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Abstract: Universities are now becoming more active in the field of Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR). Nevertheless, they do not appear to be granting the same degree of importance to the
dissemination of these activities. This article analyses the voluntary corporate social responsibility
information disclosed by leading USA universities. We created several indexes of corporate social
responsibility information disclosure and examined main universities’ characteristics that affect
corporate social responsibility disclosure by these entities. The findings obtained show that the
universities are strongly committed to the dissemination of corporate social responsibility information,
and that a university’s size, affiliation, public/private status and ranking position are the factors
most significantly affecting its online disclosure of general corporate social responsibility information.
These findings could be useful for university administrators, especially those in public universities,
highlighting the importance of developing and supporting policies and incentives to promote CSR
disclosure and thus attract new students and meet social expectations about the ethical behaviour of
universities.

Keywords: online disclosure; corporate social responsibility; USA; higher education

1. Introduction

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been defined as “the responsibility of en-
terprises for their impacts on society [ . . . ] to integrate social, environmental, ethical,
human rights and consumer concerns into their business operations and core strategy in
close collaboration with their stakeholders [1]. This issue is of growing importance in
mainstream businesses and in the academic world, as institutions seek to promote a better
and more sustainable world [2].

In response, universities are now becoming more active in the field of corporate social
responsibility [3,4]. Universities, as leaders of socio-economic change, play a prominent
role in overcoming the social, economic and environmental challenges faced by society [5,6].
They are becoming increasingly aware of the negative and/or positive impacts of their
actions in their own environment and of the need to take a leading part in positive actions,
as a model of ethical behaviour to society.

Among the corporate social responsibility strategies commonly adopted by firms, cor-
porate social responsibility disclosure is considered the most important means of commu-
nication to stakeholders regarding corporate social responsibility activities [7]. Corporate
social responsibility reporting is defined as the process of communicating the social and
environmental actions of organisations to particular interest groups within society and to
society at large [8].

By publishing corporate social responsibility information, universities can provide the
information demanded by stakeholders, increase transparency, enhance their reputation
and legitimacy, facilitate benchmarking with other universities and support corporate
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information and control processes [9]. This information would help universities to justify
their activities to a wide range of stakeholders by providing a higher level of CSR disclosure
regarding a number of social and environmental issues, going beyond a simple description
of the economic environment facing the institution [10].

However, despite extensive academic and corporate interest in the subject, a review
of the main journals addressing aspects of corporate social responsibility shows that little
research has been undertaken to analyse the crucial role of universities’ disclosure of CSR
information [11]. Moreover, few studies have sought to identify the underlying deter-
minants of organisations’ online disclosure of social and environmental information [8].
Universities are no exception to this knowledge gap, and therefore our research is intended
to make a useful contribution to the literature in this respect.

According to stakeholder theory, variables such as size, affiliation, private-public status,
age and ranking position can influence the online disclosure of CSR information. The degree
of CSR disclosure by universities is positively associated with their age and size. Larger
and older universities usually address a wider audience, are subject to the assessment of a
greater number of stakeholders and, therefore, have a greater impact on society.

In the other hand, universities with some faculty regarding CSR implies that univer-
sities that have faculties or departments which address aspects of CSR are usually more
committed to the disclosure of this type of information.

In the competitive environment, universities increased competition to attract students.
We find that private universities are more aware of applying criteria of social responsibility
they can obtain a competitive advantage and maintain good relations with stakeholders
and satisfying expectations [5,6]. These universities must invest resources and effort to
distinguish themselves from public universities, not only concerning the quality of the
education provided and of the research carried out, but also in other essential questions
such as the promotion of ethical behaviour and the application of the principles of social
responsibility.

By last, the online disclosure of CSR information could represent an element by which
universities can be differentiated in terms of the ranking awarded for their quality of
education and research.

Therefore, the aim of this paper is to examine the voluntary corporate social respon-
sibility information disclosed by leading USA universities and to analyse how the main
characteristics of universities—their size, affiliation, private-public status, age and ranking
position, among other aspects –can influence the online disclosure of CSR information.

The contribution of this study is twofold. On the one hand, we present a new ap-
proach to evaluating the voluntary corporate social responsibility information disclosed
by universities. A model is proposed with which to measure the degree of disclosure
of this type of information and, therefore, each university’s commitment to CSR and its
subsequent disclosure to stakeholders. On the other hand, the paper seeks to determine
the variables or factors that may influence this information disclosure. Thus, the proposed
evaluation model can be used to identify best practices and to reveal which models or
types of universities are most strongly committed in this respect. This knowledge will
facilitate the adoption of policies to meet social expectations about the ethical behaviour of
universities, and at the same time help make them more competitive.

Taking into account the above considerations, Section 2 describes the theoretical
framework employed, Section 3, the formulation of hypotheses, Section 4, the research
design and method applied, Section 5, the results obtained, Section 6, the discussion of
these findings and Section 7, the main conclusions drawn.

2. Theoretical Framework

The present paper is based on the stakeholder theory, which has been applied to the
disclosure of CSR information. Stakeholder theory is an important reference in corporate
social responsibility disclosure research, and many studies have used it to explain the
organisation–society relationship [12,13]. In fact, stakeholder theory has become a funda-
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mental tenet in the dissemination of CSR information, explaining the relationship between
stakeholders and the information they receive [14], addressing the expectations of specific
groups within society [15,16] and predicting corporate actions in response to stakeholder
pressure, related to power dependence or claims of legitimacy [17].

According to stakeholder theory, the long-term success and survival of an organisation
depends on the support it receives from stakeholders. Accordingly, the disclosure of
corporate social responsibility information is considered a vital aspect of managing their
needs, expectations and demands, and of balancing potential conflicts among them [18].
Thus, CSR information disclosure reflects a strategic position adopted by the organisation
towards the social demands faced.

The demand for corporate social responsibility disclosure has been driven by the
increasing prominence and interventionism of stakeholders [19]. In response, firms provide
CSR disclosure seeking to legitimise their behaviour, producing a positive impact on stake-
holders and on society’s perceptions [20]. The perceptions and expectations of stakeholders
is an important factors driving the advancement of CSR-related practices by organizations.
The increase in social sensitivity of society towards the behavior of companies, due to the
fact that the different business scandals have occurred, show a change in the perception
that citizens have about companies, causing a lack of confidence in these companies. Thus,
this lack of trust highlights the necessary transparency in business for the construction of
trust [5,6,12].

The presentation of corporate social responsibility information is a means of promoting
dialogue with stakeholders [14]. This theory is of special relevance in the public sector,
since public utilities must often address a wide range of stakeholders, many of whom have
a legitimate interest in receiving information on an organisation’s financial, environmental
and social issues. Thus, universities should take into account the needs of their stakeholders
and the impact on them of the information disclosed. Indeed, when a public organisation
has a large number of stakeholders (mainly composed of citizens and society in general),
the pressure on it to disclose additional information with regard to issues of visibility and
accountability is much higher than for privately owned firms [21].

3. Factors Influencing CSR Information Disclosure by Universities: Study Hypotheses

This paper focuses on the following university-related variables: size, affiliation,
public versus private status, age and ranking position. These specific variables were studied
because they have been justified in the theoretical framework analyzed and they are the
main ones considered in previous studies of information disclosure, both in general [22–24]
and by universities in particular [25,26].

