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ABSTRACT 

Distinguished societal recognition can influence the behavior of corporate decision-makers to 

act responsibly. We exploit this unique sociological attribute of board members of UK firms 

and examine the impact of the titles of honor on firms’ environment, social, and governance 

(ESG) performance. Using the peerage and honorific titles of board members of the UK public 

firms from 2002 to 2020, we show that firms, where board members have a title of honor, are 

associated with higher ESG scores, consistent with the confluence of social identity, social 

influence, and peer-effects theories. We also document a contagion effect of titleholders on 

other board members, which contributes to firms’ ESG performance. Further, the effect of 

titleholders on ESG also propagates through the supply chain and industry pay gap. Our 

findings highlight that distinguished societal recognition helps corporate managers to act 

responsibly and advance our understanding of the importance of social identity, social 

influence, and peer-effects in sustainability. 
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Do Titans deliver the promise? Societal Recognition and Responsible Corporate Decisions  

“For more than four decades The King of United Kingdom and 14 other commonwealth 

realms has used his unique position to champion action for a sustainable future.” 

—— https://www.royal.uk/sustainability 

1. Introduction 

Environment, social, and governance (ESG) investment play an increasingly crucial 

role in the world economy. For example, the total assets managed by mutual funds specializing 

in sustainable investing doubled from 2019 to 2020.1 Regulators are actively engaging in 

enacting legislation that emphasizes the importance and promotion of ESG disclosure and 

practices.2 The International Sustainability Standards Board (ISSB) issued the global 

guidelines on corporate sustainability disclosures in 2022.3 The objective is to show investors 

how ESG affects corporate value. UK amended its Corporate Governance Code to promote 

ESG in 2018, and the British Academy Future of the Corporation issued similar ESG principles 

in 2019. The European Commission issued the 2022 Proposal for a directive on corporate 

sustainability due diligence and annex, highlighting directors' responsibilities and liabilities for 

corporate environmental and social sustainability (Pietrancosta, 2022).4   

Corporate board directors can lead in shaping ESG strategies (Iliev and Roth 2021). 

The ESG strategy can either emanate from the value system driven by the personal belief of 

the top management, or as a response to the building legitimacy in the eyes of stakeholders as 

determined by external expectations and regulations (Bocquet et al. 2017, Zerbini 2017). Prior 

studies suggest two dimensions of board characteristics that drive the collective choices, value 

system, and decision-making process of the company: (1) structural characteristics like size, 

duality structure, and board independence; (2) demographic attributes of directors such as 

 
1 See https://www.ft.com/content/74888921-368d-42e1-91cd-c3c8ce64a05e 
2 As examples (i) ESG is emphasized in the UK’s Companies Act 2006 (Strategic Report and Directors’ Report) 

Regulations 2013. See https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2013/9780111540169/contents ; (ii) The UK 

government plans to ban the sales of new gas boilers by 2025 and new petrol and diesel cars by 2030. See 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-takes-historic-step-towards-net-zero-with-end-of-sale-of-

new-petrol-and-diesel-cars-by-2030, https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-57149059 
3 https://www.reuters.com/business/sustainable-business/first-global-guidelines-company-sustainability-

disclosures-2022-03-31/  
4 https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/proposal-directive-corporate-sustainable-due-diligence-and-annex_en 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2013/9780111540169/contents
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-57149059
https://www.reuters.com/business/sustainable-business/first-global-guidelines-company-sustainability-disclosures-2022-03-31/
https://www.reuters.com/business/sustainable-business/first-global-guidelines-company-sustainability-disclosures-2022-03-31/
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gender, age, foreign directors, educational level, background, personal values, and multiple 

directorships (Beji et al. 2021, Hafsi and Turgut 2013, Harjoto et al. 2015, Jizi 2017).5 In the 

context of the UK, firms often consist of members with the title of honors who promote the 

importance of ESG. For instance, royal families have been committing to a sustainable future 

for decades and urging investors to fund environmental and sustainable projects.6 Sir Allen 

Sheppard highlights the importance of social aspects (community involvement) for Grand 

Met’s long-term business success (Fombrun et al. 2000). Extending this strand of the literature, 

in this paper, we investigate whether distinguished societal recognition in the form of the title 

of honors of board members, a unique board characteristic of UK firms, influences ESG 

strategies.   

Building on the layers of social identity (Tajfel and Turner 1979, Turner et al. 1979) 

and social behavior under the social influence theory (Becker et al. 1995, Kelman 1958, 2017), 

we argue that board members with the honor of title could influence corporate behavior in 

response to their social status. Corporate directors are inclined to make decisions and 

implement corporate strategies based on their ESG standards (Benabou and Tirole 2010). 

Reputation is crucial for board members since it improves their human capital and increases 

the likelihood of appointments in other firms (Fama and Jensen 1983). Thus, to maintain their 

established reputations, titleholders are likely to improve the ESG performance of firms with 

board seats. Further, under the peer-effect theory, titleholders could influence board members 

to advance the ESG strategies (Ellison and Fudenberg 1995, McFadden and Train 1996, 

DeMarzo et al 2003, Bursztyn et al. 2014, Thöni and Gächter 2015).  

In this paper, we use the United Kingdom (UK) societal recognition of peerage titles 

(Lord, Lady, Baron, Baroness, Viscount, Viscountess, Earl, Duke, Duchess, Marquess, Count, 

 
5 For instance, gender, expertise, and tenure are associated with the overall increase of firms’CSR scores (Harjoto 

et al. 2015, Jia and Zhang 2013).  Husted and Sousa-Filho (2019) find that women on board and CEO duality 

negatively impact ESG disclosure in Latin America. Chang et al. (2017) examine the large Korean companies’ 

board diversity and find an exponential relationship between CSR and board independence, parabolic relationship 

with CEO-outside director social ties, and educational diversity. CSR (corporate social responsibility) can be 

argued to fall under the scope of ESG.  
6 See https://www.royal.uk/sustainability, https://www.wsj.com/articles/prince-harry-is-taking-on-a-new-job-

title-chief-impact-officer-at-betterup-11616500802 and https://www.reuters.com/article/us-britain-royals-

environment-idUSKBN1X41CT 
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Countess) and honorific titles (Sir, Dame, Sire) to identify the titleholders. Our investigation 

of UK public firms from 2002 to 2020 reveals that the presence of board members with 

titleholders has a significant and positive association with the firm’s ESG performance. 

Specifically, having a board director with a title is associated with an increase in ESG in the 

range of 4.48% to 6.76%. Next, we unpack the ESG score into each of its three pillars and find 

that board members with the titleholders, enhance the environment (E) and Social (S) 

performance by 5.73% and 7.37%, respectively. However, the impact of a titleholder on 

governance (G) is insignificant.  

Further, we extend our analysis by decomposing the “E” into resource use and 

emissions; the “S” into the workforce, human rights, community, and product responsibility; 

and the “G” into management, shareholders, and corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

strategy.7 We find that a board member with a titleholder is associated with an increase in the 

performance of resource use, emissions, workforce, human rights, product responsibility, and 

CSR strategy. To alleviate potential endogeneity concerns, we use propensity matched 

difference-in-differences (DID) set around the event of the titleholder joining the board of a 

firm.8 Our results remain intact.  

We examine the economic mechanism of the effect of titleholders on firms’ ESG 

performance. First, the peer effect theory argues that individual behaviors are influenced by 

their peers in the workplace (Falk and Ichino 2006, Guryan et al. 2009, Thöni and Gächter 

2015). Second, prior studies show the propagation of corporate practices (Bouwman 2011) and 

earnings management (Chiu et al. 2013) among firms with common directors. Following these 

works, we examine a potential contagion impact of titleholders on other board members, and 

find evidence of a positive peer effect that contributes to firms’ ESG performance, consistent 

with the psychological theories of social identity (Tajfel and Turner 1979, Turner et al. 1979) 

and the social influence theory (Becker et al. 1995, Kelman 1958, 2017). Third, director 

 
7 These subcategories are based on the ESG classification of Refinitiv Eikon.  
8 We also conduct a variation of diff-in-diff specification around arguably exogenous (hand collected) events 

(year) of an existing board member is honoured with the title during their tenure with a firm. Our results are 

consistent with this alternative diff-in-diff specification. The results are presented in Appendix tables A2.1-A2.3. 
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interlock plays a vitalrole in corporate governance (Cai et al. 2014, Chiu et al. 2013).9 We 

examine the effect of director interlock which can affect managerial decision-making on firms’ 

ESG performance. We find that firms with titleholders sitting on boards of many firms have 

higher ESG performance than titleholders sitting on boards of fewer firms. Fourth, prior studies 

(Akey and Appel 2021, Ben-David et al. 2021, Dai et al. 2021, Schiller 2018) highlight the 

importance of supply chains in corporate ESG. We find that titleholders positively contribute 

to the supply chain dimensions of supply chain process policy & safety, environmental supply 

chain selection management, and resource efficiency environmental supply chain policy. This 

suggests that the contributions of titleholders toESG also propagate through the supply chain. 

Finally, we examine the effect of titleholders on societal issues, including equitable pay, since 

they can be keen on lowering the pay disparity among corporations. We find that titleholders 

reduce the industry pay gap (Coles et al. 2018).   

Our work makes several contributions. First, our study is related to the literature on the 

relation between firm leadership characteristics and ESG. For example, Iliev and Roth (2021) 

show that multinational board members play an important role in firms' ESG. Borghesi et al. 

(2014), McGuinness et al. (2017), and Dyck et al. (2021) find that firms with female leaders 

have high ESG/CSR. In a similar vein, Hegde and Mishra (2019) find that married CEOs are 

associated with high CSR, whereas Borghesi et al. (2014) find that younger CEOs are more 

likely to invest in CSR than older CEOs. Our paper makes an incremental contribution to this 

strand of literature on the influence and distinct attributes of board members on firm’s ESG 

performance (Beji et al. 2021, Husted and Sousa-Filho 2019).  To the best of our knowledge, 

we believe that ours is the first paper to investigate the association between board members 

with titleholders and firms’ ESG performance. Our work is also related to prior studies on the 

relation between ESG and UK firms’ market value (Haque and Ntim 2020, Humphrey et al. 

2012, Li et al. 2018, Qiu et al. 2016). 

