
3.031" 3.646" 3.678" 3.276"
(0.946) (0.838) (0.870) (1.031)
0.792 1.018 0.699 1.042
(0.760) (0.709) (0.722) (0.782)
0.073 0.088 0.056 0.068
(0.066) (0.098) (0.065) (0.065)
0.806" 0.727™" 0970 0.846"
(0.331) (0.315) (0.314) (0.326)
YES YES YES YES
YES YES YES YES
YES YES YES YES
23.686 13.396 21.255 17.853
(19.423) (19.306) (18.765) (19.453)
612 612 612 612
15,100.79 9095.80 9078.39 9448.27
0.11 0.31 0.24 0.21
58.67 63.24 61.17 57.79

and the ideas that have been suggested in earlier studies (Bassu &
Palazzo, 2008; Fombrun & Van Riel, 2004).

Although this paper makes substantial contributions, it none-
theless has several limitations. We are aware that measuring con-
sistency is a difficult task, and our measures are proxies of these
phenomena. Future research should further investigate this effect.
Furthermore, we focused only on the consistency of CSP, but con-
sistency may be present in other aspects of the company. Examples
include financial consistency and consistency between communica-
tion messages and other actions in relation to the different stake-
holder groups. We are aware that a company's consistency is a broad

concept that may affect corporate reputation, and we have focused
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on just one aspect of this consistency. Therefore, future research
should focus on other aspects of the company and their effects on
corporate reputation. Furthermore, our analysis is based on a sample
of large, listed companies with a powerful impact on society and the
environment. However, the results may not be replicated for a sam-
ple of smaller companies that have less visibility orimpact on society.

In terms of practical implications, managers should keep in
mind that a good reputation creates a competitive advantage that
translates into a host of benefits for the company. Notably, being
responsible enhances a company's corporate reputation. However,
maintaining the consistency between a firm's social and environ-
mental performance also plays an important role in corporate rep-
utation management. Although different audiences of the company
may value the level of social corporate performance, it is also the
consistency between a company's responsible actions that creates
greater confidence and credibility and generates positive expec-
tations toward the company, thus enhancing its reputation. The
negative consequences of internal inconsistencies are evident in
corporate scandals where companies with high CSP are perceived
to behave badly toward one stakeholder group, resulting in damage
to their corporate reputation. Moreover, this inconsistency means
that a company's social performance has a less intense influence on
expectations and hence corporate reputation. Therefore, to effec-
tively manage corporate reputation, it is important to ensure con-
sistency between social and environmental actions. Managers must
maintain a balance between the demands and expectations of differ-
ent groups of stakeholders to strengthen their company's corporate
reputation. Furthermore, managers should keep a positive evolution
in CSP over time because this longer-term consistency also favors
corporate reputation. Moreover, because CSP consistency positively
affects reputation, managers should present information to stake-
holders in such a way as to highlight the consistency of their CSP
actions. All in all, managers should be aware that it is not only the
level of CSP that is important to corporate reputation, but it is also
the way they manage the actions of corporate responsibility over

time across different stakeholders that has an important impact.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to thank all the editors and the anonymous
reviewers of the Business Ethics, the Environment & Responsibility
who have helped to improve this study. Corresponding author is also

grateful for the FPU training program of the University of Burgos.

PEER REVIEW
The peer review history for this article is available at https://publo
ns.com/publon/10.1111/beer.12386.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from
the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

ORCID

Clara Pérez-Cornejo https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9523-5392

REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpret-
ing interactions. Sage.

Alin, A. (2010). Multicollinearity. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews:
Computational Statistics, 2(3), 370-374. https://doi.org/10.1002/
wics.84

Anderson, N. H. (1981). Foundations of information integration theory (Vol.
578). Academic Press.

Anderson, N. H. (1996). A functional theory of cognition. Erlbaum.