Although some of the variables in our model have been proposed in other research
studies concerning universities [26], we analyse different variables and apply the findings
in a different context. The differences in legal and political contexts that are embodied in the
organisational structures of government are significantly influenced by cultural differences
between countries, giving rise to different forms of administration and management in the
public sector.

3.1. Size

Organisations are subjected to numerous pressures to disclose CSR information [27–29].
According to stakeholder theory, when a public organisation has a large number of stake-
holders, the pressure on it to disclose additional information with regard to issues of
visibility and accountability is much higher [21]. Larger companies, thus, will disclose
more CSR information in order to meet society’s expectations of them. Moreover, the
variable size has frequently been used to explain the extent to which corporations are
pressured to disclose information [23]. From an empirical standpoint, several studies
have found a positive relationship between organisation size and the disclosure of CSR
information [24,27].
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Such disclosure is sometimes costly and so it is larger organisations that usually
disclose most information [27]. Furthermore, it is the larger organisations which exercise
most power in society, are most visible and, therefore, are most exposed to public scrutiny,
with their performance being analysed by broad groups of stakeholders [24]. This factor,
too, motivates these organisations to publish larger volumes of information, in order to
improve their image and reputation.

This positive relationship has also been observed in the university sector, by studies
such as those by Gordon et al. [25] and Gallego et al. [26], who found that university
size has a positive influence on the amount of information disclosed. In view of these
considerations, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is a positive relationship between a university’s size and the CSR online
information disclosed on their website.

3.2. University Affiliation

In the private sector, the delegation of functions and tasks to various departments
has produced specialisation, with each one being headed by professionally qualified
management experts. Therefore, when reports from different areas are prepared and
published, the process is supported by the heads of each section of the organisation and
their joint efforts enable a comprehensive overview of the business. Previous research
suggests that organisations with CSR-related departments are more likely to disclose
information in this respect [29,30].

According to stakeholder theory, organisations with various CSR-related departments
are usually more closely involved with social and environmental issues and publish
a greater amount of information, seeking thus to meet the needs of a wide range of
stakeholders [31].

A university is composed of various schools and faculties offering many different
degrees and curricula. Extrapolating the idea of a business focus in this area, we believe
that universities that have faculties associated with CSR will possess qualified personnel
who may intervene in decisions and in planning actions that refer to CSR; equally, such
personnel may provide a more complete understanding and facilitate the dissemination of
CSR information. Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed (see Table 1):

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Universities with faculties related to the field of CSR will disclose more CSR
online information on their website than those in which no such faculties are present.

Table 1. Main variables.

MODEL

Variable Definition Hypothesis

GSRD General CSR Online Disclosure Dependent variable

ESRD Economic Information Online Disclosure Dependent variable

NSRD Environmental Information Online Disclosure Dependent variable

SSRD Social Information Online Disclosure Dependent variable

DSRD Educational Information Online Disclosure Dependent variable

Size University size, measured through logarithm of total number of students H1

Affiliation Dummy variable which takes the value 1 if the university has some faculty regarding
CSR, and 0 otherwise H2

UniPriv Dummy variable which takes the value 1 if the university is private, and 0 otherwise H3

Age Logarithm of number of years since the foundation year H4

Ranking position Position of the university in the Shanghai ranking H5

Source: Own elaboration.
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3.3. Private vs. Public Universities

The university system in many countries, and especially in the USA, is characterised
by the coexistence of public and private universities [25]. Although these two types of
institution have many features in common, they are fundamentally different in terms of
their funding. Thus, whilst private universities largely depend on the tuition fees paid by
students and on private donations [25], public universities are mainly funded by the State.

Falling student numbers in recent years, and the consequent reduction in State fund-
ing [25], has led to increased competition to attract students. In this respect, private
universities are at a disadvantage since the tuition fees paid by students are their main
source of funding [25], which explains their strong sense of marketing and their need to
act according to business criteria. Consequently, these universities must invest resources
and effort to distinguish themselves from public universities, not only concerning the
quality of the education provided and of the research carried out, but also in other essential
questions such as the promotion of ethical behaviour and the application of the principles
of social responsibility. According to previous research in the private sphere [32], this could
enhance their reputation and public image, making them an attractive option for more
students. Besides, according to stakeholder theory, a greater disclosure of CSR information
could help private universities better respond to their stakeholders’ needs, thus creating a
differentiating factor and providing a competitive advantage.

Therefore, apart from universities’ teaching and research quality, which is an essential
element in their reputation, socially responsible behaviour by universities and how this
behaviour is reflected through informational transparency could produce a competitive
advantage in the higher education market, which in turn could provide universities with
greater legitimacy in their relationship with stakeholders. The use of new information
technology, and specifically, the internet, has proved to be a very important tool in this
process [25,30].

For this reason, it is expected that private universities, in view of the strong competi-
tion they face to obtain financial resources and of the competitive advantage that might be
gained from the disclosure of CSR information, will present higher levels of disclosure of
this information on their official websites. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed
(see Table 1):

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Private universities disclose a larger volume of CSR online information on
their website than public universities.

3.4. Age

In previous research, the variable age has been considered an influential factor in
information disclosure. In the present study, it is used to refer to the time elapsed since
the university was established [26], in the view that universities which have been in ex-
istence for longer will have been subject to greater scrutiny by stakeholders. According
to stakeholder theory, an organisation’s existence depends on its ability to integrate stake-
holders’ expectations into its business strategy, because stakeholders provide resources
that are essential to the organisation’s successful functioning and survival [33]. Therefore,
universities must respond to stakeholders’ needs and demands regarding CSR, and this
responsibility increases in line with the time that the organisation has been in existence,
because older organisations will have had more time and gained more experience in the
development of all types of policies and their subsequent disclosure. Moreover, these
policies will have been made public for longer.

It has been observed that the degree of CSR disclosure by universities is positively
associated with their age [26], and thus older universities disclose more information than
newer ones [34]. This is not surprising, since older universities have had longer to develop
information of all kinds and to disclose it to their different stakeholders. Therefore, the
following hypothesis is proposed:
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Hypothesis 4 (H4): Older universities disclose more CSR online information on their website
than younger universities.

3.5. Ranking Position

According to Cooke [35], when a firm is listed on a foreign stock exchange as well
as that of its country of domicile, it will disclose more detailed information since it will
need to observe the disclosure rules of at least two exchanges, and so it will attract more
analyst coverage [24]. Numerous studies have reported finding a significant positive
relationship between international listing status and the level of voluntary CSR information
disclosure [24,36].

Extrapolating this variable to consider the field of universities, good corporate results
are reflected, in this case, as the achievement of a favourable position in rankings of teaching
and research quality. Therefore, according to stakeholder theory, universities, too, will
provide more information in order to underpin their position within the market [24].

The introduction of competitive financing mechanisms in higher education has led to
the development of new strategies for attracting students. Highly rated universities tend
to be characterised by inter-organisational linkages, i.e., voluntary ties with third parties,
such as academic spin-offs and other informal mechanisms of technology transfer [37].

Acceptance of the relationship between legitimacy and information disclosure has led
to the creation of university classification systems [38]. These classifications receive consid-
erable attention among the university community and society in general. They provide
an index of the quality of the higher education system, are indicative of an institution’s
reputation and represent its degree of competitive advantage in areas such as attracting
students and retaining government financial support [39].