Second, we contribute to the literature on social identity, social influence, and peer 

 
9 Director interlocks are social network ties within the organizations and can occur when a director or an executive 

is a member of board across multiple corporations (Mizruchi 1996). 



5 

 

effects in the context of corporate board behavior. Prior studies have looked into peer 

influences in the organizational workplace (Falk and Ichino 2006, Guryan et al. 2009, Thöni 

and Gächter 2015),  product-market commitments (Cao et al. 2019), and corporate governance 

(Foroughi et al. 2021) whereas social identity and influence theories mostly dominate the 

psychology literature (Becker et al. 1995, Kelman 1958, 2017, Moscovici 1984). To this extent, 

our work contributes to extending social and psychological theories in the context of corporate 

strategies and decision-making. 

Third, our work is related to director interlocks. Prior studies show that director 

interlocks play an important role in corporate management and strategies such as the adoption 

of antitakeover provisions (Davis 1991, Davis and Greve 1997), mergers and acquisitions 

(Haunschild 1993, Haunschild and Beckman 1998), capital investment decisions and other 

financial policies (Fracassia 2017), executive compensation (Core et al. 1999, Hallock 1997, 

Hwang and Kim 2009), tax avoidance (Brown 2011, Brown and Drake 2014), litigation risk 

(Fich and Shivdasani 2007, Foroughi et al. 2021), short selling (Cheng et al. 2019), options 

backdating (Bizjak et al. 2009), CEO monitoring (Falato et al. 2014), earnings management 

practices (Chiu et al. 2013), and transmission of value-relevance information (Cai and Sevilir 

2012, Fracassi and Tate 2012). We show that the board interlock formed by titleholders is 

conducive to enhancing ESG.  

Finally, we add to the growing literature on the firm's ESG performance (Friede et al. 

2015). While ESG becomes increasingly critical for firms, our paper suggests that 

distinguished societal recognition helps corporate managers to act responsibly. Our findings 

have important implications for investors, job seekers, and corporate managers. Investors, 

especially individual investors, who have limited access to the corporation ESG matrix but 

seek ESG investing, can invest in firms with titleholders on boards since we show that these 

firms have high ESG performance. Corporate managers determined to enhance ESG can 

consider titleholders on their boards since we find the importance of social identity, social 

influence, and peer effects of titleholders in ESG. 

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we synthesize related 
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literature and provide theoretical arguments supporting our hypothesis. Section 3 briefly 

discusses the UK peerage and honorific tiles system, followed by a data description in Section 

4. In Section 5, we present a detailed empirical analysis and perform robustness tests in support 

of our hypothesis, and finally, in Section 6, we provide the conclusion to our research work. 

2. Literature and hypothesis development 

We build our arguments on layers of psychological theories about how individuals 

strive to enhance their self-image by improving their self-esteem. Tajfel and Turner (1979) 

proposed that one of the key ways to achieve this is through the social identity of being 

affiliated to a specific successful group that could be a source of pride and self-esteem. Such 

groups give individuals a sense of social identity and belonging to the social world and 

encourage them to continue undertaking activities that maintain this identity. This blends well 

with Maslow’s hierarchy of needs theory, which propounds that once an individual secures her 

social needs (acceptance within a peer group), she moves up the hierarchy to satiate her self-

esteem needs (enabling the tradition of the social group) (Maslow 1943).  

The social behaviors of individual identities are better understood under the social 

influence theory (Becker et al. 1995, Kelman 1958, 2017). Under the Kelman framework 

(1958), the levels of social commitment dimensions such as compliance, identification, and 

internalization explain the change in one’s attitude toward target behaviors. Basing this theory 

for our argument, an individual who acquires the title of honor, accepts the influence of other 

members of this group (the social group of titleholders) and aims to achieve a positive reaction 

with a normative commitment under the ‘compliance’ dimension. Next, they realize the ‘ 

identification’ dimension by adopting certain behaviors and undertaking activities that 

reinforce their identity within the group. This is also in congruence with Maslow’s self-esteem 

need satiation. Finally, when titleholders internalize these behaviors as part of their internal 

value system, they achieve the ‘internalization’ dimension of the social influence theory. Thus, 

titleholders may change their belief systems in response to the social status gains under the 

social influence theory.  

For instance, members of the royal family consciously involve themselves in 
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sustainability activities, and actively promote the cause of ESG. His Royal Highness, King of 

the United Kingdom, who is a champion of sustainability causes believes that ‘Economic and 

social development will best succeed when it works in harmony, rather than in conflict, with 

Nature’.10 Following this path, several other members of the royal family, peerage, and 

honorific title holders have actively engaged themselves in ESG causes thus meeting 

‘performance expectations’ and ‘responsibility’ under the social identity of this distinguished 

social group. By doing so they not only comply and identify with this group, but also internalize 

ESG causes under the Kelman social identify framework.  

This social representation, i.e., the shared beliefs and explanations, create the 

foundation for social cognition (Moscovici 1984). To an extent, it can be argued that 

individuals derive their self-esteem from such in-group membership and see their group as 

superior to others. This leads them to take actions that tend to benefit and reinforce their social 

identity of the group (Turner et al. 1979). This argument is in line with social conformity 

(Kelman 1958) and the cognitive theory which maintains that status characteristics of members 

of the social group influence the perceptions about performance expectations (Lee and Ofshe 

1981). 

Further, extant literature discusses how peer effects shape social preferences and 

influence the productivity and decisions of peers in the workplace (Falk and Ichino 2006, 

Guryan et al. 2009, Thöni and Gächter 2015). The peer effect theorizes that the actions of an 

individual are influenced by their peers even in the absence of material gains for themselves. 

Often in work environments that have potential possibilities of social influence, these 

behavioral reactions of the peers may be motivated by social preference (Thöni and Gächter 

2015). In this line, using a high-stakes field experiment conducted with a financial brokerage 

Bursztyn et al. (2014) find that both social learning (choices driven by learning peer’s behavior) 

and social utility (how the utility of peers are affected) channels have significant effects on 

decisions. Thus, we argue that having titleholders on the board may also influence the board 

dynamics and actions of other members. Further, economic theories use different frameworks 

 
10 https://www.princeofwales.gov.uk/sustainability 
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to highlight the role of social interactions and peer effects affecting individual decisions 

(Ellison and Fudenberg 1995, McFadden and Train 1996, DeMarzo et al 2003).11 Foroughi et 

al. (2019) argue that the actions and decisions of peers can motivate individuals in the 

workplace to initiate similar activities and show that peer firms tend to implement similar 

corporate governance strategies. To this extent, we conjecture that titleholder can influence 

their board member peers to enhance ESG performance as part of their strategic contributions. 

Thus, based on the arguments of social identity and influence theories, we conjecture 

that board members with the title of honor have strong motivations to focus their attention on 

ESG activities. Additionally, peer effects may further influence the actions of other non-tile 

holding board members towards ESG practices. Thus, in light of the confluence of these socio-

psychological theories that dictate the titleholder’s behaviors and actions towards ESG we 

hypothesize the following 

H1: Board members with the title of honor positively influence firms’ ESG performance. 

3. Title of honor – peerage and honorific titles in the UK 

While historically under the feudal system, titles of honor had different meanings and 

bestowed varied power to the titleholder, the modern usage of the title of honor is more generic 

and is referred to as peerage or simply courtesy titles. In many countries, traditionally certain 

hereditary or bestowed titles have ensued a legal system among various nobles ranks referred 

to as peerage. Another custom or practice that prevailed was the usage of courtesy titles that 

did not have legal significance and were typically passed on from one generation to the next. 

In the UK, five ranks of peer exist in the order of Duke, Marquess, Earl, Viscount, and Baron 

with ‘Lord’ used as a generic appellation to denote peerage members. 

In England, estates, titles, and political power were transmitted by the feudal nobility 

 
11 Peer effects play an important role in social and economic activities such as agriculture (Foster and Rosenzweig, 

1995), criminal and fraud activity (Glaeser et al.,1996, Bayer et al., 2009, Ballester et al., 2010, Dimmock et al., 

2018), labor hiring (Woittiez and Kapteyn, 1998; Bayer et al.,2008), welfare benefits (Bertrand et al.,2000), 

consumption decisions (Grinblatt et al., 2008; Cai et al.,2009), investment decisions (Duflo and Saez,2002; and 

Hong et al., 2004), corporate financial decisions (Leary and Roberts, 2014), and stock split (Kaustia and Rantala, 

2015). 
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through the system of primogeniture. Pumphrey (1959) discusses titles of nobility acquired 

from 1837 to 1911 and classified influences that affected the granting of titles into one of three 

groups. First, members who carry constitutional functions; second, those who acquire as part 

of national recognition; and third, through the exigencies of partisan politics. ‘The granting of 

a peerage also represented the traditional method by which a grateful sovereign recognized 

outstanding contributions to the national welfare by statesmen, military leaders, and 

others’(Pumphrey 1959, p 3). Throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the peerage 

stood at the apex of social, economic, and political power with noblemen filling and leading 

cabinets in Great Britain. Further, industrialization ensured affluent peers amass more 

incredible wealth, and the peerage became a coveted mark of social acceptance with just a few 

titleholders that ensured the exclusivity of the order (Mccahill and Wasson 2003). The House 

of Lords Act 1999 reforms ended the automatic right of hereditary peers to be members of the 

House of Lords with some exceptions.  

While peerage brought members of the system a certain social standing, another class 

of titles under the members of the order of chivalry is also prevalent in the UK. In the long 

history the Knighthood code of chivalry’s traits have seen evolutionary changes, with periods 

when chivalry characterized a warrior’s strength, skill with weapons and prowess, personality 

traits like courage, largesse, fairness, and loyalty, to include further protectors of priests and 

monks, of the weak and the pilgrims. Later (around the 12th century), increasingly, the knights 

were recognized as part of the nobility with landholding and were considered among the social 

elite (Pokora 2016). In the modern era, the peerage and order of Knighthood are modified to 

meet the changed circumstances. The honors system is now a way of recognizing people for 

their selfless achievements and extraordinary contributions and bestowed for their volunteered 

time and efforts, display of moral and physical courage, gained respect among their peers, or 

their innovation and entrepreneurship. It is a way of celebrating the people who go above and 

beyond to change the world around them for the better.12 The knighthood bestowed upon the 

members of the order of chivalry is often referred to as ‘Sir’. For women, the equivalent is 

 
12 See https://honors.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/ for more 
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Damehood and ‘Dame’. 