Aqueveque, C., Rodrigo, P., & Duran, I. J. (2018). Be bad but (still) look
good: Can controversial industries enhance corporate reputation
through CSR initiatives? Business Ethics: A European Review, 27(3),
222-237. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12183

Arellano, M., & Bover, O. (1995). Another look at the instrumental vari-
able estimation of error-components models. Journal of Econometrics,
68(1), 29-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(94)01642-D

Arikan, E., Kantur, D., Maden, C., & Telci, E. E. (2016). Investigating the
mediating role of corporate reputation on the relationship between
corporate social responsibility and multiple stakeholder outcomes.
Quality & Quantity, 50(1), 129-149. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1113
5-014-0141-5

Basu, K., & Palazzo, G. (2008). Corporate social responsibility: A process
model of sensemaking. Academy of Management Review, 33(1), 122-
136. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.27745504

Beatty, R. P., &Ritter, J. R. (1986). Investment banking, reputation, and the
underpricing of initial public offerings. Journal of Financial Economics,
15(1-2), 213-232. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(86)90055-3

Berman, S. L., Wicks, A. C., Kotha, S., & Jones, T. M. (1999). Does
stakeholder orientation matter? The relationship between stake-
holder management models and firm financial performance.
Academy of Management Journal, 42(5), 488-506. https://doi.
org/10.5465/256972

Blundell, R., & Bond, S. (1998). Initial conditions and moment restrictions
in dynamic panel data models. Journal of Econometrics, 87(1), 115-
143. https://doi.org/10.1016/50304-4076(98)00009-8

Brammer, S. J., & Pavelin, S. (2006). Corporate reputation and social
performance: The importance of fit. Journal of Management Studies,
43(3), 435-455. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00597.x

Clarkson, M. E. (1995). A stakeholder framework for analyzing and evalu-
ating corporate social performance. Academy of Management Review,
20(1), 92-117. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271994

Cohen, J., Cohen, P, West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied multi-
ple regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.).
Erlbaum.

Cornell, B., & Shapiro, A. C. (1987). Corporate stakeholders and corpo-
rate finance. Financial Management, 1, 5-14. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/3665543

De Roeck, K., EI Akremi, A., & Swaen, V. (2016). Consistency matters!
How and when does corporate social responsibility affect employ-
ees' organizational identification? Journal of Management Studies,
53(7), 1141-1168. https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12216

Deephouse, D. L. (1997). Part IV: How do reputations affect corporate
performance? The effect of financial and media reputations on
performance. Corporate Reputation Review, 1(1), 68-72. https://doi.
org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540019

Deephouse, D. L., & Carter, S. M. (2005). An examination of differ-
ences between organizational legitimacy and organizational repu-
tation. Journal of Management Studies, 42(2), 329-360. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00499.x

Delgado-Garcia, J. B., De Quevedo-Puente, E., & De La Fuente-Sabaté, J.
M.(2010). Theimpact of ownership structure on corporate reputation:
Evidence from Spain. Corporate Governance: An International Review,
18(6), 540-556. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00818.x

Delgado-Garcia, J. B., de Quevedo-Puente, E., & Diez-Esteban, J. M.
(2013). The impact of corporate reputation on firm risk: A panel data

95U8017 SUOWIWOD 8A 81D 3|qeoljdde ay) Aq pauenob ae sspile VO ‘8sn JO Sajn 10j AIq18ul|UO AS[IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIWO00" A3 1M ATR1q 1 [pulUO//SANY) SUONIPUOD PUe SWIB | 8U1 89S *[2202/2T/20] U A%iqiTauliuo A8|im ‘sobing 8 pepsieAlun Aq 98£ZT 890 TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 W AreJq1jpuljuo//Sdny wouy pspeojumod ‘T ‘220z ‘vZrareaz


https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/beer.12386
https://publons.com/publon/10.1111/beer.12386
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9523-5392
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9523-5392
https://doi.org/10.1002/wics.84
https://doi.org/10.1002/wics.84
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12183
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(94)01642-D
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0141-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-014-0141-5
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.27745504
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(86)90055-3
https://doi.org/10.5465/256972
https://doi.org/10.5465/256972
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(98)00009-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2006.00597.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271994
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3665543
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3665543
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12216
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540019
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540019
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2005.00499.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00818.x

PEREZ-CORNEJO ET AL.