Universities with greater legitimacy are more closely scrutinised by stakeholders
and assign a high priority to the outcome of the evaluation process underlying the rank-
ings system. The lack of such recognition would be detrimental to the legitimacy of the
university [39].

Prior research indicates that the universities reputed to provide the highest quality
education and research are the most likely to disclose CSR information online [3]. Thus, the
online disclosure of CSR information could represent an element by which universities can
be differentiated in terms of the ranking awarded for their quality of education and research.
In this respect, according to McNamara [40], the world’s most prestigious universities
are expected to beat the forefront of great movements for social change (see Table 1). In
consequence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): The universities offering the highest quality education and research are the
strongest proponents of the disclosure CSR online information on their website.

4. Methodology
4.1. Sample

Numerous universities have shown an outstanding commitment and pioneering spirit
in developing corporate social responsibility policies, especially in European countries [41],
including these concerns in their management, academic and research functions and in
the university’s mission/vision [42]. They are strongly committed to corporate social
responsibility, in the scale and impact of their actions, in their tradition and in their
social influence. Universities undertake corporate social responsibility actions both to
establish the legitimacy of their operations and to attract students, fees and subsidies [43].
Nonetheless, in order to obtain or maintain this legitimacy, they must not only take actions
but also inform society at large about these actions [44]. It has been shown that one of
the main strategies applied by organisations to gain legitimacy for their actions is to align
stakeholders’ perceptions and expectations, by means of information disclosure [10].
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In this analysis of best practices in CSR voluntary communication, our study sample
was drawn from USA universities. Although of course many universities worldwide
publish CSR reports, those in the USA are the most active in the online disclosure of
CSR-related information [5]. The USA has the second largest number of higher education
institutions in the world and the largest number of students in higher education [45], which
makes this context very suitable for obtaining solid research findings. Moreover, USA
universities need to satisfy a large group of stakeholders in order to legitimise and continue
their activities and have long been distinguished by their commitment to “service to the
community” [46].

Our selection of universities for analysis has some limitations. First, it only includes
those which implement corporate social responsibility actions and report their policies
online. Therefore, the present study does not address universities that, while committed to
corporate social responsibility, do not disclose their commitment or, even if they do, use
other means, such as printed materials (posters, brochures, magazines, etc.). Nevertheless,
we believe the sample considered is appropriate for the goals of this study, i.e., to analyse
the factors influencing online transparency on CSR-related issues.

Secondly, the 154 leading USA universities included in our sample were selected
according to the Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU), more commonly
known as the Shanghai ranking. Although this ranking has been questioned and its
methodological limitations highlighted [47], the ARWU is generally agreed to be acceptable
in terms of objectivity and comprehensiveness [48]. The ARWU index of world universities,
based on academic quality and overall excellence, has been used in numerous previous
studies [49]. Furthermore, it is one of the instruments most widely employed in research
studies for measuring institutional quality [50]. Therefore, in order to obtain an appropriate
sample for this study, we selected all the USA universities in the top 500 of the Shanghai
ranking. The final sample thus obtained consisted of 154 universities, of which 105 (68.18%)
were public and 49 (31.82%) were private (see Appendix A).

4.2. Empirical Model

In this section, we derive a model to represent the influence of the above factors on
CSR information disclosure (see Table 1). The model was tested empirically by multiple
linear regression, estimated by ordinary least squares (OLS) [26,27,44,51].

MODEL: the approach adopted in the empirical analysis is summarised by the follow-
ing general form of the model:

GSRDi = α0 + β1.1 Sizei + β2.1Affiliationi + β3.1UniPrivi + β4.1 Agei + β5.1 Ranki+ εi

ESRDi = α0 + β1.2 Sizei + β2.2 Affiliationi + β3.2 UniPrivi + β4.2 Agei + β5.2Ranki+ εi

NSRDi = α0 + β1.3 Sizei + β2.3Affiliationi + β3.3UniPrivi + β4.3 Agei + β5.3Ranki+ εi

SSRDi = α0 + β1.4 Sizei + β2.4Affiliationi + β3.4UniPrivi + β4.4 Agei + β5.4Ranki+ εi

DSRDi = α0 + β1.5 Sizei + β2.5 Affiliationi + β3.5UniPrivi + β4.5 Agei + β5.5Ranki+ εi

where GSRDi; ESRDi; NSRDi; SSRDi; DSRDi are the dependent variables in every model
referring to each USA university;

β i.j are the coefficients of the explanatory variables for each evaluation model pro-
posed (GSRDi; ESRDi; NSRDi; SSRDi; DSRDi) and the variables are defined as in Table 1.

Table 1 shows the explanatory variables examined to test the research hypotheses.
The data on these variables were obtained from each university’s website. The results
obtained show that the variables derived from the items described present a high degree of
internal consistency, as shown by the Cronbach’s alpha value obtained, which in all cases
exceeds 0.7 [52].
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Many studies have used total assets, sales or market capitalisation to measure firm
size. However, as Gordon et al. [25] observed, market capitalisation is not a measurable
value for universities. An appropriate alternative measure of size could be logarithm of the
number of students [26] (see Table 1).

The number of students, as a variable reflecting the size of the university, is a significant
factor. Students are, in fact, the institution’s main stakeholders and the major consumers
of its resources [26]. Thus, previous studies have noted the growing concerns about CSR
among university stakeholders, including students, faculty and parents (see Fonseca [53],
for universities in Canada, and Yuan [54] on the situation in China) (see Table 1).

Affiliation is a dummy variable which takes the value 1 if the university has a faculty
related to CSR, and 0 otherwise. Public versus private status is a dummy variable which
takes the value 1 if the university is a private institution and 0 otherwise. The Age variable
is measured by logarithm of the number of years elapsed since the university’s foundation,
and the ranking is the university’s position in the Shanghai ranking (see Table 1).

The dependent variables were obtained from the analysis of items in the disclosure
index for the websites (see Tables 2 and 3). However, no standard model has yet been
established for the evaluation of CSR reports or CSR disclosure, although work is being
done in this area, for example, by the University Leaders for a Sustainable Future (ULSF).

The Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Sustainability Guidelines [55,56] were taken
into account for the selection of the model items. Based on these guidelines, a search was
made of a sample of universities in order to check the information disclosed about these
aspects and thus ensure that the information analysed corresponded to the specific area of
institutions of higher education.

Specifically, the index of general CSR information disclosure (GSRD), taking into
account the structure of the GRI guidelines, is divided into five sections: 1. Vision and
Strategy; 2. Profile; 3. Governance Structure and Management Systems; 4. GRI Content
Index; 5. Performance Indicators [55–57].

The GRI guidelines are organised in terms of economic, environmental and social
performance. These items configure the sub-indices related to specific CSR information
(ESRD, NSRD, SSRD). For the purposes of the present study, these items were adapted
according to the specific nature of the information provided by the universities.

The GRI guidelines are among the most complete tools available with which to assess
CSR information disclosure. Although the guidelines were not intended specifically for
this purpose [58], they provide an excellent instrument for evaluating university CSR
reports [57,59]. A limitation of the guidelines is that they do not address indicators related
to the incorporation of CSR-related issues in research activities and study plans, or areas
such as green buildings and food services, among other areas relevant to colleges and
universities. However, as argued by Lozano [57] and others, the guidelines could and
should be amended and supplemented to include these characteristics. In the present
study, to fill this gap, the content analysis framework used includes indicators drawn from
campus CSR assessment tools and from previous research [57,60].