4. Data and descriptive statistics 

Our sample consists of equities from FTSE All-Share Index in the UK from 2002 to 

2020.13 We collect data on UK firm characteristics such as total assets, market-to-book ratio, 

leverage, return-on-assets (ROA), and sales from Datastream, and CEO compensation and 

CEO characteristics from BoardEx. Appendix Table A provides detailed definitions and 

sources of the variables. The key variables of our study, the ESG combined score and each of 

its three-pillar scores, namely Environment (E), Social (S), and Governance (G), are obtained 

from Thomson Reuters’ Refinitiv ESG scores database available from 2002 (Ferrell et al. 

2016). “E” covers resource use, emissions, and innovation. “S” covers workforce, human 

rights, community, and product responsibility. “G” covers management, shareholders, and 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) strategy. We obtain the UK titleholder list from the UK 

government14 and the London Gazette.15  We provide the descriptive statistics in Table 1 for all 

the variables. The bivariate correlation coefficients between the variables are presented in 

Table 2.  

[Table 1 & 2 about here] 

5. Empirical results 

We start our empirical investigation with a visual inspection to see whether firms with 

titleholders generate superior abnormal ESG performance, compared to their counterparts 

without titleholders. To do so, we run a dummy-only regression with 𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒𝑖,𝑡, industry and year 

dummies effect as shown in equation 1 a) and generate abnormal ESG as a residual of the 

estimation model.  

𝐸𝑆𝐺𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒𝑖,𝑡 + 𝛾𝑖 + 𝜏𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡 (1a) 

 
13 Our data of ESG scores from Refinitiv database is available from 2002. We restrict the analysis up to 2020 to 

avoid the confounding effects of COVID-19.  
14 https://data.gov.uk/dataset/539238c1-b469-44fd-824f-5abbb8c11b2f/honors-lists 
15 https://www.thegazette.co.uk/honors-lists  

https://data.gov.uk/dataset/539238c1-b469-44fd-824f-5abbb8c11b2f/honours-lists
https://www.thegazette.co.uk/honours-lists
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𝐴𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙 𝐸𝑆𝐺𝑖,𝑡 = 𝐸𝑆𝐺𝑖,𝑡 − 𝐸𝑆�̂�𝑖,𝑡 (1b) 

 

We then plot average scores of the abnormal return averaged around firms with and without 

titleholders on board each year. Figure 1 displays the time-series plot of abnormal ESG scores 

from 2002 to 2020 across the two categories of firms. As we can see, the average abnormal 

ESG score of firms with titleholders has outperformed, without fail, each year during our study 

period. By construction, the sum of the average abnormal ESG Score is zero.  Therefore, the 

positive abnormal ESG score of firms with titleholders suggest abnormal ESG score of firms 

without titleholders is negative.  

[Figure 1 about here] 

 

5.1 Baseline results 

Figure 1 exhibits the time-series variation of the abnormal ESG scores. To deal with this and 

other possible confounders, we employ the baseline estimation strategy using the following 

equation: 

𝐸𝑆𝐺𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒𝑖,𝑡 + 𝝀𝒌𝑿𝒊,𝒕 + 𝛾𝑖 + 𝜏𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡 (2) 

where ESG is the ESG performance based on composite ESG scores or scores from constituent 

components of firm i in year t. Title is a categorical dummy which is equal to one if a member 

of board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", 

"Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero 

otherwise. We conjecture that having titleholders on boards contributes positively to ESG 

scores. 𝑿𝒊,𝒕 is the vector of control variables including Size, MB, Leverage, CAPX, ROA, HHI. 

We also control for board characteristics following prior studies (Conyon et al. 2019, Iliev and 

Roth 2021) that include CEOTOTAL, Gender, Age, INED, Committee, and Chairman. (see 

appendix table 1 for variable definitions). 

We report the baseline results, i.e., the impact of titleholders on ESG performance in 

Table 3. As shown in model [1], having a titleholder on board increases the ESG score by 2.498 

units. With a 47.056 mean score of ESG in our sample, this translates to a 5.31% improvement 
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in ESG score due to the presence of titleholders on board. In model [2], the effect increases to 

9.67% after controlling for firm FE. In model [3] where we control for industry FE and include 

other firm-specific attributes such as Gender, Age, Tenure, INEDs, Committee, and Chairman, 

having a titleholder on board is associated with a 2.106 increase in ESG metrics, which 

translates to a 4.48% increase in ESG score. In models [4] and [5], we allow the industry 

characteristics to evolve differently over time. Under these specifications, the effect of the 

titleholder translates to 6.76% (model 4) and 5.94% (model 5), respectively. Overall, the 

positive effect ranges from 5.31% to 9.67% per year. 

We next examine the impact of each of the components of ESG metrics. As shown in 

model [6], the impact of titleholders being on board significantly improve improves firms' 

environmental performance. In the economic magnitude terms, the titleholder on board is 

associated with an improvement in environment score in the range of 2.432 (5.73%). Similarly, 

model [7] shows that the effect of the titleholder on the social domain is also significant, 

translating to a magnitude of 3.647 (7.37%). Finally, model [8] of our baseline regression 

shows that the impact of titleholder on “G” is indistinguishable from zero after controlling for 

the factors discussed elsewhere in the text. Other coefficients are in line with the theoretical 

expectations. For instance, Size is positively associated with ESG performance. This indicates 

that larger firms have higher ESG than smaller firms, consistent with prior studies on UK stocks 

(Haque and Ntim 2020, Qiu et al. 2016). Gender is also positively related to ESG, suggesting 

that firms with female CEOs have higher ESG than firms with male CEOs, consistent with 

Borghesi et al. (2014), McGuinness et al. (2017), and Dyck et al. (2021). 

Taken together, the titleholders contribute positively to the firm's ESG performance, 

consistent with the psychological theories of social identity and the social influence theory. 

Further, this positive ESG performance stems from the positive environment and social 

performance but not the governance performance.  

[Table 3 about here] 

5.2 Subcomponents of Environment, Social, and Governance score and the title of honor 

In this subsection, we further delve deeper into analyzing the effect of titleholders on various 
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constituent components of each pillar of ESG. In the environment pillar, we examine the impact 

on resource use, emission control index, and environmental innovation. The social pillar gauges 

the performance of workforce, human rights, community, and product responsibility. Finally, 

in the governance pillar, we examine the performance of management, shareholders, and CSR 

strategy. Higher scores suggest better performance on each front. The results are reported in 

Table 4. In models 1-6, the results show that the titleholder of honor on board is consistently 

associated with positive performance on resource use (Model [1]), emissions control (Model 

[2]), and environmental innovation (Model [3]). Regarding economic magnitude, the 

titleholders on board increased the resource use score, emissions score, and environment score 

by approximately 6.83, 2.74, and 3.22 units, respectively.  

Similarly, in models [4-6] of Table 4, we examine the impact of titleholders on board 

on the workforce, human rights, and community components of the social pillar. The results 

are similar to those of components of environment pillars in direction, significance, and 

magnitude. Finally, in models [7-10] of Table 4, we report the effect of titleholders on board 

on the components of the governance pillar. This investigation has important revelations. 

Whereas model [8] reveals that the titleholder has no impact on the management 

subcomponent, it has a negative effect on shareholders’ components. On the contrary, the 

titleholder is positively associated with CSR strategy sub-components.  This is an interesting 

revelation since the titleholder contributes positively to the CSR sub-components of 

governance but negatively to shareholders’ performance, highlighting that shareholders 

perception of activities directed at improving CSR and other stakeholders’ are perceived as 

value-destroying to shareholders in the wake of conflict of interest.  

[Table 4 about here] 

5.4 PSM-Difference-in-differences 

To address possible confounders with firms with and without titleholders,  we conduct a quasi‐

natural experiment around a titleholder joining a board. To do so, we use the year in which a 

titleholder joins a board as a joining event and run a diff-in-diff estimation model (3).  
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𝐸𝑆𝐺𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1(𝐽𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑖 × 𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑡) + 𝝀𝒌𝑿𝒊,𝒕 + 𝛾𝑖 + 𝜏𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡 (3) 

where Join×Post is a dummy that takes the value of one for the year including and following 

titleholder joining the board of a firm where titleholder is a person with the title of "Sir", "Lord", 

"Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", 

"Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess". To ensure covariate balancing, we further 

conduct a propensity score matching of firm with and without titleholders on board before 

titleholders joining the board using the following probit model for nearest neighbor matching.  

𝐸(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) =  𝑃(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟 = 1|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) = Φ(z) = P(Z ≤ z), where n=number of 

covariates; 𝑍~𝑁(0,1);  𝑧 = 𝛽𝑜 + ∑ 𝛽𝑛𝑋𝑛
𝑁
𝑛=1 . Covariates used in matching include Size, MB, 

Leverage, CAPX, ROA, CEOTOTAL, Gender, Age, Tenure, Nonexe, Committee and 

Chairman. We present the test of equality of average firm attributes in table 5.1. 

[Table 5.1 about here] 

We further examine the parallel trend conditions to ensure the credibility of diff-in-diff 

estimation model by running a placebo test. To construct the placebo experiment, we falsely 

move the year of joining the board to one, two, three, four, and five years before the actual year 

of joining. We stop on the year when the titleholders join the board. If there were any 

differences in the trend of firms with and without titleholders before the titleholder joined the 

board, the placebo coefficient should be significant. As shown in Table 5.2, we find none of 

the placebo coefficients up to 5 years before titleholders joined the board is significant, giving 

us credibility to implement the diff-in-diff specification. 

