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Motivation

Oliver Hart and Luigi Zingales 
2016 GCGC in Stockholm
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Hart and Zingales

• Q: Is the Responsibility of Business to Pursue 
Shareholder Value?

• A: If shareholders have ethical concerns, the 
answer may be no.
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CSR is hot!

• But, most (finance) papers characterize CSR as
– a firm-level attribute: KLD data 
– a country-level attribute: co-determination

• Hart and Zingales (2016) highlights that 
personal beliefs are important
– “ethical concerns”, “shareholder interests”, 

“founder to include a mission statement in their 
charters”
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What we do

• We survey directors of listed companies in 23 
countries 

• Key measures of interests:
– Attitudes towards stakeholders/shareholders
– Values (Schwartz)
– Personal characteristics
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The questions

• Do directors vary in their attitudes towards 
stakeholders? 

• What, if any, role do personal values play?

• What, if any, role do personal characteristics 
play?

• What, if any, role does culture play? 6



The (tentative) answers
• Do directors vary in their attitudes towards stakeholders? 

– Yes.

• What, if any, role do personal values play?
– Values (power, achievement, self-dir., -universalism) seem to exhibit 

consistent pattern

• What, if any, role do personal characteristics play?
– Women seem to be consistently more stakeholder-oriented than men

• What, if any, role does culture play?
– Tentative findings: negative correlation between stakeholder attitudes 

and labor protection and trust 7

This seems consistent with Hart and 
Zingales: firms have a role to play when 
shareholder objectives cannot be 
achieved through other means 



Why is this important?

• Why do executives do what they do?

• Are there limits to policy/law/institutions?

• If we decide CSR is important, how do we 
implement it?
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Background: Adams, Licht and Sagiv (2011)

• Surveyed directors in Sweden 

• Key measures of interests:
– Attitudes towards stakeholders/shareholders
– Values (Schwartz)
– Personal characteristics



Shareholderism-index

• Confront directors with vignettes derived from 
seminal court cases involving shareholder-
stakeholder conflicts
– Consumers: Dodge v. Ford (1919)
– Employees: Parke v. Daily News (1962)
– Creditors: Credit Lyonnais v. Pathé (1991)
– Community: Shlensky v. Wrigley (1968)

– Corporate philosophy (Tetlock, 2000) 

• Index: average of responses
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Example: Dodge v. Ford (1991)
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Example: Tetlock (2000)
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Values
• Personal Values

– Conceptions of the desirable 
– Trans-situational criteria or goals
– Linked to behavior, likely causally
– Schwartz (1992, 2009)

• 10 value types



Adams, Licht and Sagiv (2011)

• Hypotheses: support for shareholder wealth 
maximization ↑ as
– power and achievement ↑
– universalism and benevolence ↓
– self-direction ↑
– stimulation ↑
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Adams and Licht (2016)
• An international version of Adams, Licht & Sagiv (2011)

– Email-driven online survey - several languages
– US (~400), UK (~60 ), India (~50), Israel (~60), German (~50), …

• Vignettes are:
• Consumers - Ford v. Dodge (1919)
• Employees - Parke v. Daily News (1962)
• Creditors - BCE v. 1976 Debentureholders (2008)
• Community - Shlensky v. Wrigley (1968)

• General philosophy - Tetlock (2000)

16



17



Basic summary statistics
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Preliminary Results
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Power 0.10 *** 0.09 *** 0.08 ** 0.08 *
Self-Direction 0.08 *** 0.09 *** 0.09 *** 0.10 ***
Achievement 0.09 *** 0.09 *** 0.06 *** 0.06
Universalism -0.25 *** -0.24 *** -0.25 *** -0.26 ***
Independent 0.14 *** 0.11 ** 0.13 **
Gender (female) 0.24 ** 0.20 * 0.16 *
Age 0.32 ** 0.32 ** 0.24
Common Law 0.01 -0.03
Firm Country FEs

India 0.16 *** 0.14
Germany -0.04 -0.18

US -0.07 *** -0.27
UK -0.13 *** -0.25

Switzerland -0.27 *** -0.36
Other Yes Yes

Director Country FEs No Yes
Observations 1010 921 921 921
R-squared 0.09 0.10 0.13 0.13



Preliminary results

• Shareholderism in countries with n>20 
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Shareholderism and law n>=20
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Shareholderism and culture n>=20
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Conclusions

• Patterns in Adams, Licht and Sagiv (2011) are not a 
“just Sweden” effect

• Personal values appear to matter

• Culture appears to matter
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Implications

• Diversity may matter

• Common prior assumption may be violated

• Group decision-making on boards may be more 
complex than we think

• But, we do not yet know how individual values 
aggregate at the board level
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