In their core competences, i.e., education and research, universities differ substantially
from corporations. Therefore, for the GRI to be suitable for our field of study, it must
include the education dimension. In this respect, various universities and many researchers
and educators have been collaborating with the University Leaders for a Sustainable Future
(ULSF) team to develop a standardised version of the GRI for universities [57]. Taking into
account these considerations, the ULSF draft proposals were adapted to obtain the item
that addresses the education dimension within the present area of study (DSRD).

In summary, a model was created to evaluate online CSR information disclosure by
universities, considering the economic, environmental and social dimensions established
in the GRI guidelines report and adding, for the case of universities, the educational
dimension proposed by the ULSF. Based on these items, the model was developed to
ensure its appropriateness for the specific field of universities.
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We believe this model extends and enhances the literature on CSR information dis-
closed by universities. The model we present was created in a multi-stage process. First,
various search engines were used to determine the CSR information currently being dis-
closed online by universities, taking the total population as the study sample. Different
types of data were analysed to assess the sustainable practices used, by examining the
following sources: (i) university web pages (ii) annual reports; (iii) CSR reports (or sus-
tainability reports as they are termed by some universities in accordance with the GRI
guidelines and which include CSR information). Consequently, meetings were held to
discuss the results obtained, following which a draft model was proposed, summarising
the main aspects of the information disclosed. No restrictions of country or region were
imposed regarding the universities considered.

This process gave an initial approximation of the model to be analysed. It was then
completed in accordance with the guidelines issued by international bodies, such as the
GRI, and taking into account previous research in this area (by Lozano, for example), with
particular respect to the university context.

This evaluation model was then applied to the USA universities selected for anal-
ysis. The data required for this were obtained from the universities’ main channels of
communication, i.e., their web pages (generally in HTLM format) or CSR reports (in PDF
format).

Thus, the information on the dependent variables was obtained after a detailed
analysis of CSR reports of the universities in the sample, in the view that these reports
constitute an effective mechanism of control and communication [59]. We also report the
information that the universities provide on their websites and in financial and annual
reports.

Regarding the score assigned to each of the questions included in our proposal
for the assessment of CSR information disclosure, and taking into account previous ap-
proaches [22], we opted for a binary dichotomous scoring system (0/1), reflecting the
absence or presence of each item on the website or in the CSR report (see Tables 2 and 3).
When the items contained several sub-indices, their scores were distributed equally. This
method was adopted in order to reduce the degree of subjectivity, in a scoring system for
which there are no explicit, predefined rules [61]. Thus, the same value is awarded to each
item when the aspect being analysed is described by various items [62] (see Tables 2 and 3).

During April and May 2020, we examined the websites of the universities in our
sample to obtain the information required. To ensure objectivity, the process was carried out
separately by each of the three authors, who subsequently discussed the results and reached
a consensus. If there were any significant discrepancies, the websites were examined again
by all three authors. In the following months, we proceeded to the statistical analysis and
final writing of the paper.
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Table 2. Online disclosure of general CSR information.

GENERAL CSR Online Disclosure
m

GSRD = ∑gi /5
i = 1

Concept Items Score Source

1. Statement of vision and strategy of the
university on issues about social responsibility

(a) If main CSR commitments are disclosed. 0/0.5 based on the absence-presence of this item

(b) If the webpage or Sustainability Report includes a
declaration on CSR from the governing body. 0/0.5 based on the absence-presence of this item Adaptation by GRI Guidelines

2. Information about profile of stakeholders

(a) If the university webpage or the
CSR/SustainabilityReport identify the stakeholders. 0/0.5 based on the absence-presence of this item

(b) If there is specific information about the informational
needs of each group of stakeholders. 0/0.5 based on the absence-presence of this item

3. Centralized or decentralized disclosure of
CSR information by universities

(a) If the disclosure of CSR information is developed in a
centralized way on the university webpage. 0/0.5 based on the absence-presence of this item

(b) If this disclosure is developed through dependent
centres at said university. 0/0.5 based on the absence-presence of this item

4. Data on performance indicators

(a) Economic indicators. 0/0.33 based on the absence- presence of this item

(b) Social indicators. 0/0.33 based on the absence- presence of this item

(c) Environmental indicators. 0/0.33 based on the absence- presence of this item

5. Index of contents or a table to locate
different elements of information about CSR

Provides the reader with an index or a table to locate
different CSR elements. 0/1 based on the absence-presence of this item

Source: Own elaboration.
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Table 3. Online disclosure of specific CSR information.

Economic Information Online Disclosure
m

ESRD = ∑gi/5
i = 1

Concept Items Score Source

1. Customer (Students) Information is disclosed about Student Income (Student aid and tution) 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item Adaptation by GRI Guidelines

2. Suppliers Information is disclosed about Payments to suppliers 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

3. Employees Information is disclosed about Employee benefits expense (Salaries, wages,
and employee benefits) 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

4. Providers of capital Information is disclosed about Sponsored, non for profit, auxiliary
enterprises, Private gifts, grants, and contracts 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

5. Public sector Information is disclosed about State appropriations (federal government) 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

Environmental Information Online Disclosure
m

NSRD = ∑gi /6
i = 1

Concept Items Score Source

1. Energy
Information is disclosed about the installation of systems that save

electricity such as movement sensors, incandescent lightbulbs or other
alternative sources of energy.

0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item Adaptation by GRI Guidelines

2. Buildings and grounds Information is disclosed about criteria for construction, renovation and
rehabilitation of existing buidlings in line with “green criteria”. 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

3. Purchasing management Information is disclosed about the need to prioritize the purchase of
reusable, ecological materials that require a minimum of packaging. 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

4. Waste management and
recycling

Information is disclosed about questions related to the promotion of the
recycling of office material and solid waste providing recipients for articles

such as paper, printer cartridges and batteries.
0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

5. Transportation
Information is disclosed about the creation of incentives for the university
community to use public transport or alternative means of transport such as

bicycles and bus.
0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

6. Food Information is disclosed about fair trade and sustainable food through the
provision of ecological products in campus cafés and shops. 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item
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Table 3. Cont.

Social Information Online Disclosure
m

SSRD = ∑gi/11
i = 1

Concept Items Score Source

1. Summer programs Information is disclosed about a specific section about Continuing
Education with summer programs 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item Adaptation by GRI Guidelines

2. Employment Information is disclosed about the opportunity to search jobs in the
University or outside 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

3. Campus
services/Student life

Information is disclosed about the specific section regarding
club-organizations, sport and recreation, student affairs, housing and

dining; student organizations and activities; shopping and others.
0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

4. Campus safety Information is disclosed about the specific section about safety services 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

5. Health services Information is disclosed about the specific section about health services 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

6. Scholarship Information is disclosed about the Scholarship 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

7. Equal opportunity
Information is disclosed about The Office of Equal Opportunity where the
value of diversity is recognized and where equal opportunity is afforded

for all.
0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

8. Diversity and equity Information is disclosed about diversity and equity services for students 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

9. Disability resources Information is disclosed about disability resources 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

10. Statement of integrity Information is disclosed about statement of integrity

11. Code of conduct Information is disclosed about code of conduct 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

Educational Information Online Disclosure
m

DSRD = ∑gi/3
i =1

Concept Items Score Source

1. Academic Information is disclosed about courses, seminars and conferences related to
CSR. 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

Adaptation by ULSF proposed
Educational Performance

Indicators

2. Research Information is disclosed about University research centers linked to CSR. 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

3. Service Information is disclosed about Volunteer services 0/1 based on the absence/presence of this item

Source: Own elaboration.
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5. Results
5.1. Descriptive Results

Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics obtained for the dependent variables, expressed
as the mean, median, standard deviation, frequency and percentage, thus presenting the
general and specific content of the CSR information provided on the university websites.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics dependent variables.

