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Abstract 

Diversity on board is essential to the successful application of CSR initiatives. Businesses can enhance 

their decision-making procedures and better serve stakeholder demands by cultivating diverse leadership. 

The study analyses the impact of diversity of boards of directors on Indian companies' corporate social 

responsibility performance of 540 companies listed on the National Stock Exchange of India from April 

2012 to March 2021. The data relating to CSR has been extracted from the Bloomberg database and other 

variables have been taken from the CMIE Prowess database. Built on a fixed effect panel regression 

analysis, this study discovers that the board diversity of Indian enterprises has a mixed impact on their 

CSR performance. The study also analyses the effect of board diversity on the environment, social and 

governance scores separately and presents the findings of the study. The paper explains how a diverse 

board affect corporate social responsibility in the Indian setting, where CSR spending and the elements 

of board diversity like the presence of women directors and independent directors is mandated by the 

law. The paper also makes suggestions and recommendations based on the findings. 

Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility; Board gender diversity; Independent director; Board size; 

CEO duality 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The role of a company in undertaking and promoting social matters has become precedented since 

the importance placed on sustainability has increased in the present scenario [1]. This has led to the Board 

of Directors (BOD) of a firm placing more importance on matters concerning the social responsibility of 

companies. BOD possesses sizeable control and responsibility that influence a company's decision-

making process [2]. Most descriptions of CSR focus on corporate conduct but the individuals inside 

organizations are truly responsible for developing, implementing, maintaining, or avoiding such policies 

and practices [3].  

The importance of disclosing CSR information has led to a strong response from the academic 

community in terms of research aimed at understanding the key factors influencing enterprises' decisions 

to report on CSR. This is a consequence of corporate governance controls and the way a firm is overseen 

and governed [4]. A diversified team of board of directors in various demographic variables like age, sex, 

ethnicity, etc., can be advantageous to adopting different CSR policies by a firm [5]. The deliberations 

about CSR activities are greatly affected by different corporate governance practices like Board Gender 

Diversity (BGD), Board independence (BI), CEO duality (CEOD) and Board Size (BS). When the board 

is gender diverse and there is presence of women directors on a company's board, it entails improved 

communications with stakeholders, which improves relationships with them [2]. The women directors 

are expected to be more sympathetic in their policies concerning employees, communities, and other 

philanthropic contributions [6]. The BOD, specifically independent directors, recognize the prospective 

of making lasting investments in environmental challenges and are more interested in the company's 
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CSR policies [7]. CEOD impacts a firm’s practice towards CSR, as when the same person holds position 

as a firm’s CEO and the Chairman of the BOD, they have considerable power enabling them to make 

certain decisions which shape a company’s sustainability performance [8] Larger boards are more diverse, 

with directors from a range of stakeholder groups and this diversity aids the board in understanding and 

meeting the claims of various stakeholders [9]. 

There have been attempts to measure the influence of various board characteristics on the CSR of 

firms in different studies. Still there is a need and scope to do this analysis in Indian context. The studies 

in the Indian context have usually taken a smaller sample size to analyse this relation. Also, the current 

study measures the influence of different board characteristics on CSR performance as well as analyzing 

the impact on the environment, social and governance score separately which gives additional insights 

in the field of the study. In addition to that, it becomes imperative to reconsider and address the 

relationship, as studies have given conflicting and inconsistent results from the analysis in the past. The 

present study extends the literature on the effect of BGD, BI, CEOD and BS on the CSR practices of a 

firm by taking ESG score calculated by Bloomberg, a third-party rating agency, as its measure and 

improves the sample by taking 540 companies listed on the National Stock Exchange of India (NSE) for 

a 10-year period.  

The next section provides the literature survey followed by data and research designs. The 

subsequent sections present the analysis followed by findings and conclusion. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Studies have discovered that board characteristics and CSR practices are intertwined. The 

relationship yields a favorable correlation between good-quality corporate governance and corporate 

social responsibility (CSR) since it encourages investors and shareholders to fund socially conscious 

initiatives.  