Business Ethics,

analysis of Spanish quoted firms. British Journal of Management, 24(1),
1-20. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00782.x

Donaldson, T., & Preston, L. E. (1995). The stakeholder theory of
the corporation: Concepts, evidence, and implications. Academy
of Management Review, 20(1), 65-91. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.1995.9503271992

Dowling, G. R., & Gardberg, N. A. (2012). Keeping score: The challenges
of measuring corporate reputation. In M. L. Barnett & T. G. Pollock
(Eds.), The Oxford handbook of corporate reputation (pp. 34-68).
Oxford University Press.

El Akremi, A., Gond, J. P,, Swaen, V., De Roeck, K., & Igalens, J. (2018).
How do employees perceive corporate responsibility? Development
and validation of a multidimensional corporate stakeholder respon-
sibility scale. Journal of Management, 44(2), 619-657. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206315569311

Elving, W.J. L., &Kartal, D.(2012). Consistency in behavior of the CEO re-
garding corporate social responsibility. Corporate Communications: An
International Journal, 17(4), 449-461. https://doi.org/10.1108/13563
281211274149

Fombrun, C. (1996). Reputation: Realizing value from the corporate image.
Harvard Business School Press.

Fombrun, C. J., & Pan, M. (2006). Corporate reputations in China: How
do consumers feel about companies? Corporate Reputation Review,
9(3), 165-170. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550024

Fombrun, C. J., Ponzi, L. J., & Newburry, W. (2015). Stakeholder track-
ing and analysis: The RepTrak® system for measuring corporate
reputation. Corporate Reputation Review, 18(1), 3-24. https://doi.
org/10.1057/crr.2014.21

Fombrun, C. J., & Rindova, V. (1996). Who's Tops and Who Decides? The
Social Construction of Corporate Reputations. New York University,
Stern School of Business, Working Paper.

Fombrun, C., & Shanley, M. (1990). What's in a name? Reputation build-
ing and corporate strategy. Academy of Management Journal, 33(2),
233-258. https://doi.org/10.5465/256324

Fombrun, C. J., & Van Riel, C. B. (2004). Fame & fortune: How successful
companies build winning reputations. FT Press.

Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic Management: A stakeholder approach.
Pitman.

Gallego-Alvarez, |., Lozano, M. B., & Rodriguez-Rosa, M. (2018). An anal-
ysis of the environmental information in international companies ac-
cording to the new GRI standards. Journal of Cleaner Production, 182,
57-66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.01.240

Gandullia, L., & Pisera, S. (2020). Do income taxes affect corporate social
responsibility? Evidence from European-listed companies. Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 27(2), 1017-
1027. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1862

Gardberg, N. A. (2006). Reputatie, reputation, réputation, reputazione,
ruf: A cross-cultural qualitative analysis of construct and instrument
equivalence. Corporate Reputation Review, 9(1), 39-61. https://doi.
org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550009

Gardberg, N. A., & Fombrun, C. J. (2006). Corporate citizenship: Creating
intangible assets across institutional environments. Academy of
Management Review, 31(2), 329-346. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amr.2006.20208684

Ghosh, K. (2017). Corporate reputation, social performance, and
organizational variability in an emerging country perspective.
Journal of Management & Organization, 23(4), 545-565. https://doi.
org/10.1017/jmo.2016.25

Hall, R. (1992). The strategic analysis of intangible resources. Strategic
Management Journal, 13(2), 135-144. https://doi.org/10.1002/
smj.4250130205

Hill, C. W., & Jones, T. M. (1992). Stakeholder-agency theory. Journal
of Management Studies, 29(2), 131-154. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x

15
the Environment & Responsibility _WI LEY

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial
behavior, agency costs and ownership structure. Journal of
Financial Economics, 3(4), 305-360. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-
405X(76)90026-X

Jones, B., Temperley, J., & Lima, A. (2009). Corporate reputationin the era
of Web 2.0: The case of Primark. Journal of Marketing Management,
25(9-10), 927-939. https://doi.org/10.1362/026725709X479309