General CSR Online Disclosure Mean SD Percentage

General CSR Online Disclosure (GSRD) 0.31 0.18 31.43%

1. Expression of the vision and strategy of the university in CSR subjects 0.45 0.34 45.13%
2. Information on the profile of stakeholders 0.01 0.06 0.65%

3. Centralized or decentralized disclosure of SR information by Universities 0.49 0.29 48.90%
4. Data on performance indicators 0.07 0.17 6.64%

5. Index of contents or a table to locate different elements of CSR information 0.56 0.5 55.84%

Specific CSR Online Disclosure Mean SD Percentage

Economic Information Online Disclosure (ESRD) 0.71 0.42 70.65%

1. Customer (Students) 0.74 0.44 74.03%
2. Suppliers 0.56 0.5 55.84%

3. Employees 0.73 0.44 73.38%
4. Providers of capital 0.75 0.43 75.32%

5. Public sector 0.75 0.44 74.68%

Environmental Information Online Disclosure (NSRD) 0.51 0.33 51.08%

1. Energy 0.66 0.48 65.58%
2. Buildings and grounds 0.45 0.55 45.45%

3. Purchasing management 0.34 0.48 34.42%
4. Waste management and recycling 0.75 0.44 75.68%

5. Transportation 0.54 0.50 53.90%
6. Food 0.32 0.47 32.47%

Social Information Online Disclosure (SSRD) 0.7 0.19 70.37%

1. Summer programs 0.71 0.46 70.78%
2. Employment 0.85 0.36 85.06%

3. Campus services/Student life 0.92 0.27 91.56%
4. Campus safety 0.71 0.45 71.43%
5. Health services 0.81 0.39 81.17%

6. Scholarship 0.81 0.4 80.52%
7. Equal opportunity 0.47 0.5 47.40%

8. Diversity and equity 0.89 0.31 88.96%
9. Disability resources 0.86 0.35 85.71%

10. Statement of integrity 0.14 0.35 14.29%
11. Code of conduct 0.57 0.5 57.14%

Educational Information Online Disclosure (DSRD) 0.65 0.31 64.72%

1. Academic 0.64 0.48 63.64%
2. Research 0.49 0.5 48.70%
3. Service 0.82 0.39 81.82%

Source: Own elaboration.

Of the items included in the GRI recommendations, those which are least often dis-
closed by the universities in our sample are the stakeholders’ profiles and the performance
indicators for the different dimensions of CSR (mean values of 0.01 and 0.07and frequencies
of 0.65% and 6.64%, respectively). The items most commonly reported (outlook on CSR,
centralised/decentralised information and table of contents) are provided by nearly 50% of
the universities.

The universities examined are more committed to the provision of specific information,
on their websites or in annual reports. In this respect, the highest values recorded were
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for the disclosure of economic or social information (70.65% and 70.37% respectively).
High values were observed for economic information because it is usually published in
the institution’s financial reports. Social information, on the other hand, tends to be more
dispersed, on the website or within the annual report. Almost all items produced values
close to 80% except those regarding equal opportunity (47.40%), the statement of integrity
(14.29%) and the university’s code of conduct (57.14%) (see Table 4).

All these universities provide environmental information, but they only achieve just
over 50% of the total score possible. The items most commonly disclosed refer to energy,
waste management and recycling, while those least often published refer to sustainable
food and fair trade. With respect to the educational information contained in these uni-
versities’ disclosure of CSR, the disclosure of voluntary service is the most highly valued
item (81.82%), and the least, the description of research topics relevant to CSR (63.63%)
(see Table 4). The present study focuses on the items that these universities currently pro-
vide online with respect to economic, environmental, social and educational information.
Hence, our content analysis of these areas produced high values even though the standard
deviations obtained do not indicate non-homogeneity.

5.2. Testing the Model

We next consider the influence of certain factors on the universities’ online disclosure
of general and specific CSR information. Table 5 shows the details of the variables analysed.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics independent variables.

Variable Minimum Maximun Mean SD

Size 2.26 4.86 4.19 0.53
Affiliation 0.00 1.00 0.38 0.49

Unipriv 0.00 1.00 0.32 0.47
Age 1.58 2.58 2.09 0.21

Ranking position 1.00 154.00 77.50 44.60
Source: Own elaboration.

The comparison of typified predicted values versus typified residuals revealed the
presence of random features, and therefore there were no problems of heteroscedasticity
or non-linearity; consequently, we accept the hypotheses of linearity and of equality of
the variances. None of the variance inflation factors not reported exceeded the critical
value of 10 and thus multicollinearity is not a serious problem in this study (3.176 Size,
1.300 Affiliation, 1.334 UniPriv, 1.205 Age, 1.435 Ranking). In view of these considerations,
after having confirmed that the above statistical assumptions were met, and the validity
of the model thus endorsed, we decided to use the OLS method, given its simplicity and
ability to test the hypotheses.

With respect to the size variable, the universities analysed in this study have an average
of 4.19 students (measured through logarithm of total number of students). 38% have
CSR-related faculties or schools, and their average age is 2.09 years (measured through
logarithm of number of years since the foundation year).

According to the results of the empirical analysis of our model (see Table 6), the
models that analysed the explanatory factors of the disclosure of general and specific
CSR information reflected a low explanatory power (16.6% General, 10.1% Economic,
22.5% Environmental, 46.2% Social and 13.3% Educational) with a confidence level of 99%
(p < 0.001) for the general, environmental and social information and with confidence levels
of 95% (p < 0.05) and 99% (p < 0.1) for educational and economic information, respectively.
These results suggest that future studies should examine other variables that may have a
greater influence on the online disclosure of CSR and specific information by universities.
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Table 6. Factors underlying the online disclosure of CSR information.

GSRD ESRD NSRD SSRD DSRD

Variable Standardised
Coefficients

Standardised
Coefficients

Standardised
Coefficients

Standardised
Coefficients

Standardised
Coefficients

Size 0.250 0.181 0.301 0.032 0.127 β

(3.036) ** (2.090) (3.791) ** (0.476) (1.457) t
95% 95% 99% − − Sig

Affiliation 0.187 −0.003 0.136 −0.112 0.283 β

(2.190) ** (−0.031) (1.648) (−1.633) (3.367) ** t
95% − − − 95% Sig

UniPriv 0.201 −0.082 0.067 −0.129 0.025 β

(2.351) ** (−0.916) (0.813) (−1.877) * (0.282) t
95% − − 90% − Sig

Age 0.022 0.176 0.004 0.025 0.026 β

(.269) (2.039) ** (0.044) (0.302) (0.310) t
− 95% − − − Sig

Ranking position 0.206 −0.013 0.326 0.657 0.142 β

(2.503) ** (−0.150) (4.097) *** (9.914) *** (1.683) t
95% − 99% 99% − Sig

F 5.910 *** 2.585 * 8.582 *** 25.161 *** 4.523 **
R2 0.166 0.101 0.225 0.462 0.133

Source: Own elaboration. Note: * Significant at 0.1; ** Significant at 0.05; *** Significant at 0.01.