“Social Responsibilities of the Businessman” a book by Bowen [10] laid a base for and is largely 

credited with initiating the official academic study of contemporary CSR. CSR has been conceptualized 

in varied ways over the last several decades and various views to CSR separate CSR into three stages-

philanthropy (1950s -1960s), regulated CSR (1970s-1980s) and 1990s to present, instrumental/strategic 

CSR. The developments in theory in the late 1960s escalated the literature in CSR research to include a 

surge in the definitions of CSR. CSR can take many different shapes and is frequently used as an umbrella 

word [11] and there is a lack of settled definition of CSR [12] In the 1950s, the first official definitions 

of CSR given by [10] made it abundantly evident that business had a larger societal role that included 

“obligations of businessmen to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of 

action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society”. Carroll introduced the 

Pyramid of CSR, which soon received widespread popularity and became a textbook staple taught to 

management students around the world, marking the beginning of the 1990s with what may well be 

regarded as a milestone for CSR. He suggested that comprehensive CSR consists of four different types 

of social obligations: “economic, legal, ethical and philanthropic” [13]. At the beginning of the 

millennium, Dahlsrud utilised keyword coding to identify five important CSR themes. He drew on 37 

different CSR definitions, many of which came from state actors and non-governmental organizations 

(NGOs) outside of mainstream industry and the academy. social, economic, environmental, stakeholder, 

and voluntariness [12]. 

There are different theoretical constructs that explain the impact of different corporate governance 

mechanisms viz BGD, BI, CEOD and BS on the CSR practices of a firm. Firstly, the effect of BGD on 

CSR has been explained using various theories. According to the agency theory, BGD increases the 

effectiveness of managers by increasing oversight of management's opportunistic behavior and 

minimizing agency issues which in turn improves the CSR of companies [14]. In addition, the 

“Stakeholder theory” [15] and “Resource dependence theory” [16], suggests that BGD tends to raise the 

pressure on the company to implement a variety of socially and environmentally responsible practices to 

meet stakeholder expectations. Additionally, legitimacy [17] and neo-institutional theories [18] support 

the idea that having female directors on the board enhances a company's reputation and goodwill by 

increasing its accountability and commitment to society and the environment. The gender social role 

theory states that a women’s sensitivity and sense of community to environmental concerns is higher as 
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compared to males [19]. As a result, they portray an increased sense of community, ethics, and social 

welfare. The upper echelons theory also propounds that depending on the female gender position which 

is different from males in terms of their values and personal attributes, make them more ethical so boards 

having more female perform better socially [20]. Secondly, the agency theory also explains the influence 

of board independence on the CSR of firms. The presence of independent directors minimizes the 

information asymmetry by better disclosure which might lower the disputes between the managers and 

stakeholders which might motivate them to engage more in the CSR conduct [21].The “Stakeholder 

theory” also propounds that the independent directors are absorbed on catering to the welfares of the 

stakeholders since they are more stakeholder leaning as their concerns may be different from the inside 

directors who may be more oriented towards their personal gain [22]. Thirdly, CEOD which demonstrates 

whether chairman of the board and the CEO position in an organization is held by one person or is 

separate. If such is the case, it may inhibit the managers from executing their monitoring activity [23]. 

The agency theory posits that since CEOD gives the CEO greater control, it gives them the entitlement 

to engage in activities which are not in in line with the stakeholders’ interests which may lead to them 

being less focused on sustainable practices. Fourthly, the effect of BS on CSR explained from the lens of 

agency theory posits that a larger BS aids in decision-making by way of bringing in diverse ideas which 

leads to better organizational performance [24]. A larger board also includes a variety of directors who 

portray the interest of different groups of stakeholders and such a board will be orientated to think about 

the welfare of the community and society [25]. In contrast directors in a small board work hard and must 

put their best effort to the company [26]. 

3. Hypotheses Development  

Interest in women representation on BGD has grown significantly among CSR specialists and 

policymakers in recent years [27]. Gender diversity had a favorable impact on CSR, when it was analyzed 

alongside top management team diversity [28]. Increased BGD dramatically lessen the constraining 

impact of concealment culture on the amount of CSR disclosure [29]. Women can enhance the 

implementation of CSR and company success since empirical research have shown that they are more 

motivated to engage in charitable and philanthropic activities [30]. The women are likely to make 

decisions that are to a greater extent socially sentient than men do [31]. Additionally, there are several 

recent studies that have identified positive effect of BGD on CSR [29,32]. Hence when boards are gender 

diverse, the social responsibility of a business organisation improves. Contrary to this opinion, studies 

have found insignificant [33]and a negative effect [34-36] of BGD on the CSR performance of firms. 