Jones, R. (2005). Finding sources of brand value: Developing a stake-
holder model of brand equity. Brand Management, 13, 10-32. https://
doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2540243

Jones, T. M. (1995). Instrumental stakeholder theory: A synthesis of eth-
ics and economics. Academy of Management Review, 20(2), 404-437.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9507312924

Lai, C. S., Chiu, C. J., Yang, C. F.,, & Pai, D. C. (2010). The effects of cor-
porate social responsibility on brand performance: The mediating
effect of industrial brand equity and corporate reputation. Journal
of Business Ethics, 95(3), 457-469. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1055
1-010-0433-1

Lange, D., Lee, P. M., & Dai, Y. (2011). Organizational reputation:
A review. Journal of Management, 37(1), 153-184. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206310390963

Logsdon, J. M., & Wood, D. J. (2002). Reputation as an emerging construct
in the business and society field: An introduction. Business & Society,
41(4), 365-370. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650302238773

Maas, K. (2018). Do corporate social performance targets in executive
compensation contribute to corporate social performance? Journal
of Business Ethics, 148(3), 573-585. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1055
1-015-2975-8

Maden, C., Arikan, E., Telci, E. E., & Kantur, D. (2012). Linking corporate
social responsibility to corporate reputation: A study on understand-
ing behavioral consequences. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences,
58, 655-664. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.1043

Maheswaran, D., & Chaiken, S. (1991). Promoting systematic process-
ing in low-motivation settings: Effect of incongruent information on
processing and judgment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
61(1), 13-25. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.1.13

Maignan, I. (2001). Consumers' perceptions of corporate social responsi-
bilities: A cross-cultural comparison. Journal of Business Ethics, 30(1),
57-72. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006433928640

Maignan, ., & Ralston, D. A. (2002). Corporate social responsibility in
Europe and the US: Insights from businesses' self-presentations.
Journal of International Business Studies, 33(3), 497-514. https://
www.jstor.org/stable/3069527

Marquez, A., & Fombrun, C. J. (2005). Measuring corporate social re-
sponsibility. Corporate Reputation Review, 7(4), 304-308. https://doi.
org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540228

Melo, T., & Garrido-Morgado, A. (2012). Corporate reputation: A com-
bination of social responsibility and industry. Corporate Social
Responsibility and Environmental Management, 19(1), 11-31. https://
doi.org/10.1002/csr.260

Miyazaki, A. D., Grewal, D., & Goodstein, R. C. (2005). The effect of
multiple extrinsic cues on quality perceptions: A matter of consis-
tency. Journal of Consumer Research, 32(1), 146-153. https://doi.
org/10.1086/429606

Pérez-Cornejo, C., de Quevedo-Puente, E., & Delgado-Garcia, J. B.
(2020). Reporting as a booster of the corporate social performance
effect on corporate reputation. Corporate Social Responsibility
and Environmental Management, 27(3), 1252-1263. https://doi.
org/10.1002/csr.1881

Pérez-Cornejo, C.,de Quevedo-Puente, E., & Delgado-Garcia, J. B.(2021).
The role of national culture as a lens for stakeholder evaluation of
corporate social performance and its effect on corporate reputation.
BRQ Business Research Quarterly. https://doi.org/10.1177/23409
444211007487

95U8017 SUOWIWOD 8A 81D 3|qeoljdde ay) Aq pauenob ae sspile VO ‘8sn JO Sajn 10j AIq18ul|UO AS[IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIWO00" A3 1M ATR1q 1 [pulUO//SANY) SUONIPUOD PUe SWIB | 8U1 89S *[2202/2T/20] U A%iqiTauliuo A8|im ‘sobing 8 pepsieAlun Aq 98£ZT 890 TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 W AreJq1jpuljuo//Sdny wouy pspeojumod ‘T ‘220z ‘vZrareaz