Analysis of the factors that influenced our model, particularly regarding GSRD, the
statistically significant variables were the universities’ size, affiliation, public-private status
and ranking position.

For environmental information (NSRD), the variables size and ranking position all
have a positive influence on the online disclosure of environmental information by the
universities in our sample (β = 0.301 and 0.326, respectively) at 95% significance.

For economic information disclosed online (ESRD), the only significant variable was
size and age (β = 0.181 and 0.176, respectively), while for educational information (DSRD),
the only significant variable was affiliation (95%, β = 0.283). Finally, we recorded an inverse
association between the social information disclosed online (SSRD) and the public-private
status of the university (β = −0.129) and positive with respect ranking position (β = 0.657).

Overall, therefore, the results obtained by the model, for our sample data, support
hypotheses H1, H2, H3 and H5, indicative of positive relations between the size, affiliation,
private status of universities and ranking position in terms of the online disclosure of
general CSR information. Furthermore, our results support H1 and H5 in relation to the
disclosure of environmental information; H1 and H5 on economic information; H3 and H5
on social information and H2 on educational information. In every case, the signs obtained
were consistent with those expected.

6. Discussion

The aim of the present study is to advance stakeholder theory [15] by showing that
universities in the USA make use of the online disclosure of CSR information in order to
meet their stakeholders’ expectations and interests. Moreover, by disclosing this type of
information, universities enhance their transparency and present greater accountability
to society.

Therefore, the main theoretical implications of this study are related to stakeholder
theory. The provision of CSR information by universities contributes to the public good
by adding value to the information supplied [63]. Universities that use ICTs to disclose
information respond thereby to the demands of society and encourage greater interaction
with it [23].
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However, although the research findings presented in this paper show that universi-
ties are making use of these channels and are improving their provision of CSR information,
the outcome falls short of our expectations. Thus, greater awareness among universities
of the importance of communicating CSR information is still necessary. Improving their
performance in this regard would contribute to universities’ fulfilling their duty of account-
ability to stakeholders, and favour the development of benchmarking procedures which,
in turn, would help universities gain competitiveness in their market.

Our results show that, in general, the universities examined are more inclined to
disclose information of an economic and social nature, perhaps because these aspects have
a greater trajectory of disclosure through the annual reports.

Another aim of our study was to identify the factors that influence CSR information
disclosure. With respect to disclosure on CSR in general, numerous factors have a significant
positive impact, including university size, affiliation, private-public nature and ranking.
According to stakeholder theory, larger universities usually address a wider audience, are
subject to the assessment of a greater number of stakeholders and, therefore, have a greater
impact on society [24–27]. These universities must seek to legitimise themselves in the eyes
of their stakeholders in order to maintain their social approval and hence survive. This
goal, logically, is shared by private universities, whose main objective is to attract sufficient
numbers of students to ensure their own funding, and which do so by seeking to project a
favourable image, via a high level of information disclosure. The internet is of fundamental
importance in this respect, enabling universities to promote themselves both nationally
and internationally [26].

Universities that have faculties or departments which address aspects of CSR are
usually more committed to the disclosure of this type of information. Highlighting this fact
can raise awareness among universities of the importance of having qualified teachers in
related subjects, which can subsequently be grouped into units, departments and faculties.

Furthermore, the universities in the highest positions in the rankings for quality
of education and research disclosure differ significantly and positively, in terms of CSR
information provided, from those in low-ranking positions.

In line with previous studies, we find that private universities are more aware of
these considerations, because by applying criteria of social responsibility they can obtain a
competitive advantage and thus improve their financial results (in terms of increased assets,
resources and intangible capacities), whilst maintaining good relations with stakeholders
and satisfying expectations [29,32].

Similar results were found regarding the factors that significantly influence the disclo-
sure of environmental information, i.e., university size and ranking. However, this is not
the case for other areas of information. Private universities are the most committed to the
disclosure of social information, reflecting the importance granted by these universities to
areas such as student funding, campus safety, diversity, equal opportunity and summer
programmes. Private universities pay special attention to these aspects because they are
considered of crucial importance in attracting future students. In the highly competitive
situation currently facing universities worldwide, CSR disclosure is an intangible asset
of considerable interest to universities, especially private ones, as students’ tuition fees
constitute their main source of income [25].

The variable affiliation is most strongly associated with the disclosure of information
on educational issues related to CSR. Thus, the more faculties, departments and personnel
dedicated to the area of CSR, the greater the university’s commitment to social, environ-
mental, economic and educational issues. Moreover, such a university will also present
greater interest in education and research in this area and in the disclosure of related
information.

The variable age has a positive influence on the disclosure of information of an eco-
nomic nature. The publication of this type of information has a long history in universities,
and therefore it is to be expected that older universities will be more committed to the
disclosure of such information in the field of CSR.
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These considerations should be communicated to public managers and university
administrators responsible for designing strategies for the online disclosure of CSR infor-
mation and for increasing awareness of its importance. This information is demanded by
society as a whole and by future students in particular, who may rely on it in making their
choice of university.

In fact, private universities and those ranked highly in terms of quality of education
and research are aware of this, and often prioritise the online provision of CSR information
in order to attract future students [30].

University managers could enhance their disclosure strategies, for example by creating
more faculties and departments related to CSR. This would generate more training and
awareness and ultimately promote the implementation of CSR policies and the disclosure
of related information.

Finally, it should be noted that our research work has highlighted a set of variables that
may affect the disclosure of CSR information according to previous literature. However,
the values obtained by the R2 in each model have been low. Maybe, these variables may
have been justified in the private sphere or in sectors other than higher education. The
universities, perhaps because of their nature and connotations, need a more profound
study to look for other variables that will have a greater influence on the dissemination of
this information.

7. Conclusions

The findings presented in this research paper are of interest from various standpoints.
On the one hand, we provide a new understanding of universities’ online disclosure
of information on CSR-related topics and propose a model for assessing the disclosure
of diverse aspects of CSR. On the other, we analyse the factors that may promote this
information disclosure.

The CSR information disclosed by the universities in our sample corresponds to the
items included in our evaluation model. The results obtained highlight the importance of
online CSR information disclosure by universities, in each of the aspects considered: social,
environmental and educational.

With respect to factors that may promote information disclosure, our findings show
that, all of the variables considered are associated with the increased provision of CSR-
related information. We find, therefore, that universities respond to the information needs
of their stakeholders in their CSR disclosure policies. The findings of this paper could be
useful for university administrators, especially those in public universities, highlighting
the importance of developing and supporting policies and incentives to promote CSR
disclosure and thus attract new students and meet social expectations about the ethical
behaviour of universities. In addition, we call upon university policy makers to contribute
to the global conversation with regard to CSR reporting and thus meet the information
needs of all stakeholders.

In practical terms, university managers should take into account the importance of
ensuring the presence of university teachers who are well informed of the role of CSR, who
address this topic in the classroom, and who subsequently communicate their knowledge to
society at large. Legislators and educators, in their respective fields, should take measures
to encourage the formation of future human capital through teaching, research and the
transfer of knowledge, thus increasing general awareness of social responsibility and its
importance. Accordingly, governments should support the education system by allocating
resources for CSR training, so that teachers can transmit this awareness to their students,
who may subsequently put it into practical effect in the business world.