Furthermore, it was examined that [37] women lacked the authority or capabilities necessary to affect 

the organization's decision-making process. 

After the thorough literature review, is can be observed that there is a mixed relationship, 

predominantly positive, albeit some negative as well. Based on the reasoning posited above and the 

earlier empirical findings, the study proposes two hypotheses: 

H1a- There is a significant positive impact of BGD on the CSR of Indian firms. 

H1b- There is a significant positive impact of BGD on the Environmental, Social, and Governance 

scores related to CSR of Indian firms. 

BI was found to have a positive influence on the CSR expenditure in the context of Nigerian firms 

where they analyzed by dividing sample into two categories. They found a positive effect of BI on CSR 

during pre-covid scenario and insignificant impact post covid 19 [38]. BI had a favourable impact on the 

CSR disclosure in Italian perspective based on non-financial companies. Based on a study of 76 non-

financial companies in the Indian Context, Pareek [25] found a significant positive impact of BI on the 

CSR activities and suggested to include more independent directors on the board. A favourable impact 

of BI on the CSR was also found in case of studies conducted in Mexican companies [39] and by other 

studies [40,41]. Contrarily, a significant negative impact of board independence on CSR was found in 

case of Indian companies [25] based on analysing 500 non-financial companies as sample from National 

Stock Exchange of India. Board independence was found to be negatively impacting the CSR in case of 

Nigerian firms [42]. A study of 210 observations in the context of Jordan, Daoud & Kharabsheh [43] also 

found a negative effect of BI on CSR. There are articles that have found negative but insignificant impact 
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of board independence [42]. Depending on the mixed empirical evidence of board independence on the 

CSR, we suggest the following hypothesis: 

H2a- There is a significant impact of BI on the CSR of Indian firms. 

H2b- There is a significant impact of BI on the Environmental, Social, and Governance scores 

related to CSR of Indian firms. 

CEOD is an important corporate governance feature that affects decision making specifically 

relating to CSR practices as a result of the concentration of executive power [44]. The studies have found 

no noteworthy impact of CEOD on CSR [8]. Numerous studies have realised unfavourable effect of 

CEOD on CSR. CEOD was found to be weakening the relationship between environmental dynamics 

and CSR. CEOD yielded a negative association [45] with the sustainability practices of firm listed in 

Pakistan Stock Exchange [23]. There are related studies that have garnered the negative association [45-

47]. Based on the theoretical background mostly based on Agency theory and the recent empirical studies 

we propose the following hypothesis.  

H3a-There is a significant negative impact of CEOD on the CSR of Indian firms. 

H3b- There is a significant negative impact of CEOD on the Environmental, Social, and Governance 

scores related to CSR of Indian firms. 

With respect to the empirical studies that have researched the effect of BS on CSR, we have found 

mixed results. BS did not have substantial impact on CSR expenditure for period before and after in case 

of banks in Nigeria [38]. An unfavorable impact of BS on the CSR activities was realized by [25] in case 

of 76 non-financial Indian companies. [23] found no significant influence of BS on the CSR of different 

companies from OECD. A study based on utility companies across the world found a positive effect of 

BS on the environmental and social disclosure [48]. Based on studies in Pakistani setting [45] found that 

BS has an unfavorable impact on the CSR of non-financial firms. A favorable effect of BS on CSR was 

found by Anyigbah [47], based on a study of firms from Chinese stock exchanges. BS improves CSR in 

different CSR columns namely “Economic, Environmental, and Social.” There are other studies [49] that 

have found significant positive impact of BS on CSR disclosure 

Given that there exists a predominantly positive effect of BS on CSR found in the review, and based 

on the theoretical account and the empirical data we suggest the following hypotheses.  

H4a-There is a significant impact of BS on the CSR of Indian firms. 

H4b- There is a significant positive impact of BS on the Environmental, Social, and Governance 

scores related to CSR of Indian firms. 

4. Methodology 

4.1. Data and Sample 

The study measures the impact of board characteristics on the CSR of Indian manufacturing 

companies listed in NSE from April 1, 2012, to March 31, 2021. Those companies have been excluded 

where the CSR data was not available for our study period. The final sample consists of 540 companies. 

The subsequent sections explain the measurement of the dependent and independent variables under 

study. The study also uses different control variables. The details of the variables including the control 

variables and their measurements are given in Table 1.  