 

[Table 5.2 about here] 

Finally, we also plot the average treatment effect (ATT) along with the 95% confidence interval 

of firms with and without titleholders on board in Figure 2. We see that none of the ATT is 

significant before years titleholders join the board. However, ATT is consistently positive and 

significant in the post period of titleholder joining the board.  
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[Figure 2 about here] 

After running a successful test of equality of covariates before joining and placebo to ensure 

the parallel trend hold for a credible estimation, we run a diff-in-diff regression among these 

matched subsamples. While columns 1-3 of Table 5.3 present results for the matched sub-

sample, we also examine the result in the full sample for generalizability in columns 4-6. The 

diff-in-diff results are consistent with the baseline regression thereby providing further 

credibility to the positive association between the titleholder on board and the firm’s ESG 

performance.16 

[Table 5.3 about here] 

5.5 Peer effect Contagion 

The extant literature provides evidence of peer effects in the corporate setting. For instance,  

Bowman (2011) shows that peer effects of firms with common directors lead to the spread of 

corporate practices from one firm to another. Chiu et al. (2013) document the impact of earning 

management contagion among firms with shared directors. Similarly, Dimmock et al. (2018) 

show the contagion effect of financial misconduct arising from peers. That is, individual 

misconduct behaviors can cause the misconduct behaviors of others. Extending this line of 

enquiry, in this subsection, examine whether there is a contagion peer effect of the titleholders 

to other board members regarding their ESG outlook.   

To do so, we examine the effect of non-titleholders who have been titleholders' board 

colleagues on a firm that does not have a titleholder on board. For each firm-year observation, 

we first identify firms with titleholder/s on board. We then identify other board members 

without titles who are on the board for the same firm-year observation and define these 

individuals as contagious peers. We then keep the firms that do not have titleholders on board 

and examine the effect of these contagious peers on the firm’s ESG performance. We report 

 
16 We also produce similar result with alternative diff-in-diff where we use the year when the existing members 

of board are honoured with the title as the event. Our results are similar qualitatively and comparable in terms of 

economic magnitude. The detailed explanation is in Appendix Table A2.1-A2.3. 
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the finding in the model [1] of Table 6. In line with the behavioral theory of peer influence, we 

find that contagious peers positively contribute to firms’ ESG performance.  

5.7 Focused champion or celebrated influencer?  

Director interlocks, as a form of social network ties, arise from a director or an executive on 

boards of multiple corporations (Mizruchi 1996). Prior studies highlight the importance of 

director interlock in corporate governance (Cai et al. 2014, Chiu et al. 2013). In this subsection, 

we delve deeper into the source of ESG performance of these titleholders by examining the 

effect of director interlock of titleholders on ESG performance. Specifically, we classify 

titleholders into focused champions vis-à-vis celebrated influencers. The idea of the focused 

champion is that board members who sit on a few boards would focus on the state of affairs of 

a firm to to contribute toward ESG fronts positively. On the contrary, celebrated influencers 

affect companies by their visibility and reputation concerns and are cautious of their images to 

influence corporate behaviors. We define the celebrated title as a categorical dummy which is 

equal to one if a titleholder is on the boards of firms with more than the median seats of 

titleholders in our sample, and zero otherwise.  Our sample varies from one titleholder on one 

board seat to one titleholder on eleven board seats with a median of titleholders occupying the 

board seat of three firms.  

 Model 2 of Table 6 shows that a firm’s ESG performance is higher for titleholders who 

sit on multiple boards than those sitting on few. Model 2 further reveals that the impact of the 

titleholder becomes moderately significant (at 10%) and yet positive after controlling for the 

celebrated titleholder. While titleholders are associated with positive ESG performance, the 

effect is more substantial when the board has a titleholder who sits on multiple boards, 

suggesting the importance of celebrated influencers in these holders of the title of honor. 

Finally, in model [3] of Table 6, we examine the effect of other titleholders (Dr, 

Professor, and Colonel) on ESG performance. As can be seen, other titleholders do not explain 

the variation in ESG after controlling for firm and industry factors.  

[Table 6 about here] 



17 

 

5.8 Supply chain and the title of honor 

In this subsection, we examine the effect of titleholders on firms’ supply chains.  Studies show 

that supply chains play an important role in corporate ESG. For instance, firms can transfer 

carbon-intensive activities to their suppliers to reduce carbon emissions (Akey and Appel 2021, 

Ben-David et al. 2021, Dai et al. 2021, Schiller 2018). Following these works, we investigate 

whether titleholders also impact the ESG of suppliers.  

We report results in models [1-6] Table 7. Empirical investigation reveals that while 

titleholders positively and significantly contribute to the supply chain dimensions of supply 

chain process policy & safety, environmental supply chain selection management, and resource 

efficiency environmental supply chain policy, the impact is moderate to indistinguishable for 

the policy process. Taken together, the results highlight the positive influence of titleholders 

on improving supply chain practice, at least in some significant dimensions.  

[Table 7 about here] 

5.9 Industry pay and the title of honor 

Finally, we examine the impact of titleholders on the industry-pay issue. The view is that to the 

extent titleholders would want to influence the societal issues, including equitable pay, they 

can be keen on lowering the pay disparity in a corporate setting. In an industry with similar 

product markets, CEOs battle for high compensation to improve the power of control, visibility, 

and status (Coles et al. 2018).  Graham et al. (2005) highlight the role of the managerial labor 

market in compensation structure. Firms tend to design executive compensations based on the 

relative performance compared to their peers (Gong et al., 2011). Following Coles et al. (2018), 

we define the industry pay gap as the compensation difference between the second-highest-

paid CEO in the same Fama and French (1997) five-industry classification and the CEO under 

consideration.17 

 
17 Prior studies show that the industry pay gap is associated with corporate performance and risk (Coles et al., 

2018), corporate liquidity (Huang et al. 2019), innovations (Kong et al. 2021, Nguyen and Zhao 2021), hedging 

policies (Lonare et al., 2021), and audit fees (Tan 2021). 
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Our results presented in Table 8 show that titleholders contribute to lowering the industry-pay 

gap. Regarding the economic magnitude, the titleholder on board is associated with a reduction 

in the pay gap of 6.73% to 9.8%.18 While Coles et al. (2018) argue that the board of directors 

is less likely to be associated with the industry pay gap, we show novel evidence that having 

titleholders on board helps to reduce the pay gap and promote equitable pay .  

[Table 8 about here] 

6. Conclusion 

ESG plays an increasingly critical role in corporate strategies, and boards of directors are 

crucial to leading and shaping ESG strategies.  Using the confluence of social identity, social 

influence, and peer-effects theory, and the peerage and honorific titles of board members of the 

UK public firms from 2002 to 2020, we show that firms where board members have a title of 

honor are associated with higher ESG performance. Firms with titleholders on the board 

experience an improvement of ESG scores. Further, we find a contagion effect of titleholders 

on other board members, which contributes to firms’ ESG scores. Overall, we highlight the 

behavioral dynamics of titleholders that contribute toward ESG and sustainability. The effect 

of titleholders on ESG also propagates through the supply chain and industry pay gap, 

indicating that distinguished societal recognition helps corporate managers to act responsibly.  

Our findings have important implications for investors and corporate managers. 

Investors, especially individual investors, who have limited access to the corporation ESG 

matrix but seek ESG investing, can invest in firms with titleholders on boards since we show 

that these firms have high ESG performance. Corporate managers determined to enhance ESG 

can consider titleholders on their boards since we document the importance of social identity, 

social influence, and peer effects of titleholders in ESG. 

 
18 100 × (𝑒−0.0697 − 1) = −6.73% and 100 × (𝑒−0.1031 − 1) = −9.8%. 
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Appendix Note. Alternative PSM-Difference-in-differences 

As a further robustness test, we conduct a quasi‐natural experiment as a shock to the relation 

between titleholders and ESG performance. Specifically, we use the year in which a director 

obtained the honor title during her board member term as an exogenous shock. The social 

influence theory (Becker et al. 1995, Kelman 1958, 2017) suggests that titleholders may change 

their belief systems in response to social status gains. We conjecture that board members who 

acquire their titles during their terms tend to contribute to ESG performance.  

We manually hand collect all the titleholders in the UK between 2004 and 2018 from 

the UK government and the London Gazette and map those with the names of board members 

in BoardEx. Therefore, the period from 2002 to 2020  allows us to have at least two years 

before and two years after titleholders on the corporate board from the year they received the 

title of honor. Finally, we identify 844 pairs of firms with and without titleholders after 

matching firm attributes. Using these matched sub-sample firms, we run a difference-in-

differences (DID) regression. Whereas our DiD estimation eliminates the role of confounding 

variables not controlled in the models by double differencing (Atanasov and Black, 2021), 

propensity matching eliminates the concern of comparability between treated firms (with 

titleholders on board) and control firms (without titleholders on board). Specifically, we 

estimate the effect of titleholders on board using the following equation 

𝐸𝑆𝐺𝑖,𝑡 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒_𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑖,𝑡 + 𝝀𝒌𝑿𝒊,𝒕 + 𝛾𝑖 + 𝜏𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡 (3) 

where 𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒_𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑖,𝑡 is a dummy variable that is equal to one for firm-year observations 

following the year in which an existing board member acquires a title of honor and zero 

otherwise. 𝑿𝒊,𝒕 is the control variables as in equation (1). We report the results of this alternative 

diff-in-diff setup in Appendix Table 2.1-2.3. The results are consistent with our baseline results, 

however, with a higher economic magnitude of influence. For instance, the impact of 

titleholders on the board contributes to ESG's overall score by a minimum of 10.02%. Similar 

evidence is documented with the components E and S. For this sub-sample, the results provide 

further evidence of a positive contribution to the governance pillar.   
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics 

This table reports descriptive statistics for the main variables. ESG is the combined ESG score. E is the environment pillar score. S is the social pillar score. G is the governance 

pillar score. KLD-ESG is the KLD-ESG score based on principal component of different ESG components. Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of 

board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and 

zero otherwise.  Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX 

is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total 

compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role 

at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. The committee is the total number of remuneration committee 

membersmembers. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. Appendix Table A.1 

provides the detailed variable definitions. 

 

 Observation Mean SD 25th pctl. Median 75th pctl. 