We show that larger universities are more aware of their inter-relationship with their
environment and of the need to strengthen departments and faculties related to CSR, in
view of the greater impact of these institutions on society. In future research, it would
be interesting to examine whether the number of faculties in each university addressing
aspects of CSR in their study programmes might be related to the level of CSR disclosure
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made, and to the strategic planning conducted by the institution or to the CSR-related
policies adopted.

We believe it would be useful for these rankings to include, in addition, the impact
made by CSR disclosure by universities, as an index of their quality.

In conclusion, our paper contributes to stakeholder theory by proposing a new model
for CSR disclosure quality, which can be used to evaluate the disclosure of this information
by universities, based on the need to meet stakeholders’ needs for CSR information. Fur-
thermore, analysis of the factors involved in CSR information disclosure by universities
could help and encourage university administrators to implement policies with which to
meet stakeholders’ expectations regarding CSR disclosure by universities.

Universities are to consider CSR as a strategic and differentiating factor. This question
has been shown to be of significant importance in attracting students to the institution. Like
that, public managers and university administrators should encourage policies that favour
the dissemination of CSR. One way to raise awareness of these issues is through training of
their own staff. In this way, specific departments and sections involved in the management
and dissemination of CSR can be created. This will lead to a greater awareness of these
aspects which in turn will translate into the training of future business leaders.

As limitations to our article, we emphasise that it focuses on USA universities. The
variables included in our analysis should be examined according to the context in which
the study findings are expected to be applied. Obviously, in some ways the context of
universities in Europe will be different from that considered in this paper. For example, it
would be interesting, in future research, to include variables such as the prevailing culture
or the funding system applicable to universities.

Another limitation is the way in which the proposed CSR online information disclosure
model is evaluated, since this is done in terms of the absence/presence of the parameter
in question, without taking into account its quality and quantity. Thus, future research
efforts should address the items that obtained the highest scores, in order to obtain a more
nuanced view, weighting the evaluation made in terms of the quality and quantity of the
parameters considered.

As further areas of interest for future research, we recommend the identification
and analysis of other variables that may affect universities’ policies on the disclosure
of CSR-related information. For example, variables concerning internal management
and organisational culture, such as the balanced scorecard system or that of corporate
governance, could be added to the analysis. The adoption of such a complementary
approach could help us achieve a better understanding of the functioning of universities
and of their forms of organisation and management, thus facilitating comparison with
other areas of management and with other countries. It would be useful in future research
to analyse other measures in order to determine the influence of these variables on CSR
reporting (for example, size could be considered by reference to the university´s budget. In
addition, it would be interesting to study the influence of these variables in other contexts
and countries, to observe their similarities and differences. Furthermore, another future
research of interest would be to measure how the provision of CSR is also a consequence of
more efficient universities [64] to carry out comparative studies between universities and
countries in this regard. From the resulting conclusions drawn, further advances could be
made in this area of knowledge.

Another potential area for study is that of the public policies employed in the state
or region in which the universities are located and to determine whether greater financial
support might enable more CSR-related research to be conducted. Finally, with respect to
universities’ image and reputation, researchers should examine the profile of the students
addressed and consider how new students might be attracted via the CSR information
supplied.

One question that remains unanswered in the present study is that of whether the
online disclosure of CSR information by universities could enhance commitment to CSR
among corporations, as a result of the education and training in this respect of future
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managers and through the creation of social movements and CSR discourses within student
organisations (taking into account that student organisations are known to be receptive to
the discourse of CSR reporting). Accordingly, a line of interest for future study would be to
analyse the models required to manage and properly channel the university information
on CSR that is provided to stakeholders. This question may be of decisive importance in
students’ choice of university and in shaping the prestige of the institution. In this respect,
an aspect of evident importance is that the online information provided by universities is
now a major factor in determining where students choose to study.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Universities.

Universities GSRD ESRD NSRD SSRD DSRD

1 Harvard 0.40 1.00 0.83 0.45 0.67
2 Calif Berkeley 0.63 0.40 1.00 0.82 0.67
3 Stanford 0.40 0.60 1.00 0.36 1.00
4 Massachusetts Ins Tech 0.47 0.00 0.67 0.18 1.00
5 Calif Inst Tech 0.47 0.80 0.67 0.27 1.00
6 Princenton 0.50 0.80 0.50 0.36 1.00
7 Columbia 0.10 0.80 0.00 0.45 0.67
8 Chicago 0.40 0.80 0.50 0.82 0.67
9 Yale 0.60 1.00 0.83 0.45 0.33
10 Cornell 0.60 1.00 0.83 0.82 1.00
11 Calif Los Angeles 0.50 1.00 1.00 0.64 1.00
12 Calif San Diego 0.50 1.00 0.67 0.64 0.67
13 Pennsylvania 0.40 0.80 1.00 0.36 0.33
14 Washington 0.17 0.00 0.67 0.36 0.33
15 Wisconsin Madison 0.10 0.00 0.50 0.55 1.00
16 Johns Hopkins 0.40 0.00 0.67 0.73 0.67
17 California, S. Fran 0.30 1.00 0.83 0.73 0.00
18 Michigan 0.70 1.00 0.83 0.73 0.33
19 Illinois 0.30 1.00 0.50 0.45 1.00
20 Minnesota 0.50 1.00 0.83 0.55 0.67
21 Northwestern 0.30 1.00 0.83 0.45 0.67
22 Washingt S.Louis 0.37 0.80 0.33 0.82 0.00
23 NY 0.40 0.80 1.00 0.45 0.67
24 Calif Sta Barb 0.40 0.00 0.83 0.55 1.00
25 Colorado B 0.40 0.00 0.67 0.64 0.67
26 Rockefeller 0.40 0.40 0.67 0.18 0.33
27 Duke 0.60 1.00 0.83 0.36 0.67
28 Maryland 0.57 0.00 0.83 0.55 0.67
29 Texas Austin 0.40 0.00 0.17 0.55 0.33
30 North California Chapel 0.20 1.00 0.83 0.55 0.67
31 Pennsyl State 0.20 0.80 0.50 0.82 0.67
32 Calif Davis 0.47 1.00 0.83 1.00 0.67
33 Calif Irvine 0.57 0.00 1.00 0.82 1.00
34 Southern Calif 0.40 0.80 0.83 0.91 1.00
35 Texas Southwestern Medical Center at Dallas 0.00 0.80 0.17 0.73 0.33
36 Vanderbilt 0.40 1.00 1.00 0.64 0.67
37 Rutgers 0.10 1.00 0.67 0.91 0.33
38 Pittsburgh 0.10 1.00 0.50 0.82 0.67
39 Carnegie Mellon 0.27 1.00 0.17 0.55 1.00
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Table A1. Cont.