4.2. Measurement of CSR  

This study measures the ESG scores as measure of CSR by considering the scores by Bloomberg 

[50]. Bloomberg provides information on ESG factors in more than 2000 categories pertaining to a 

company's social responsibility, including diversity, compensation, air quality, water and energy 

management, health and safety, and many others. 

4.3. Measurement of Board characteristics 

BGD is ascertained by calculating the fraction of female directors on the board to the total BOD [9]. 

BI has been calculated as a fraction of independent directors to the total BOD of a company [51]. The 

CEOD is measured using a dummy variable taken as 1 if the CEO and the Board Chairman is same and 

0 if not [46]. The BS is measured by the total number of BOD in a company [46]. 
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4.4. Control Variables. 

To discover additional firm-level characteristics that potentially affect the demand for CSR, this 

study draws on earlier CSR studies. The first of which is the performance of firms [52], as better 

performing firms can engage more in social responsibility practices. The size of a corporation determines 

its visibility; larger firms typically engage in increased CSR activities and make more disclosures to 

support their firm endeavors since they are subject to greater scrutiny from a variety of stakeholders 

hence firm size has been controlled for [9]. The other control variables that affect the ESG profile in 

terms of the availability of funds have been taken such as Leverage, current ratio, and capital intensity. 

Table 1: Measurement of variables 

Dependent variables Measurement Source 

Environmental, Social, and Governance Score 

(ESG) 
 

Bloomberg ESG 

score 

Women directors Female directors/total directors CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Board independence 
Independent directors/total 

directors 
CMIE PROWESS IQ 

CEO duality Dummy variable CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Board size Total of the BOD CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Return on Assets (ROA) ROA = NI / Average Assets CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Current Ratio Current Assets/ Current Liabilities CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Leverage Debt / Equity CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Firm's size Log of firm's sales CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Capital intensity Capital Expenditure/ Sales CMIE PROWESS IQ 

Note: Compiled by the author 

4.5. Methodology and Model 

The following model has been used to test the hypotheses: 

𝐶𝑆𝑅 =  𝛽𝐼𝑉 + 𝛽𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝛽𝐶𝑅 + 𝛽𝐿𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑡 + 𝛿       (1) 

𝐸𝑛𝑣 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =  𝛽𝐼𝑉 + 𝛽𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝛽𝐶𝑅 + 𝛽𝐿𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑡 + 𝛿  (2) 

𝑆𝑜𝑐 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =  𝛽𝐼𝑉 + 𝛽𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝛽𝐶𝑅 + 𝛽𝐿𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑡 + 𝛿  (3) 

𝐺𝑜𝑣 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =  𝛽𝐼𝑉 + 𝛽𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝛽𝐶𝑅 + 𝛽𝐿𝑒𝑣 + 𝛽𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑚𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽𝑐𝑎𝑝𝑖𝑛𝑡 + 𝛿  (4) 

The first model analyses the influence of CSR on the Independent variables denoted by IV, and 

subsequent models evaluate the impact of the IVs on the individual E, S and G scores. 

The variables have been anlaysed using descriptive statistics like mean, median and mode and 

standard deviation, Pearson correlation analysis has been done to analyze the cross correlation between 

the variables. The hypotheses have been tested using Fixed effects panel regression models. Panel data 

are more effective in explaining the variety of cross-sectional and time series research [53]. The decision 

between a fixed effects and a random effects model was determined by the Hausman Specification test. 

In addition to the cross-correlation analysis, Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) have been used to test the 

instance of multicollinearity among the IVs of the study. To avoid the issue heteroscedasticity and any 

potential bias, the regression estimates have been calculated using robust standard errors.  

5. Results and Discussions 

5.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The descriptive statistics and correlation results are shown in Tables 2 and 3. The mean ESG score 

is 29.77 which is low as the Bloomberg ESG scores can go from 0 to 100. Bloomberg ESG score is 

calculated using ESG parameters from more than 2000 categories relating to social responsibility of firms. 

Out of the E, S and G score the highest mean is governance score at 69.81. Around 11% directors are 

women and 51% are independent directors. The mean number of BOD is 9.45. 

The correlation coefficient depicts the extent of correlation between the variables. There is a 

significant correlation between BGD and ESG scores and BGD and E, S and G scores respectively as 

shown in Table 3. The correlation coefficients for the other variables taken in the study have been shown 

in Table 3. Even though the correlation between the independent variables is small, to observe the 

existence of multicollinearity, VIF test results have been done which reveals that there is no reason to 
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establish the existence of multicollinearity as the values are centered on 1 in Table 4, which is less than 

the accepted limits of 10 [54]. 