ESG 3425 47.0560 17.2646 34.5100 46.7300 58.2700 

E 3425 42.4798 26.5056 20.6400 40.9100 63.9900 

S 3425 49.5079 21.5691 31.9900 49.1100 66.2000 

G 3425 55.0265 21.5031 38.3400 56.3100 71.4700 

KLD-ESG 1057 0.0650 1.1175 0.3236 -0.1847 0.6260 

Title 3425 0.3842 0.4865 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 

Honorific title 3425 0.3093 0.4623 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000 

Peerrage title 3425 0.0656 0.2476 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Size 3403 14.7383 1.8159 13.4952 14.3779 15.7044 

MB 3327 3.3222 4.6383 1.2200 2.2600 3.9900 

Leverage 3388 0.2366 0.1780 0.0944 0.2284 0.3338 

CAPX 3400 0.0397 0.0416 0.0096 0.0283 0.0553 

ROA 3362 0.0815 0.0892 0.0347 0.0698 0.1148 

HHI 3425 0.5354 0.2830 0.3298 0.4830 0.7143 

CEOTOTAL 3333 7.4710 0.8487 6.9305 7.4866 8.0385 

Gender 3425 0.9591 0.1980 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 

Committee 3425 9.2292 2.4273 8.0000 9.0000 11.0000 

Age 3420 3.9535 0.1170 3.8712 3.9512 4.0431 

INED 3425 0.5886 0.1276 0.5000 0.5833 0.6667 

Tenure 3404 1.1738 1.0812 0.5878 1.3350 1.9169 
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Table 2: Correlation 

This table reports correlations for the main variables. ESG is the combined ESG score. E. is the environment pillar score. S. is the social pillar score. G is the governance pillar 

score. Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", 

"Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the 

ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman 

Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. 

Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. The 

committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The sample includes 

UK firms from 2002 to 2020. Appendix Table A.1 provides the detailed variable definitions. 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) 

(1) ESG 1.0000                  

(2) E. 0.7655* 1.0000                 

(3) S. 0.8049* 0.7073* 1.0000                

(4) G. 0.6418* 0.3876* 0.4188* 1.0000               

(5) Title 0.2150* 0.2614* 0.2720* 0.1534* 1.0000              

(6) Size 0.4543* 0.5502* 0.5462* 0.3814* 0.3907* 1.0000             

(7) MB 0.0180 -0.0281 -0.0080 0.0195 0.0416* 0.0111 1.0000            

(8) Leverage 0.1257* 0.1098* 0.1810* 0.0167 0.0759* 0.2054* 0.0711* 1.0000           

(9) CAPX -0.0660* -0.0114 -0.0482* -0.0885* -0.0035 0.0351* 0.0976* 0.2063* 1.0000          

(10) ROA -0.0995* -0.1311* -0.1215* -0.0856* -0.0333* -0.0933* 0.2584* -0.0786* 0.1163* 1.0000         

11) HHI -0.0168 -0.0667* -0.0278 0.0903* 0.1605* 0.1980* 0.2076* 0.2529* 0.2697* 0.0243* 1.0000        

(12) CEOTOTAL 0.0503* 0.0508* 0.0227 -0.0009 0.1213* 0.3170* 0.2038* 0.1613* 0.1209* 0.0727* 0.2597* 1.0000       

(13) Gender -0.1190* -0.1146* -0.1215* -0.1089* -0.0173* -0.0669* 0.0162 0.0337* 0.0610* 0.0186 -0.0155* 0.0499* 1.0000      

(14) Age 0.1041* 0.1327* 0.1344* 0.0938* 0.0786* 0.0704* -0.0933* -0.0779* -0.0573* -0.0341* 0.0184* -0.2817* 0.0571* 1.0000     

(15) Tenure 0.0490* 0.0931* 0.0079 0.0437* 0.0972* 0.0122 -0.0381* -0.0560* -0.0731* -0.0191 0.1104* -0.0111 0.0215* 0.3332* 1.0000    

(16) INED 0.3699* 0.3428* 0.3663* 0.3895* 0.1248* -0.0048 -0.1827* -0.2233* -0.2483* -0.0525* 0.1134* -0.0419* -0.0886* 0.2364* 0.1391* 1.0000   

(17) Committee 0.2494* 0.3331* 0.3115* 0.1991* 0.3795* 0.6596* 0.1430* 0.2358* 0.0618* -0.0323* 0.3846* 0.3840* -0.0362* 0.0706* 0.2024* 0.1375* 1.0000  

(18) Chairman -0.1926* -0.1129* -0.1717* -0.1964* -0.0481* -0.0160 0.0193 0.0090 0.0931* 0.0161 -0.0733* -0.0442* 0.0392* 0.0184* 0.0398* -0.2927* -0.0704* 1.0000 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 3: ESG and the title of honor 

This table reports the baseline results from the OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the combined ESG score (ESG). Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of 

board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and 

zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of 

capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable 

equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors 

over the total number of directors on the board. The committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero 

otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. t-statistics in parentheses are based on cluster-robust standard errors at the firm-year level. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 

10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively. Appendix Table A.1 provides the detailed variable definitions. 

 Model [1] Model [2] Model [3] Model [4]  
(With industry Shock) 

Model [5]  
(With industry Shock) 

Model [6] 
 Environment 

Model [7]  
Social 

Model [8]  
Governance 

Title 2.498*** 4.554*** 2.106*** 3.181*** 2.793*** 2.432*** 3.647*** 1.025 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.25) 

Size 5.520*** 4.032*** 4.780*** 5.831*** 5.158*** 7.991*** 6.359*** 4.528*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

MB 0.234*** -0.137 0.191*** 0.447*** 0.365*** 0.307*** 0.152** 0.197** 

 (0.00) (0.60) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.02) 
Leverage -0.922 -0.353 -1.629 -3.937 -4.722* -5.973** 4.989** -5.131** 

 (0.61) (0.37) (0.37) (0.10) (0.05) (0.01) (0.02) (0.05) 

CAPX 3.235 -0.156 0.657 10.064 8.577 14.600 6.732 -17.125* 
 (0.68) (0.68) (0.93) (0.35) (0.43) (0.16) (0.44) (0.09) 

ROA 6.461** -0.323 4.791 12.448*** 11.247** 6.109 7.997** 1.943 

 (0.03) (0.21) (0.12) (0.01) (0.02) (0.13) (0.03) (0.68) 
HHI 0.688 -0.750 -0.504  - 4.694 4.145 -7.215 

 (0.84) (0.41) (0.88)   (0.29) (0.27) (0.16) 
CEOTOTAL   0.086  0.439* 0.351 -0.181 -0.410* 

   (0.61)  (0.06) (0.12) (0.34) (0.09) 

Gender   -2.367***  -3.039** -2.883** -2.480** -2.945** 
   (0.01)  (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) 

Age (Yrs)   -4.697**  -1.764 -4.409* -4.351** -8.072*** 

   (0.01)  (0.48) (0.08) (0.04) (0.00) 
Tenure   0.488  0.685 1.360** -0.123 1.626*** 

   (0.20)  (0.17) (0.01) (0.79) (0.00) 

INED.   14.596***  17.186*** 19.349*** 6.460** 32.497*** 
   (0.00)  (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.00) 

Committee   0.373**  0.071 0.926*** 0.666*** -0.133 

   (0.01)  (0.72) (0.00) (0.00) (0.53) 
Chairman    -4.061***  -4.532*** -2.261** -2.564*** -6.717*** 

   (0.00)  (0.00) (0.03) (0.00) (0.00) 

Constant -36.638*** 43.389*** -16.291* -41.560*** -35.091*** -83.149*** -38.699*** 9.852 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.05) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.42) 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes - - Yes Yes Yes 

Industry FE Yes - Yes - - Yes Yes Yes 

Firm FE No Yes No No No - - - 

Industry FE * Year FE No No No Yes Yes No No No 

R2(Adj.) 0.5215 0.7047 0.5408 0.4295 0.4604 0.6455 0.6020 0.3563 

N 3521 3510 3408 2527 2443 3408 3408 3408 
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Table 4: Environment, Social and Governance sub-components and the title of honor 

This table reports the results of the environment component score from the OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the resource use score, or the emission score, or the 

environmental innovation. Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", 

"Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-

to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI 

is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO 

is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of 

directors on the board. The committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero 

otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. t-statistics in parentheses are based on cluster-robust standard errors at the firm-year level. *, **, and *** indicate 

significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively. Appendix Table A.1 provides the detailed variable definitions. 

 Environment Component Social Component Governance Component 

 Model [1] 

Resource 

use 

Model [2] 

Emissions 

Model [3] 

Environmental 

innovation 

Model [4] 

Workforce 

Model [5] 

Human 

rights 

Model [6] 

community 

Model [7] 

Product 

responsibility 

Model [8] 

Management 

Model [9] 

Shareholders 

Model [10] 

CSR strategy 

Title 6.829*** 2.738*** 3.224*** 2.939*** 3.186** 4.284*** 8.307*** 1.327 -3.215** 5.875*** 

 (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.28) (0.01) (0.00) 

Size 9.884*** 8.929*** 5.084*** 5.657*** 7.923*** 7.158*** 5.766*** 4.271*** 2.904*** 8.250*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

MB 0.484*** 0.455*** -0.024 0.253*** 0.052 0.224*** 0.223** 0.212** 0.039 0.359*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.77) (0.00) (0.59) (0.01) (0.05) (0.05) (0.73) (0.00) 

Leverage -4.192 -9.730*** -9.460*** -4.887* 0.015 2.762 9.040*** -4.354 -5.631 -8.267*** 

 (0.18) (0.00) (0.00) (0.05) (1.00) (0.39) (0.01) (0.22) (0.12) (0.00) 

CAPX 18.699 4.745 35.394*** -5.052 21.156 27.045** -17.459 -20.370 -10.051 -11.534 

 (0.17) (0.71) (0.00) (0.61) (0.11) (0.05) (0.20) (0.14) (0.49) (0.34) 

ROA 1.341 7.328 7.230 8.763** 11.281* 10.322* 8.170 5.112 -9.570 3.372 

 (0.79) (0.17) (0.16) (0.04) (0.06) (0.08) (0.21) (0.43) (0.13) (0.49) 

HHI 14.100** 2.475 -6.010 0.899 18.422*** 8.011 -19.069*** -13.381* 5.915 3.915 

 (0.02) (0.68) (0.29) (0.86) (0.00) (0.16) (0.00) (0.05) (0.40) (0.48) 

CEOTOTAL 0.501* 0.307 0.084 0.386* -0.280 -0.106 -0.640* -0.519 -0.527 0.311 

 (0.09) (0.28) (0.79) (0.09) (0.39) (0.72) (0.07) (0.12) (0.14) (0.27) 