Universities GSRD ESRD NSRD SSRD DSRD

40 Ohio State 0.50 1.00 0.67 0.45 0.67
41 Brown 0.40 1.00 0.33 0.64 1.00
42 Florida 0.50 1.00 0.50 0.91 0.67
43 Purdue 0.20 1.00 0.67 0.91 1.00
44 Boston 0.40 0.80 0.83 0.82 0.67
45 Arizona 0.40 1.00 0.50 0.73 0.33
46 Arizona State 0.50 1.00 1.00 0.55 1.00
47 Rochester 0.30 1.00 0.17 0.55 0.00
48 Utah 0.30 1.00 0.50 0.82 0.33
49 Michigan State 0.20 1.00 0.33 0.64 0.67
50 Indiana 0.40 1.00 0.67 0.73 0.67
51 Texas A&M 0.50 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00
52 Virginia 0.50 1.00 0.67 0.55 1.00
53 Case Western Reserve 0.30 0.80 0.67 0.64 1.00
54 Rice 0.50 0.80 0.67 0.82 1.00
55 Baylor College of Medicine 0.20 0.00 0.33 0.55 0.33
56 Emory 0.40 0.80 0.67 0.73 1.00
57 Georgia Inst 0.40 1.00 0.50 0.64 1.00
58 Mayo Medical School 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.33
59 North Carolina 0.50 1.00 0.83 0.18 0.67
60 Oregon State 0.37 1.00 1.00 0.82 1.00
61 Georgia 0.40 0.60 0.83 0.91 1.00
62 Tufts 0.40 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00
63 California, Riverside 0.40 0.00 0.83 0.82 1.00
64 Calif Sta Cruz 0.50 0.00 1.00 0.91 0.67
65 Hawaii at Manoa 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.82 1.00
66 Iowa 0.50 1.00 0.83 0.91 1.00
67 Massachu Amherst 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.67
68 Massachusetts Medical School-Worcester 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.33
69 Miami 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.82 0.33
70 Colorado State 0.20 1.00 0.50 1.00 1.00
71 Dartmouth 0.37 1.00 0.33 0.91 0.67
72 Florida State 0.10 1.00 0.17 0.91 0.67
73 George Mason 0.20 1.00 0.67 0.91 0.67
74 Iowa State 0.10 1.00 0.33 0.82 0.67
75 Lousiana State 0.50 1.00 0.67 0.82 0.67
76 Mount Sinai School of Medicine 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.33
77 Oregon Health and Science University 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.82 0.33
78 State University of New York at Stony Brook 0.20 0.80 0.50 0.55 0.67
79 Alabama at Birmingham 0.50 1.00 0.67 0.91 1.00
80 Connecticut 0.30 1.00 0.67 0.82 0.33
81 Texas Health Science Center at Houston 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.73 0.33
82 Texas M. D. Anderson Cancer Center 0.00 0.80 0.00 0.36 0.33
83 Delaware 0.50 1.00 0.33 0.91 1.00
84 Illinois Chicago 0.37 1.00 0.83 0.91 1.00
85 Maryland, Baltimore 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.33
86 Nebraska Lincoln 0.10 1.00 0.17 1.00 0.33
87 Tenne knoxv 0.20 1.00 0.17 0.73 0.67
88 Virginia Commonwealth 0.57 1.00 0.83 0.82 1.00
89 Virg Polyt 0.10 1.00 0.33 0.91 0.67
90 Brandeis 0.57 0.80 0.67 0.91 0.67
91 City un NY 0.20 1.00 0.17 0.55 0.33
92 Rensselaer 0.46 0.00 0.67 0.45 0.67
93 Buffalo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.00
94 George Washington 0.27 1.00 0.17 0.64 0.67
95 New Mexico 0.20 1.00 0.17 0.73 1.00
96 Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.33
97 Central Florida 0.47 1.00 0.50 0.82 1.00
98 Cincinnati 0.30 1.00 1.00 0.91 1.00
99 Colorado at Denver 0.40 1.00 0.33 0.82 0.67
100 Houston 0.10 1.00 0.17 0.91 0.33
101 Kansas 0.20 1.00 0.50 0.82 1.00
102 Kentucky 0.30 1.00 0.33 0.73 0.33
103 Medicine and Dentistry New Jersey 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.55 0.00
104 Missouri Columbia 0.47 1.00 0.50 0.73 0.67
105 Notre Dame 0.40 0.80 1.00 0.73 1.00
106 Oregon 0.20 1.00 0.00 0.91 1.00
107 South Carolin 0.10 0.80 0.17 1.00 0.67
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Table A1. Cont.

Universities GSRD ESRD NSRD SSRD DSRD

108 South Florida 0.50 1.00 0.67 0.55 1.00
109 Vermont 0.20 1.00 0.50 0.91 0.33
110 Wash State Pullman 0.40 0.00 0.83 0.82 0.67
111 Yeshiva 0.40 0.00 0.67 0.36 0.33
112 Brigham Young 0.30 0.00 0.67 0.55 0.67
113 Clemson 0.10 1.00 0.50 0.64 0.33
114 Drexel 0.20 0.80 0.17 0.73 0.00
115 Georgetown 0.50 1.00 0.50 0.82 1.00
116 Kansas State 0.40 1.00 0.67 0.82 1.00
117 Medical South Carolina 0.37 1.00 0.50 0.91 0.33
118 Saint Louis 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.82 0.67
119 San Diego State 0.20 0.00 0.67 0.64 0.33
120 State N. Y. Albany 0.40 0.00 0.67 0.82 0.67
121 State New York Health Science Center at Brooklyn 0.10 0.00 0.17 0.45 0.33
122 Syracuse 0.40 0.80 0.50 0.91 0.67
123 Temple 0.17 0.80 0.83 0.73 1.00
124 Texas Tech 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.64 0.33
125 Montana - Missoula 0.20 0.80 0.67 0.91 1.00
126 Texas at Dallas 0.20 1.00 0.00 0.73 0.33
127 Texas Medical Branch at Galveston 0.10 0.00 0.33 0.55 0.33
128 Thomas Jefferson 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.33
129 Tulane 0.10 0.80 0.00 0.91 0.67
130 Alaska-Fairbanks 0.50 0.00 1.00 0.91 1.00
131 Arkansas at Fayetteville 0.57 1.00 0.33 0.82 1.00
132 Nevada-Reno 0.57 1.00 0.33 0.91 0.33
133 New Hampshire-Durham 0.10 1.00 0.00 0.91 0.67
134 Oklahoma 0.30 1.00 0.50 0.91 0.33
135 Rhode Island 0.57 1.00 0.50 0.91 1.00
136 Wayne State 0.50 1.00 1.00 0.82 0.67
137 Wake Forest 0.40 0.00 0.50 0.91 0.33
138 Auburn 0.40 0.00 0.67 0.36 0.00
139 Boston College 0.50 0.80 0.50 0.91 1.00
140 Indiana University-Purdue Indianapolis 0.57 0.00 0.50 0.82 0.67
141 Kent State 0.20 1.00 0.17 0.82 0.33
142 Lehigh 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.91 0.33
143 Medical College of Wisconsin 0.20 1.00 0.00 0.36 0.00
144 Montana State Bozeman 0.40 1.00 0.67 0.91 1.00
145 Northeastern 0.40 0.80 0.83 0.82 0.33
146 Ohio 0.30 1.00 0.83 0.82 1.00
147 Portland State 0.30 0.00 1.00 0.82 1.00
148 Connecticut Health Center 0.20 1.00 0.50 0.55 0.33
149 Texas at San Antonio 0.20 1.00 0.33 0.45 0.00
150 Arkansas at Little Rock 0.40 1.00 0.83 0.82 1.00
151 Kansas Medical Center 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.73 0.33
152 Nebraska Medical Center 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.64 0.33
153 Wyoming 0.57 1.00 0.33 0.64 1.00
154 Utah State 0.40 1.00 0.33 0.82 1.00
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