Table 2- Descriptive statistics 

Variable Mean Median Minimum Maximum Std. Dev. 

ESG 29.77 29.01 5.77 77.60 11.30 

ENVSCR 8.90 2.41 0.00 77.28 14.18 

SOCSCR 13.13 10.61 0.00 69.89 11.62 

GOVSCR 69.81 76.09 6.26 98.61 13.45 

BOARD SIZE 9.45 9.00 0.00 26.00 3.52 

WOMENDIR 11.70 11.11 0.00 50.00 8.63 

CEODUAL 0.28 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.45 

INDDIREC 51.71 50.00 0.00 100 11.32 

ROA 5.454 4.83 -121.07 115.83 10.03 

CURRENT 

RATIO 

1.928 1.27 0.00 358.00 6.64 

LEVERAGE 1.24 0.36 0.00 629.11 11.78 

FIRM SIZE 9.70 9.74 -1.20 15.63 1.71 

CAPEXPEND 10.02 4.534 0.00 708.23 24.96 

 

Source: Compiled by author 

Table 3- Correlation matrix—Pearson coefficients 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

ESG 1.00             

EVS 0.84*

* 

1.00            

SCS 0.85*

* 

0.73*

* 

1.00           

GVS 0.69*

* 

0.29*

* 

0.40*

* 

1.00          

BDS 0.00 -0.01 0.01 0.01 1.00         

WOM 0.24*

* 

0.05*

* 

0.23*

* 

0.34*

* 

-

0.03*

* 

1.00        

CED -0.01 0.02 -0.00 -0.07 0.02 -0.24 1.00       

INDR -

0.02* 

-

0.03*

* 

-

0.13*

* 

0.083

** 

-0.01 0.03*

* 

-0.08 1.00      

ROA 0.09*

* 

0.08*

* 

0.08*

* 

0.05*

** 

-

0.017 

0.01 -0.00 0.02 1.00     

CR -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.01 -0.03 -

0.01 

-0.00 1.0

0 

   

LEV 0.014 0.02 -0.00 0.01 0.03 -0.00 --

0.00 

0.01 -

0.12*

* 

0.0

0 

1.0

0 

  

SIZE 0.00 -0.00 0.01 -0.00 0.08 0.02 0.03 -

0.04 

0.05 -

0.2

1 

-

0.0

0 

1.0

0 

 

CAPE

X 

-

0.05*

* 

-

0.02* 

-0.02 -

0.07*

** 

0.00 -

0.10*

* 

0.03*

* 

-

0.02

* 

-

0.08*

* 

-

0.0

1 

0.0

0 

0.0

0 

1.0

0 

**ρ<0.05 

Note. Correlation coefficients between different firm characteristics. 

Source: Compiled by author 



Interdisciplinary Systems for Global Management (ISGM) 

  

76 
 

Table 4: Variance Inflation Factors 

Source: Compiled by author 

Table 5 presents the results of fixed effects panel data regression on the effect of BGD on the CSR 

of firms aggregately and on separate dimensions of ESG. The Hausman Specification test results reveals 

that the use of fixed effects over random effects model is justified for testing our proposed hypothesis. 

To determine the regression coefficients Robust standard errors have been used. The regression results 

reveal that the first hypothesis is supported, and we find a positive impact (β=0.41, ρ<0.05) of BGD on 

the CSR of firms. We also find a positive effect of BGD on the E (β=0.19, ρ<0.05), S (β=0.47, ρ<0.05) 

and G score (β=0.610, ρ<0.05). Hence, hypothesis 1a and 1b is supported and we find a significant 

positive impact of BGD on the CSR of firms.  

Table 5- Regression results of BGD on CSR 

 ESG scores  Environment score  Social score Governance score 

Constant 10.30** −18.95*** −8.66 46.68*** 

Gender diversity(BGD) 0.418*** 0.195*** 0.47*** 0.610*** 

ROA  -0.042** −0.035** −0.044* −0.04* 

Current Ratio 0.159** 0.007 0.138 0.280*** 

Leverage −0.008*** 0.0075 −0.011 −0.014*** 

Firm size  1.51*** 2.55*** 1.68*** 1.64*** 

Capital expenditure −0.023** −0.006 −0.032*** −0.02** 

Observations 4900 4670 4600 4900 

R2 0.797 0.77 0.70 0.72 

Hausman Test 41.65*** 47.70*** 45.70*** 63.25*** 

*** ρ<0.01, **ρ<0.05, *ρ<0.10 

Note. Table 5 shows the regression results of the impact of BGD on the CSR of companies and E, S and 

G scores. 