Gender -1.751*** -3.893*** -0.567 -0.961 -4.418** 0.478 -3.121** -3.100* -2.920 -2.208 

 (0.00) (0.01) (0.73) (0.43) (0.02) (0.75) (0.05) (0.06) (0.11) (0.14) 

Age (Yrs) 0.206 -3.786 2.866 -7.118*** -1.981 -0.385 -4.926 -8.229** -10.835*** -3.147 

 (0.73) (0.24) (0.40) (0.01) (0.58) (0.91) (0.21) (0.03) (0.01) (0.28) 

Tenure 1.533** 2.181*** 1.245* 0.581 0.204 -1.931*** 0.202 2.626*** -0.851 0.341 

 (0.01) (0.00) (0.05) (0.27) (0.79) (0.00) (0.79) (0.00) (0.30) (0.59) 

INED 5.844*** 11.591*** 22.315*** 5.539 6.599 7.996** 15.301*** 38.105*** 23.819*** 17.473*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.11) (0.14) (0.04) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Committee 3.189*** 0.742*** 0.445* 0.368* 0.629** 1.008*** -0.090 -0.477* 0.479 0.671*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.09) (0.09) (0.02) (0.00) (0.76) (0.09) (0.14) (0.01) 

Chairman  -1.362** -1.901 1.503 -1.689 -1.938 -4.395*** -0.075 -6.995*** -8.308*** -2.942** 

 (0.02) (0.18) (0.30) (0.11) (0.17) (0.00) (0.96) (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) 

Constant -115.490*** -83.974*** -82.023*** 3.400 -92.766*** -71.959*** -20.490 16.836 47.686*** -81.809*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.76) (0.00) (0.00) (0.25) (0.32) (0.01) (0.00) 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R2(Adj.) 0.5878 0.5368 0.4499 0.4022 0.5390 0.4710 0.4853 0.2453 0.1654 0.6086 

N 3408 3408 3408 3408 3408 3408 3408 3408 3408 3408 
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Difference-in-differences analysis. The effect of titleholders joining the board. 

Table 5.1. PSM-covariate tests 

This table presents the equality test of average characteristics of a firm without and with titleholders on board 

before titleholders join based on the logit model: 𝐸(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) =  𝑃(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟 = 1|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) = Φ(z) =

P(Z ≤ z)𝐸(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) =  𝑃(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟 = 1|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) = Φ(z) = P(Z ≤ z) where n=number of covariates; 

𝑍~𝑁(0,1);  𝑧 = 𝛽𝑜 + ∑ 𝛽𝑛𝑋𝑛
𝑁
𝑛=1 . Covariates used in matching include Size, MB, Leverage, CAPX, ROA, 

CEOTOTAL, Gender, Age, Tenure, Nonexe, Committee, and Chairman. Size is the natural logarithm of total 

asets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. 

CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman 

Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to 

one if CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held 

the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the 

board. The committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable 

equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. 

 Non-title 

holder 

Title holder Diff t-stat p-value 

Size 14.1016 13.9275 0.1742 1.2338 0.2184 

MB 2.9013 2.1479 0.7534 1.4629 0.1447 

Leverage 0.2356 0.2385 -0.0029 -0.1170 0.9069 

CAPX 0.0382 0.0419 -0.0037 -0.6929 0.4890 

ROA 0.0942 0.0969 -0.0027 -0.2300 0.8183 

CEOTOTAL 4.8887 5.0781 -0.1894 -1.0487 0.2953 

Gender 0.8473 0.8730 -0.0257 -0.5912 0.5549 

Age 4.0392 4.0227 0.0165 0.8814 0.3789 

Tenure 1.0481 0.9804 0.0677 0.5305 0.5962 

Nonexe 0.5117 0.5144 -0.0027 -0.1577 0.8748 

Committee 8.8244 8.9206 -0.0962 -0.3590 0.7199 

Chairman 0.0916 0.0952 -0.0036 -0.0997 0.9206 
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Table 5.2. Employing Diff-in-Diff Empirical Design. Placebo Experiments 

This table reports the baseline results from the OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the combined ESG score (ESG). 

Pseudo Join [-n] where n=(1,2,3,4,5) is a time dummy for a firm that is equal to one if a person who has a title of 

"Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", 

"Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" joins its board in n years and zero otherwise. Size is the natural 

logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total 

assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman 

Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is 

male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe 

is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. The committee is the total number of 

remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The 

sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. t-statistics in parentheses are based on cluster-robust standard errors at the firm-

year level. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively. Appendix Table A.1 provides the 

detailed variable definitions. 

 Pseudo Join  

[-5] 

Pseudo Join  

[-4] 

Pseudo Join  

[-3] 

Pseudo Join  

[-2] 

Pseudo Join  

[-1] 

Pseudo Join [-5] 1.3210     

 (4.2520)     

Pseudo Join [-4]  -1.5527    

  (2.6645)    

Pseudo Join [-3]   -4.0768   

   (3.0279)   

Pseudo Join [-2]    -3.5618  

    (3.4651)  

Pseudo Join [-1]     -1.6816 

     (3.8293) 

Size 4.8046*** 4.8152*** 4.8344*** 4.8628*** 4.8924*** 

 (0.2670) (0.2675) (0.2685) (0.2688) (0.2673) 

MB -0.0053 -0.0054 -0.0053 -0.0052 -0.0050 

 (0.0045) (0.0044) (0.0045) (0.0045) (0.0045) 

Leverage 0.9749 1.1866 1.1733 1.3844 1.6717 

 (1.8451) (1.8502) (1.8708) (1.8950) (1.8851) 

CAPX 6.1971 5.8740 6.2252 6.3016 6.8400 

 (7.6117) (7.6318) (7.6618) (7.6910) (7.7136) 

ROA 6.6118*** 6.7256*** 6.7033*** 6.6818*** 6.7448*** 

 (1.4023) (1.3963) (1.4015) (1.4083) (1.4067) 

CEOTOTAL 0.0147 -0.0026 -0.0095 -0.0183 0.0195 

 (0.1724) (0.1725) (0.1732) (0.1736) (0.1735) 

Gender -1.3774** -1.3529** -1.3282** -1.3374** -1.2990* 

 (0.6620) (0.6639) (0.6661) (0.6664) (0.6696) 

Age (Yrs) -2.6708 -2.9792 -3.2849* -3.4734* -3.6021* 

 (1.8075) (1.8131) (1.8253) (1.8307) (1.8401) 

Tenure 0.2290 0.2668 0.2603 0.2630 0.2221 

 (0.2256) (0.2259) (0.2268) (0.2272) (0.2268) 

Nonexe 13.1920*** 13.1750*** 13.4613*** 13.2188*** 13.5093*** 

 (2.4590) (2.4616) (2.4661) (2.4741) (2.4858) 

Total Directors 0.5275*** 0.5348*** 0.5547*** 0.5631*** 0.5855*** 

 (0.1559) (0.1564) (0.1570) (0.1575) (0.1584) 

Chairman  -5.0441*** -5.1399*** -5.0569*** -5.0131*** -4.9892*** 

 (0.8023) (0.8024) (0.8060) (0.8065) (0.8065) 

Constant -26.6160*** -22.7125*** -19.5988** -19.7247** -22.1859*** 

 (8.8561) (8.2431) (8.4885) (8.6182) (8.4518) 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R2 (Adj.) 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 

N 3,099.00 3,085.00 3,066.00 3,046.00 3,025.00 
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Table 5.3. PSM-Titleholder joining a board 

This table reports the results of the titleholder joining the board based on the OLS regressions on the PS-matched 

sub-sample. The dependent variable is the resource use score, the emission score, or the environmental innovation. 

Post×Join is a dummy that takes the value of one for the year including and following titleholder joining the board 

of a firm where a titleholder is a person with the title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", 

"Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess". Size is 

the natural logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and 

short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. 

HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender 

is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number 

of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total 

number of directors on the board. The committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. 

Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The sample includes UK 

firms from 2002 to 2020. Models 1-3 present the results of the PS Matched sub-sample, and models 4-6 present 

the results of the full sample. t-statistics in parentheses are based on cluster-robust standard errors at the firm-year 

level. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively. Appendix Table A.1 

provides the detailed variable definitions. 

 PS-Matched Sample Full-sample 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Post×Join 3.2832** 4.9195*** 5.1169*** 3.1799*** 3.4352*** 3.4903*** 

 (1.2872) (1.2376) (1.2757) (1.2259) (0.9558) (0.9846) 

Size 0.8496 5.1774*** 4.5215*** 2.4692*** 6.0896*** 5.2098*** 

 (0.7295) (0.4547) (0.4793) (0.5366) (0.2247) (0.2594) 

MB -0.0017 0.0342 0.0695 -0.0006 0.1005** 0.1089** 

 (0.0613) (0.0677) (0.0706) (0.0390) (0.0481) (0.0469) 

Leverage 4.5663 -0.1086 -1.7677 -1.5328 -2.3717 -2.6776 

 (2.9942) (2.8684) (2.9467) (1.9824) (1.8393) (1.8593) 

CAPX 14.6903 -42.9163*** -31.8788** 1.4231 -7.2242 -11.4688 

 (10.4781) (13.1377) (13.3026) (6.9512) (8.1288) (8.0550) 

ROA -8.6204** 7.5406* 4.6763 -3.5772 7.7492** 5.9786** 

 (3.8380) (4.4524) (4.4123) (2.7042) (3.0216) (3.0346) 

HHI 5.4161 5.0590 1.8992 -4.3573* -1.3887 -2.3211 

 (3.8151) (4.5581) (4.2708) (2.4250) (2.7423) (2.7408) 

CEOTOTAL   0.1607   0.2246 

   (0.2384)   (0.1584) 

Gender   -2.2692**   -1.3084** 

   (0.9807)   (0.6285) 

Age (Yrs)   -1.6995   -0.9634 

   (2.3215)   (1.6659) 

Tenure   0.4388   0.1242 

   (0.3097)   (0.2073) 

Nonexe   22.2922***   16.0271*** 

   (3.3171)   (2.2975) 

Direc   0.5056**   0.4828*** 

   (0.2120)   (0.1484) 

Chairman    -3.9412***   -4.1107*** 

   (1.1684)   (0.8090) 

Constant 30.8320*** -29.7498*** -27.8265** 13.5661* -41.9826*** -37.8632*** 

 (10.4976) (7.0383) (11.7639) (7.8591) (3.7725) (7.7311) 

Year FE No Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

Firm FE Yes No No Yes No No 

Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R2 (adj) 0.71 0.56 0.59 0.71 0.55 0.58 

N 1,530.00 1,530.00 1,459.00 3,683.00 3,683.00 3,492.00 
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Table 6: Contagious peer, Celebrated Influence, and ESG performance 

This table reports the baseline results from the OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the combined ESG score 

(ESG). Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", 

"Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" 

or "Countess" and zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. 

Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure 

to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural 

logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO 

is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the 

number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. The committee is the total 

number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman 

and zero otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. t-statistics in parentheses are based on 

cluster-robust standard errors at the firm-year level. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% 

levels, respectively. Appendix Table A.1 provides the detailed variable definitions. 

Dependent variables ESG ESG ESG 

 Model [1] Model [2] Model [3] 

Contagious peer 4.8460***   

 (0.00)   

Title  1.0975* 2.4766*** 

  (0.09) (0.00) 

Celebrated Titleholder  2.2688***  

  (0.00)  

Other Title   0.2707 

   (0.69) 

Title × Other Title   -0.6935 

   (0.49) 

    

Size 4.2674*** 4.7092*** 4.7690*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

MB 0.2571*** 0.1891*** 0.1951*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Leverage 0.8999 -1.7324 -1.5629 

 (0.69) (0.34) (0.39) 

CAPX 14.4299 -0.4897 0.1399 

 (0.13) (0.95) (0.99) 

ROA 0.0508 4.7927 4.8377 

 (0.19) (0.12) (0.12) 

HHI 2.1734 -0.3311 -0.4368 

 (0.27) (0.92) (0.89) 

CEOTOTAL 0.5588 0.1070 0.1058 

 (0.27) (0.52) (0.53) 

Gender -5.7623** -2.5059*** -2.7711*** 

 (0.04) (0.00) (0.00) 

Age (Yrs) 0.1220 -4.7089** -4.8465*** 

 (0.97) (0.01) (0.01) 

Tenure 1.1269*** 0.5344 0.5263 

 (0.00) (0.16) (0.17) 

INED 3.6377*** 14.0437*** 14.8466*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Committee 1.3002*** 0.3862*** 0.3545** 

 (0.00) (0.01) (0.02) 

Chairman  -3.3377*** -3.9411*** -4.0419*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Constant -25.1456* -15.1809* -15.5016* 

 (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Industry FE Yes Yes Yes 

R2(Adj.) 0.5765 0.5420 0.5407 

N 1976 3407 3406 
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Table 7: Implication. Supply chain and the title of honor 

This table reports the results of the suppky chain performance from the OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the Supply Chain  Process Score (1-2), or the Environmental Supply Chain 

Selection score (3-4), or the Resource Efficiency in Environmental Supply Chain score (5-6). Title is a dummy variable that is equal to one if a member of the board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", 

"Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm of 

total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-

to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO 

is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. 

The committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 

2002 to 2020. t-statistics in parentheses are based on cluster-robust standard errors at the firm-year level. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively. 

Appendix Table A.1 provides the detailed variable definitions. 

 Supply Chain Impact 

DV Model [1]  
Supply Chain  Process 

Policy & Safety 

Model [2]  
Supply Chain  Process 

Policy & Safety 

Model [3]  
Environmental Supply 

Chain Selection 

Management 

Model [4]  
Environmental Supply 

Chain Selection 

Management 

Model [5]  
Resource Efficiency 

Environmental Supply Chain 

Policy 

Model [6]  
Resource Efficiency Environmental 

Supply Chain Policy 

Title 0.0323* 0.0202 0.0937*** 0.0782*** 0.0712*** 0.0644*** 
 (0.06) (0.25) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Size 0.1335*** 0.1158*** 0.1219*** 0.0995*** 0.1080*** 0.0897*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
MB 0.0033** 0.0026** 0.0070*** 0.0057*** 0.0075*** 0.0066*** 

 (0.01) (0.05) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Leverage -0.0605 -0.0446 0.0897* 0.0876* 0.0380 0.0592 
 (0.20) (0.35) (0.07) (0.09) (0.49) (0.29) 

CAPX 0.1253 0.0428 0.5841*** 0.5372** 0.4744** 0.4274* 
 (0.49) (0.81) (0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (0.07) 

ROA 0.0388 0.0147 -0.0252 -0.0689 -0.0725 -0.0929 

 (0.62) (0.85) (0.78) (0.46) (0.45) (0.34) 
HHI 0.5461*** 0.5144*** 0.3322*** 0.2856*** 0.3640*** 0.3291*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

CEOTOTAL  0.0078  0.0069  0.0091* 
  (0.11)  (0.17)  (0.07) 

Gender  -0.0949***  -0.0423  -0.0946*** 

  (0.00)  (0.11)  (0.00) 
Age (Yrs)  0.0553  0.0184  -0.0600 

  (0.29)  (0.75)  (0.31) 

Tenure  0.0087  0.0008  -0.0029 
  (0.44)  (0.95)  (0.82) 

INED  0.3103***  0.3530***  0.3130*** 

  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00) 
Committee  0.0097**  0.0134***  0.0088** 

  (0.02)  (0.00)  (0.04) 

Chairman   -0.0393*  -0.0704***  -0.0514** 
  (0.06)  (0.00)  (0.04) 

Constant -1.9676*** -2.1534*** -1.5269*** -1.5525*** -1.3272*** -1.0118*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R2(Adj.) 0.4364 0.4436 0.4647 0.4747 0.4516 0.4627 
N 3625 3491 3625 3491 3625 3491 
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Table 8: Implication. The industry pay gap and the title of honor 

This table reports the results of the industry pay gap from the OLS regressions. The dependent variable is the 

industry pay gap, which is the compensation gap between the second-highest-paid CEO in the same Fama and 

French (1997) five-industry classification and the CEO under consideration. Title is a dummy variable which is 

equal to one if a member of board has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", 

"Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero otherwise. 

Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of 

long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-

to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total 

compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO 

age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive 

directors over the total number of directors on the board. The committee is the total number of remuneration 

committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The 

sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. t-statistics in parentheses are based on cluster-robust standard errors 

at the firm-year level. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively. Appendix 

Table A.1 provides the detailed variable definitions. 

DV Model [1] 

Industry Pay-gap 

Model [2] 

Industry Pay-gap 

Title -0.1031*** -0.0697** 

 (0.00) (0.01) 

Size -0.0873*** -0.0421** 

 (0.00) (0.01) 

MB 0.0012 0.0011 

 (0.61) (0.58) 

Leverage 0.0402 -0.1064 

 (0.63) (0.13) 

CAPX -0.5227 -0.0553 

 (0.14) (0.85) 

ROA -0.4588*** -0.2694** 

 (0.00) (0.03) 

HHI -0.3708** -0.4111*** 

 (0.03) (0.00) 

CEOTOTAL  -0.2205*** 

  (0.00) 

Gender  0.0356 

  (0.23) 

Age (Yrs)  0.0005 

  (0.99) 

Tenure  0.0094 

  (0.54) 

INED  -0.0570 

  (0.54) 

Committee  0.0016 

  (0.76) 

Chairman   0.0520** 

  (0.03) 

Constant 8.2558*** 9.4846*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) 

Year FE Yes Yes 

Industry FE Yes Yes 

R2(Adj.) 0.4404 0.6129 

N 3220 3220 
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Figure 1. Industry-year adjusted ESG Scores 

 

This figure plots the annual average of industry-adjusted ESG Scores of firms with and without a 

titleholder on board.  
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Figure 2. ATT plot ±4 years around of titleholder joining the board  
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Appendix Table 1: Variable Definition 

This table shows the construction of the variables. Explanations are provided in the description of the variables in the text.   

Variables Definition  Source 

Dependent Variables   

ESG  

The ESG combined score based on the reported information of the 

environmental, social and corporate governance pillars and ESG 

Controversies. 

Thomson Refinitiv 

Environment  
The weighted average rating of the reported environmental 

information. 
Thomson Refinitiv 

Social  The weighted average rating of the reported social information. Thomson Refinitiv 

Governance  
The weighted average rating of the reported governance 

information. 
Thomson Refinitiv 

Resource use  

The score which captures a firm’s ability of materials, energy or 

water reduction, and of improving supply chain management with 

eco-efficient solutions. 

Thomson Refinitiv 

Emissions  

The score which captures a firm's commitment and effectiveness on 

the reduction of emission in the processes production and 

operations. 

Thomson Refinitiv 

Environmental 

innovation 

The score which captures a firm’s ability of the environmental costs 

and burdens reduction, and of generating novel market 

opportunities via technologies, processes, or eco-friendly products. 

Thomson Refinitiv 

Workforce  
The score which captures a firm’s workplace satisfaction, health, 

safety, diversity, and equal and development opportunities. 
Thomson Refinitiv 

Human rights The score which captures a firm’s respect of the human rights. Thomson Refinitiv 

Community  
The score which captures a firm’s citizenship, public health 

protection, and business ethics. 
Thomson Refinitiv 

Product responsibility 
The score which captures a firm’s goods and services quality, 

customer's health, safety, integrity, and data privacy protection. 
Thomson Refinitiv 

Management  
The score which captures a firm’s commitment and effectiveness 

on corporate governance practice. 
Thomson Refinitiv 

Shareholders  
The score which captures a firm’s effectiveness on shareholders 

equality and the use of anti-takeover devices. 
Thomson Refinitiv 

CSR strategy 

The score which captures a firm’s practice of integrating the 

economic (financial), social, and environmental dimensions into its 

routine decisions. 

Thomson Refinitiv 

KLD Score 

Principal component score of environment, community, diversity, 

corporate governance, human rights, and product related 

performance. 

KLDI 

Pay-gap 

Compensation gap between the CEO under consideration and the 

second-highest-paid CEO in the same industry based on Fama-

French 5 industry classification. 