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2011.00782.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271992
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271992
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315569311
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315569311
https://doi.org/10.1108/13563281211274149
https://doi.org/10.1108/13563281211274149
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550024
https://doi.org/10.1057/crr.2014.21
https://doi.org/10.1057/crr.2014.21
https://doi.org/10.5465/256324
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.01.240
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1862
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550009
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550009
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208684
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.20208684
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2016.25
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2016.25
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250130205
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250130205
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1992.tb00657.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1362/026725709X479309
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2540243
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2540243
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9507312924
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0433-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0433-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310390963
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310390963
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650302238773
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2975-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2975-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.1043
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.61.1.13
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006433928640
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3069527
https://www.jstor.org/stable/3069527
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540228
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540228
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.260
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.260
https://doi.org/10.1086/429606
https://doi.org/10.1086/429606
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1881
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1881
https://doi.org/10.1177/23409444211007487
https://doi.org/10.1177/23409444211007487

PEREZ-CORNEJO ET AL.

16 : :
_I_Wl LEY- Business Ethics,

the Environment & Responsibility

Ponzi, L. J., Fombrun, C. J., & Gardberg, N. A. (2011). RepTrak™ pulse:
Conceptualizing and validating a short-form measure of corporate
reputation. Corporate Reputation Review, 14(1), 15-35. https://doi.
org/10.1057/crr.2011.5

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2006). The link between competitive ad-
vantage and corporate social responsibility. Harvard Business Review,
85,78-92.

Ramasamy, B., & Yeung, M. (2009). Chinese consumers' perception of
corporate social responsibility (CSR). Journal of Business Ethics, 88(1),
119-132. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9825-x

Rao, H. (1994). The social construction of reputation: Certification con-
tests, legitimation, and the survival of organizations in the American
automobile industry: 1895-1912. Strategic Management Journal,
15(S1), 29-44. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150904

Riahi-Belkaoui, A.,&Pavlik,E.(1991). Asset management performanceand
reputation building for large US firms. British Journal of Management,
2(4), 231-238. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.1991.tb00029.x

Rindova, V. P, Pollock, T. G., & Hayward, M. L. (2006). Celebrity firms: The
social construction of market popularity. Academy of Management
Review, 31(1), 50-71. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379624

Roberts, P. W., & Dowling, G. R. (2002). Corporate reputation and sus-
tained superior financial performance. Strategic Management Journal,
23(12), 1077-1093. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.274

Rothenhoefer, L. M. (2018). The impact of CSR on corporate reputation
perceptions of the public—A configurational multi-time, multi-source
perspective. Business Ethics: A European Review, 28(2), 141-155.
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12207

Schultz, M., Mouritsen, J., & Gabrielsen, G. (2001). Sticky reputation:
Analyzing a ranking system. Corporate Reputation Review, 4(1), 24-
41. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540130

Selnes, F. (1993). An examination of the effect of product performance
on brand reputation, satisfaction and loyalty. European Journal of
Marketing, 27(9), 19-35. https://doi.org/10.1108/0309056931
0043179

Shrivastava, P. (1995). The role of corporations in achieving ecologi-
cal sustainability. Academy of Management Review, 20(4), 936-960.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9512280026

Soleimani, A., Schneper, W. D., & Newburry, W. (2014). The impact of
stakeholder power on corporate reputation: A cross-country corpo-
rate governance perspective. Organization Science, 25(4), 991-1008.
https://doi.org/10.1287/0orsc.2013.0889

Surroca, J., Tribd, J. A., & Waddock, S. (2010). Corporate responsibility
and financial performance: The role of intangible resources. Strategic
Management Journal, 31(5), 463-490. https://doi.org/10.1002/
smj.820

Thomson Reuters Eikon. (2018). https://eikon.thomsonreuters.com/
index.html

Turban, D. B., & Greening, D. W. (1997). Corporate social perfor-
mance and organizational attractiveness to prospective employ-
ees. Academy of Management Journal, 40(3), 658-672. https://doi.
org/10.5465/257057

von Weizsacker, C. C. (1980). A welfare analysis of barriers to
entry. The Bell Journal of Economics, 11(2), 399-420. https://doi.
org/10.2307/3003371

Wagner, T., Lutz, R. J., & Weitz, B. A. (2009). Corporate hypocrisy:
Overcoming the threat of inconsistent corporate social responsi-
bility perceptions. Journal of Marketing, 73(6), 77-91. https://doi.
org/10.1509/jmkg.73.6.77