Source: Compiled by author 

Table 6 shows the results of fixed effects panel data regression on the effect of BI on the CSR of 

firms. The Hausman Specification test results reveals that the use of fixed effects upon random effects 

model. To determine the regression coefficients, Robust standard errors have been used. The regression 

results reveal that there is a negative but insignificant impact (β=-0.008, ρ>0.05) of BI on CSR of the 

firms. We also find a negative but insignificant impact of BI on the E (β=-0.007, ρ>0.05), S (β=-0.029, 

Variables Centered VIF 

C NA 

BOARD_SIZE 1.016 

WOMEN_DIR 1.015 

CEO_DUAL 1.004 

IND_DIREC 1.006 

ROA 1.120 

CR 1.088 

LEV 1.019 

FIRM SIZE 1.019 

CAP_EXPEND 1.029 
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ρ>0.05) and G score (β=-0.009, ρ>0.05). Hence hypothesis 2a and 2b is not supported as we could not 

get a significant impact of BI on the CSR of firms.  

Table 6- Regression results of board independence on CSR 

 ESG scores  Environment score  Social score Governance score 

Constant 6.29 −6.71* −12.2 40.07*** 

Board Independence(BI) −0.008 −0.007 −0.029 0.009 

ROA  −0.07*** −0.04** −0.087 −0.10*** 

Current Ratio 0.25** 0.09* 0.244 0.41*** 

Leverage −0.004 −0.009 −0.009 −0.009 

Firm size  2.49*** 1.67*** 2.80 3.04*** 

Capital expenditure −0.04*** −0.03** −0.055 −0.05*** 

Observations 4895 4597 4595 4895 

R2 0.73 0.75 0.62 0.62 

Hausman Test 37.99*** 19.50*** 35.68*** 51.08*** 

*** ρ<0.01, **ρ<0.05, *ρ<0.10 

Note. Table 6 presents the regression results of the impact of BI on the CSR of companies and E, S and 

G scores. 

Source: Compiled by author 

Table 7 shows the consequences of fixed effects panel data regression on the effect of CEOD on the 

CSR of firms. The Hausman Specification test results reveals that the use of fixed effects over random 

effects model. To determine the regression coefficients, Robust standard errors have been used. The 

regression results reveal that there is a significant negative impact (β=-2.00, ρ<0.05) of CEOD on CSR 

of the firms. We also find a negative but insignificant impact of CEOD on the E (β=-1.73, ρ>0.05) and 

G score (β=-1.58, ρ>0.05) of firms but a negative and significant impact (β=-2.87, ρ<0.05) of CEOD 

duality on the S Score. Hence Hypothesis 3a is supported and we find support for 3b only partially.  

Table 7- Regression results of CEO duality on CSR 

 ESG scores Environment score Social score Governance score 

Constant 6.28 −6.65* −13.01* 40.79 

CEO duality −2.00** −1.73 −2.87*** −1.58 

ROA  −0.07*** −0.048** −0.08*** −0.09 

Current Ratio 0.25** 0.092* 0.239* 0.41 

Leverage −0.004 −0.009 −0.009 −0.009 

Firm size  2.50*** 1.67*** 2.81*** 3.06 

Capital expenditure −0.041*** −0.029** 0.054*** −0.053 

Observations 4897 4599 4597 4897 

R2 0.73 0.75 0.62 0.63 

Hausman Test 37.36*** 20.27*** 33.60*** 50.43*** 

*** ρ<0.01, **ρ<0.05, *ρ<0.10 

Note. Table 7 presents the regression results of the impact of CEO duality on the CSR of companies and 

Environment, Social and Governance scores. 