BoardEx 

Explanatory Variables   

Title 

Categorical which is equal to one if a member of board is a 

titleholder of honour and zero otherwise. The title of honour 

includes the name with designation Sir, Lord, Dame, Lady, Sire, 

Baron, Baroness, Viscount, Viscountess, Earl, Duke, Duchess, 

Marquess, Count and Countess. 

BoardEx 

Celebrated Influencer-

Frequency 

The number of firms (frequency) in which a titleholder of honour 

sits on board.  
BoardEx 

Celebrated Influencer-

Dummy 

Categorical variable that takes the value of one if the frequency of 

titleholder is above median and zero otherwise.  
BoardEx 

Contagious peer 

Categorical variable that takes the value of one if a board member 

who are contemporaneous peers with titleholder of honour and zero 

otherwise.   

BoardEx 

Join 
Categorical variable that takes the value of one if a person with a 

title of honor joins the board within five years and zero otherwise. 
BoardEx 

Leave 
Categorical variable that takes the value of one if a person with a 

title of honor leaves the board within five years and zero otherwise. 
BoardEx 

Control Variables   

Size Natural logarithm of total assets  Thomson Refinitiv 

MB The ratio of market value of equity to book value  Thomson Refinitiv 

Leverage Ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total asset Thomson Refinitiv 

CAPX Capital Expenditure Thomson Refinitiv 

ROA EBITDA/Total Assets Thomson Refinitiv 

HHI 
Herfindahl-Hirschman Index computed as sum of square of market 

share of each firm in a industry identified by SIC three digits. 
Thomson Refinitiv 
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CEOTOTAL Natural logarithm of CEO total compensation BoardEx 

Gender 
Dummy variable which is equal to one if CEO is male and zero if 

CEO is female. 
BoardEx 

Committee Total number of remuneration committee members  BoardEx 

Age CEO age                BoardEx 

Nonexe 
Number of non-executive directors over the total number of 

directors on the board 
               BoardEx 

Tenure Number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm                BoardEx 

Chairman 
Dummy variable which is equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero 

otherwise. 
BoardEx 

 

 

Appendix Table 2.1. t-test of difference of covariates with PSM  

This table reports the balance test of propensity score matching. The propensity score is estimated from a logit 

model: 

𝐸(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) =  𝑃(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟 = 1|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) = Φ(z) = P(Z ≤ z), 

where n=number of covariates; 𝑍~𝑁(0,1);  𝑧 = 𝛽𝑜 + ∑ 𝛽𝑛𝑋𝑛
𝑁
𝑛=1 .  

Covariates used in matching include Size, MB, Leverage, CAPX, ROA, CEOTOTAL, Gender, Age, Tenure, 

Nonexe, Committee and Chairman. Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of board has a 

title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", 

"Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. 

MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX 

is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. 

CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if 

CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the 

role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. 

The committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to 

one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. 
 Non-titleholder Titleholder Diff t-stat p-value 

Size 14.0931 14.0806 0.0125 0.2055 0.8372 

MB 2.6812 2.7572 -0.0760 -0.5013 0.6162 

Leverage 0.2198 0.2092 0.0105 1.6145 0.1065 

CAPX 0.0353 0.0351 0.0001 0.0801 0.9362 

ROA 0.0706 0.0717 -0.0011 -0.3011 0.7634 

HHI 0.4710 0.4615 0.0095 0.7711 0.4407 

CEOTOTAL 5.3774 5.3511 0.0263 0.4080 0.6833 

Gender 0.9205 0.9240 -0.0036 -0.3517 0.7251 

Age 4.0670 4.0670 0.0000 0.0001 0.9999 

Tenure 2.1317 2.1375 -0.0057 -0.2210 0.8251 

INED 0.6128 0.6207 -0.0079 -1.0621 0.2883 

Committee 8.4787 8.4283 0.0504 0.5933 0.5530 
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Appendix Table 2.2. Post-hoc test of PSM: Propensity to treat based on firm and industry 

characteristics 

This table reports the balance test of propensity score matching. The propensity score is estimated from a logit 

model: 

𝐸(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) =  𝑃(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟 = 1|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) = Φ(z) = P(Z ≤ z), 

where n=number of covariates; 𝑍~𝑁(0,1);  𝑧 = 𝛽𝑜 + ∑ 𝛽𝑛𝑋𝑛
𝑁
𝑛=1 .  

Covariates used in matching include Size, MB, Leverage, CAPX, ROA, CEOTOTAL, Gender, Age, Tenure, 

Nonexe, Committee and Chairman. Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of board has a 

title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", 

"Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm of total assets. 

MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX 

is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. 

CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if 

CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the number of years the CEO has held the 

role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. 

The committee is the total number of remuneration committee members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to 

one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. 
Dependent variable: Title dummy Model (1) Model (2) 

Size 0.275*** -0.014 

 (0.00) (0.83) 

MB 0.022 0.004 

 (0.13) (0.81) 

Leverage -0.316 -0.017 

 (0.50) (0.97) 

CAPX 0.828 0.244 

 (0.61) (0.90) 

ROA -0.461 0.108 

 (0.32) (0.84) 

HHI -0.432 -0.021 

 (0.16) (0.95) 

CEOTOTAL -0.060 0.007 

 (0.23) (0.89) 

Gender -0.029 0.067 

 (0.89) (0.75) 

Age (Yrs) 0.787 -0.007 

 (0.14) (0.99) 

Tenure 0.070 0.005 

 (0.50) (0.96) 

INED 0.646 0.412 

 (0.24) (0.44) 

Committee 0.282*** 0.005 

 (0.00) (0.92) 

Chairman  0.355 0.200 

 (0.12) (0.44) 

Constant -10.253*** -0.209 

 (0.00) (0.93) 

R2(Pseudo) 0.1663 0.0014 

N 6367 2786 
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Appendix Table 2.3. Diff-in-diff regression based on PS-Matched Sample 

This table reports the balance test of propensity score matching. The propensity score is estimated from a logit model: 

𝐸(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) =  𝑃(𝑇𝑖𝑡𝑙𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟 = 1|𝑋𝑖,𝑡) = Φ(z) = P(Z ≤ z), 

where n=number of covariates; 𝑍~𝑁(0,1);  𝑧 = 𝛽𝑜 + ∑ 𝛽𝑛𝑋𝑛
𝑁
𝑛=1 .  

Covariates used in matching include Size, MB, Leverage, CAPX, ROA, CEOTOTAL, Gender, Age, Tenure, Nonexe, Committee and Chairman. Title is a dummy variable which is equal to one if a member of board 

has a title of "Sir", "Lord", "Dame", "Lady", "Sire", "Baron", "Baroness", "Viscount", "Viscountess", "Earl", "Duke", "Duchess", "Marquess" "Count" or "Countess" and zero otherwise. Size is the natural logarithm 

of total assets. MB is the market-to-book ratio. Leverage is the ratio of the sum of long- and short-term debt to total assets. CAPX is the ratio of capital expenditure to total assets. ROA is return-to-assets. HHI is the 

Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. CEOTOTAL is the natural logarithm of CEO total compensation. Gender is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is male and zero if CEO is female. Age is CEO age. Tenure is the 

number of years the CEO has held the role at the firm. Nonexe is the number of non-executive directors over the total number of directors on the board. The committee is the total number of remuneration committee 

members. Chairman is a dummy variable equal to one if CEO is chairman and zero otherwise. The sample includes UK firms from 2002 to 2020. 

 Model [1] ESG Model [2] ESG Model [3] Environment Model [4] Environment Model [5] Environment Model [6] Environment Model [7] Governance Model [8] Governance 

Title 5.1298*** 5.2915*** 5.4230*** 5.5099*** 6.3206*** 6.5021*** 1.8272 1.1896 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.16) (0.35) 

Size -1.5346*** -1.5713*** 0.7592 0.6185 -0.6548 -0.6566 5.1070*** 5.0191*** 

 (0.01) (0.00) (0.36) (0.45) (0.32) (0.30) (0.00) (0.00) 

MB -0.5868 -0.5965 1.3222** 1.2767** -0.2650 -0.2988 0.0980 0.0593 

 (0.12) (0.10) (0.02) (0.02) (0.57) (0.49) (0.47) (0.64) 

Leverage -2.2640*** -1.8641*** -2.7393*** -2.4665*** -1.8443*** -1.3306** -10.1977** -13.0772*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.03) (0.02) (0.00) 

CAPX 0.2362 0.6053 0.4858 0.8276 0.8042 1.2145* -19.9949 -9.9798 

 (0.69) (0.29) (0.52) (0.27) (0.22) (0.05) (0.26) (0.55) 

ROA -0.4884 -0.4517 0.5172 0.5309 -0.3260 -0.2769 -0.9508 0.1000 

 (0.26) (0.28) (0.41) (0.39) (0.51) (0.56) (0.91) (0.99) 

HHI 0.9596 0.8602 16.6111*** 16.2100*** 6.3406*** 5.8293*** 1.8129 -2.0858 

 (0.55) (0.56) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.83) (0.79) 

CEOTOTAL  0.0975  0.4391  0.1707  -0.7401* 

  (0.79)  (0.42)  (0.70)  (0.05) 

Gender  0.9939***  1.1446**  1.3284***  -1.6761 

  (0.01)  (0.03)  (0.00)  (0.36) 

Age (Yrs)  -2.1017***  -2.3030***  -2.3696***  -12.2161*** 

  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.01) 

Tenure  0.7859**  1.0567*  1.2617***  2.4129*** 

  (0.04)  (0.05)  (0.00)  (0.01) 

INED  -2.5106***  -2.1862***  -3.2539***  28.4166*** 

  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00)  (0.00) 

Committee  -0.3487  0.7608  -0.1097  -0.8793** 

  (0.43)  (0.19)  (0.82)  (0.02) 

Chairman   0.7762**  0.8121  1.1694***  -8.4138*** 

  (0.03)  (0.15)  (0.00)  (0.00) 

Constant 45.5765*** 45.4938*** 40.9065*** 40.8552*** 46.8271*** 46.7322*** -19.3911* 27.7167 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.05) (0.17) 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R2(Adj.) 0.4563 0.4845 0.5446 0.5564 0.5036 0.5358 0.2482 0.2924 

N 1542 1542 1542 1542 1542 1542 1542 1542 

 