Walker, K., Zhang, Z., & Ni, N. (2018). The mirror effect: Corporate
social responsibility, corporate social irresponsibility and firm per-
formance in coordinated market economies and liberal market
economies. British Journal of Management, 30, 151-168. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-8551.12271

Walsh, G., Mitchell, V. W., Jackson, P. R., & Beatty, S. E. (2009). Examining
the antecedents and consequences of corporate reputation: A

customer perspective. British Journal of Management, 20(2), 187-203.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2007.00557.x

Wang, H., & Choi, J. (2013). A new look at the corporate social-financial
performance relationship: The moderating roles of temporal and in-
terdomain consistency in corporate social performance. Journal of
Management, 39(2), 416-441. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310
375850

Yoo, D., & Lee, J. (2018). The effects of corporate social responsibility
(CSR) fit and CSR consistency on company evaluation: The role of
CSR support. Sustainability, 10(8), 2956. https://doi.org/10.3390/
su10082956

Zaman, R., Jain, T., Samara, G., & Jamali, D. (2020). Corporate governance
meets corporate social responsibility: Mapping the interface. Business
& Society, 0007650320973415. https://doi.org/10.1177/00076
50320973415

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

Clara Pérez Cornejo, Ph. D., is an assistant professor of Business
Organization at the University of Burgos. Her main line of re-
search focuses on the background study of corporate reputation,
with a special emphasis on the analysis of corporate social re-
sponsibility and business risk management. She has participated
in different scientific conferences and her investigation results
have been published in several academic journals in her field of

research.

Esther de Quevedo Puente is Associate Professor at Universidad
de Burgos, Spain. Her research interests focus on Corporate
Social Responsibility, Corporate Reputation, Management of firm
relationships with stakeholders and Enterprise Risk Management.
and the relationships among them. She has published pa-
pers in British Journal of Management, Corporate Governance:
An International Review, Corporate Reputation Review, Family
Business Review, Journal of Family Business Strategy, International
Journal of Management Reviews, Regional Studies, Journal of
Business Research, European Management Journal, Corporate Social

Responsibility and Environmental Management.

Alan Wilson, Ph. D., is an emeritus professor at the Marketing
Department of the University of Strathclyde. His research and
teaching focus on services marketing, corporate branding and
reputation, digital marketing, customer experience management
and marketing research. He also has acted as a marketing and
marketing research advisor and trainer for Scottish and UK based

organisations.

How to cite this article: Pérez-Cornejo, C., de Quevedo-
Puente, E., & Wilson, A. (2022). In search of the roots of
corporate reputation management: Being a consistent
corporate social performer. Business Ethics, Env & Resp., 31,
4-16. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12386

95U8017 SUOWIWOD 8A 81D 3|qeoljdde ay) Aq pauenob ae sspile VO ‘8sn JO Sajn 10j AIq18ul|UO AS[IM UO (SUORIPUOD-PUE-SWLBIWO00" A3 1M ATR1q 1 [pulUO//SANY) SUONIPUOD PUe SWIB | 8U1 89S *[2202/2T/20] U A%iqiTauliuo A8|im ‘sobing 8 pepsieAlun Aq 98£ZT 890 TTTT OT/I0p/W00 A8 W AreJq1jpuljuo//Sdny wouy pspeojumod ‘T ‘220z ‘vZrareaz


https://doi.org/10.1057/crr.2011.5
https://doi.org/10.1057/crr.2011.5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9825-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150904
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.1991.tb00029.x
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379624
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.274
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12207
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540130
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090569310043179
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090569310043179
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9512280026
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2013.0889
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.820
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.820
https://eikon.thomsonreuters.com/index.html
https://eikon.thomsonreuters.com/index.html
https://doi.org/10.5465/257057
https://doi.org/10.5465/257057
https://doi.org/10.2307/3003371
https://doi.org/10.2307/3003371
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.6.77
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.6.77
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12271
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12271
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2007.00557.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310375850
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310375850
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10082956
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10082956
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650320973415
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650320973415
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12386