Source: Compiled by author 

Table 8 shows the outcome of fixed effects panel data regression on the effect of BS on the CSR of 

firms. The Hausman Specification test results reveals that the use of fixed effects over random effects 

model. To determine the regression coefficients, Robust standard errors have been used. The regression 

results reveal that there is a positive but insignificant impact (β=0.068, ρ>0.05) of BS on CSR of the 

firms. We also find a positive but insignificant impact of BS on the E (β=0.11, ρ>0.05) and S (β=0.05, 



Interdisciplinary Systems for Global Management (ISGM) 

  

78 
 

ρ>0.05) score of firms, but a significant positive impact of BS on the G score (β=0.24, ρ<0.05). Hence, 

we don’t support Hypothesis 4a and we find partial support for hypothesis 4b. 

Table 8- Regression results of board size on CSR 

 ESG scores Environment score Social score Governance score 

Constant 5.12 −6.13 −14.04** 37.95*** 

Board Size 0.068 0.11 0.05 0.24** 

ROA  −0.078*** −0.04** −0.08*** −0.10*** 

Current Ratio 0.25** 0.09* 0.24* 0.41*** 

Leverage −0.004 −0.009 −0.009 −0.009 

Firm size  2.49*** 1.67*** 2.77*** 3.07*** 

Capital expenditure −0.04*** −0.03** −0.05*** −0.05*** 

Observations 4892 4594 4592 4892 

R2 0.73 0.75 0.62 0.62 

Hausman Test 65.97*** 52.10*** 53.32*** 46.32*** 

(*** ρ<0.01, **ρ<0.05, *ρ<0.10) 

Note. Table 8 presents the regression results of the impact of board size on the CSR of companies and 

Environment, Social and Governance scores. 

Source: Compiled by author 

5.2. Robustness check 

To further substantiate the study's findings, the main analysis evaluating the effect of various board 

characteristics on firms' CSR has been carried out using the two-step GMM technique. The GMM model 

addresses the endogeneity bias and unobserved heterogeneity in regression models by using the lagged 

scores of the dependent variables in the regression model [55], and it gives estimates after handling the 

issues of endogeneity, heteroskedasticity, and serial correlation [56]. The results, as depicted in Table 9, 

substantiate the results using the fixed effects regression models, where the presence of women directors 

has a significant positive effect on CSR. Board independence and board size has no significant effect on 

the CSR whereas CEO duality has a significant negative effect on CSR.  

Table 9- Regression results based on two step-GMM model 

Variables  CSR CSR CSR CSR 

CSR t-1 0.060*** -0.21** -0.25*** 0.25*** 

Women director 0.11***    

Independent director  -0.00   

CEO duality   -0.00*  

Board size    0.038 

ROA -0.000  -0.00 -0.02 -0.00 

CR 0.05*** 0.04*** 0.03** 0.03*** 

DE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Size 0.311* 0.10*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 

CAP -0.00 -0.02* -0.01* 0.01* 

Wald test  1542.14*** 56.52*** 58.70*** 59.43*** 

Sargan test (p-value) 0.05 0.3 0.46 0.39 

AR (1) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

AR (2) 0.06 0.62 0.48 0.23 

Firm-year observations 3842 3838 3840 3842 

Note(s): (Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10) 

Note. Table 9 presents the regression results of the impact of board attributes on the CSR of companies  

Source: Compiled by author 

6. Discussion 

The rationale of the study is to empirically assess the effect of various board attributes on the CSR 

of firms aggregately and separately on the Environment, Social and Governance Scores. The IVs that 

were taken include BGD, BI, CEOD and BS. The IVs include the CSR score and its dimensions namely 

E, S and G score. These variables were identified and analysed primarily based on the Agency theory 

and Stakeholder theories. Fixed-effects panel regression models based on Robust Standard Errors have 
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been used to analyse the proposed relationships. The study is focussed on the data taken from Bloomberg 

and CMIE PROWESS IQ database for 540 Indian Companies listed in NSE for a time of 10 years.  

According to the findings drawn from the empirical investigation of the impact of BGD on the CSR 

scores revealed that it is an important independent variable that positively affect all our three dependent 

variable CSR and E, S and G score. More women directors result in superior E, S and G performance in 

an organisation. These findings are coherent with the earlier empirical articles [29]. The results suggest 

that female directors provide expertise and skills to the BOD that influence BOD choices about the 

creation of CSR strategies, and that they play a better monitoring role on the BOD, increasing the 

likelihood that businesses would take CSR concerns into account. The results are corresponded with the 

different theoretical constructs like agency [14], gender social role [19], legitimacy [17] and stakeholder 

theory [15] which identifies the impact of the BGD on improving the company’s responsibility towards 

various environmental and social concerns.  

The negative but insignificant impact of BI on the CSR and the E, S and G scores extends the 

findings of previous studies [42,43]. The various reasons that are attributed to this may relate to the inert 

role exercised by the independent directors. It also implies that efficiency and company value are not 

increased by merely designating independent directors to comply with formal corporate governance 

model criteria.  

The negative effect of CEOD on the CSR scores is in line with several previous empirical findings 

[40,47]. The agency theory also is supported as more power concentrated in the hands of one person may 

direct their attention away from the social causes. Equity-based remuneration is positively correlated 

with CEO dualism, which causes CEOs to rank instant stock price growth above long-term strategic 

objectives [45]. BS is found to have positive but insignificant effect on the CSR scores of firms which 

extends the findings of existing studies [23].  

Regarding the control variables, the association between Current ratio and CSR is positive which 

supports the concept of slack resources that availability of short-term funds is positively related with a 

company’s performance including its CSR performance. The leverage shows a negative but insignificant 

impact on CSR. Firms with high leverage might encounter numerous constraints imposed by regulatory 

requirements which may constrict investing in CSR for them. Bigger sized firms spend more funds on 

CSR which is evidenced by a substantial positive impact of firm size on CSR. A high capital expenditure 

can limit a firm to devote resources towards CSR which might be a factor that capital expenditure has a 

negative and statistically significant impact on CSR. ROA has a significant negative impact on CSR as 

it depends on a company’s priority that whether they are keen to spend money for social purposes or use 

profits for other avenues. The findings of the negative effect of ROA on CSR also indicate that in the 

Indian context, the mandatory CSR investment places a burden on business operations and hence 

negatively affects the profitability of firms.  

7. Conclusion 

This study extends the understanding of the influence of board characteristics on the CSR of firms 

and has some empirical, theoretical, and practical implications. The matter of social disclosure is 

pertinent given the present scenario when so much importance is placed on the CSR of companies and 

their significance in achieving various Sustainable Development Goals. A positive role of female 

directors on the CSR implies that the firms attempting to improve their social responsibility score should 

concentrate on the women directors as it creates an all-encompassing business culture. Rather than it 

being a symbolic gesture of out of mandate to hire female directors, it is pertinent to empower the female 

directors to partake in the decision-making course. Independent directors are more likely to furnish 

impartial supervision of the company’s CSR endeavours. The independent board members every so often 

come with varied professional surroundings, which can present novel notions and standpoints on CSR. 

The companies can stress on enhancing the effect of BI on CSR by vigorously including them and 

enlightening them. The firms should focus more on enhancing the effectiveness and efficiencies of the 

board, providing further incentives to the board and strengthening the CSR committees When CEO is 

the board chairman, their self-interested behaviour leads them to focus away from CSR performance and 

specifically on the profit motive. The companies having dual CEO makeup needs to execute stout 

governance bases and advance a corporate culture that values CSR. The division of duties between the 
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CEO and chairperson may strengthen the board's supervision capacity, which would increase 

anticipations for enhanced CSR. Concerning the board size, a large board may have the benefit of sharing 

experience among themselves which leads to enhanced response to the stakeholder issues, but it might 

create a lack of communication and synchronization. 

Since the company's economic, or financial, responsibility is typically related to prudent strategic 

decision-making by the BOD and top executives, it is imperative to address governance obligations. It 

might be important to reevaluate the laws and regulations pertaining to board composition to be more 

inclusive and cater to the varied kind of stakeholders. The study broadens the literature in the milieu of 

the different corporate governance characteristics on the social responsibility of companies and the E, S 

and G scores distinctly in the Indian context. With the significance of the mandatory investment of profits 

of Indian companies on CSR practices and the requirement of female directors and independent directors, 

specifically in the CSR committee for the latter, the results may give specific directions to the 

practitioners in addition to the academicians of the area. The additional oversight and independence 

frequently allied with diverse boards may boost the validity and dependability of the board, encouraging 

stakeholders to support charities and social activities. 

Future studies may concentrate on the influence of other metrics of board diversity like age, ethnicity, 

educational qualifications, political orientation, experience, etc., on firms' CSR performance. Studies 

may also compare the impact of diverse boards on social performance for countries where greater parity 

is there with respect to female representation in boards with India, where presence of women in boards 

in still skewed.  
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