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Abstract 

This paper aims at exploring the influence of corporate social responsibility (CSR) on firm performance and 
brand value for the companies covered within the top list of 50 U.S. companies for Social Responsibility drawn 
up by the Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and Reputation Institute, over the period 2008-2011. 
Moreover, this paper attempts to relate CSR with entrepreneurship, respectively Corporate Social 
Entrepreneurship and Corporate Entrepreneurship. Firm performance was measured both through 
accounting-based (return on assets and return on equity) and market-based firm performance measures (earnings 
per share). Brand value was proxied through Brand Finance data. CSR was reflected through the index 
developed by Carroll School of Management’s Center for Corporate Citizenship at Boston College in 
conjunction with the Reputation Institute. By employing panel data regression models, there resulted a positive 
and statistically significant relationship between CSR and firm performance as proxied by return on assets. 
However, we notice the lack of any statistically significant relationships between CSR and return on equity, as 
well as CSR and earnings per share. Furthermore, there was found no association between CSR and brand value.  

Keywords: entrepreneurship, corporate social responsibility, firm performance, brand value, panel data 
regression models 

1. Introduction 

The increased attention of the concept of corporate social responsibility (hereinafter ‘CSR’) determined many 
scholars and researchers to study this notion both empirical and theoretical (e.g. McWilliams & Siegal, 2000; 
Hillman & Keim, 2001; Tsoutsoura, 2004; Porter & Kramer, 2006). CSR has a long history and it is also well 
known under many different concepts such as ‘corporate philanthropy, corporate citizenship, business ethics, 
stakeholding, community involvement, corporate responsibility, socially responsible investment, sustainability, 
triple bottom line, corporate accountability, and corporate social performance’ (Silberhorn & Warren, 2007, p. 
353). The role of business is to make profit and to maximize its shareholders wealth (Friedman, 1970), to create 
or to increase company value not only for its shareholders, but for the society as well, in such way win-win 
proposition will manifest for both companies and society. And this is actually CSR - a long term business 
development and an innovative strategy where opportunities are ready to be discovered. Through CSR practices, 
including the entrepreneurship, companies benefit from competitive advantages (Porter & Kramer, 2006), 
increase their market share and shareholder value, enhance reputation and brand value (Schaltegger & Burritt, 
2006), reduce risk and costs of operations (Heal, 2005), increase employees productivity, moral, and recruitment 
(Turban & Cable, 2003), differentiation within the competitive markets, consumer perception on products and 
services (Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001), company reputation, and corporate financial performance (Waddock & 
Graves, 1997; Tsoutsoura, 2004; Dumitrescu & Simionescu, 2014). These benefits are related with stakeholder 
satisfaction such as shareholders (or companies owners), employees, NGOs, customers, suppliers, local 
community, companies competitors, government, mass media, and society-at-large (Carroll, 1991). 

However, nowadays companies face many challenges within very competitive markets trying to develop 
sustainable and renewal businesses. In the last years, many companies have adopted CSR practices on a 
voluntary basis to strengthen and to promote the company brand value, to increase their performance, and to 
benefit from other CSR advantages. The company activity footprint in a society need to be seen as a 
responsibility and an integral part of the business decision processes. CSR could be considered a pillar of the 
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company since through its practices it represents a commitment to its stakeholders, being with an ear on the 
ground, and with the other one on company all needs. Therefore, CSR became a guide for entrepreneurs, since 
entrepreneurship seeks opportunities, potential new markets, innovation, and new strategies, trying to make the 
most of it, thus answering withal at company and stakeholders’ needs. The link between CSR and 
entrepreneurship became essential, as well as the CSR concept to be narrowed and to be better controlled in 
order not to fall into the cost trap and step more into the light the concept of CSR. In this paper, we propose the 
split of CSR into Corporate Social Entrepreneurship (for CSR activities) and Corporate Entrepreneurship (for 
strategies). 

A survey made by McKinsey (2010) showed that 76% of companies executives consider that CSR positively 
influences their companies financial performance and shareholder value in the long run and 55% agreed that 
sustainability supports their companies to build a strong(er) brand (McKinsey, 2010). A company brand value 
represents a leverage for the competitive advantage on the market where it operates, thus allowing for the 
company to increase its capital and the quality or the number of trading partners. A company brand represents its 
uniqueness, as well as its identification on the market. By the instrumentality of CSR activities customer’s 
loyalty toward a brand increases and reputation improves, as well as the company financial performance 
(Maignan et al., 1999). These benefits had been considered in many studies important key factors towards 
development of different CSR concepts. Researchers have tried to examine in their studies the effect of CSR on 
brand and failed or found inconclusive results (Torres et al., 2012). We argue that once a company integrates 
CSR activities in its core business strategies and is taken seriously, not as a fashion, CSR becomes a part of the 
company’s brand, therefore increasing it. 

The aim of this study is to empirically analyze the companies covered within the top list of 50 U.S. companies 
for Social Responsibility drawn up by the Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and Reputation 
Institute, over the period 2008-2011, by employing panel data regression models. We expect to find no relation 
between brand and CSR because CSR itself became part of companies brand value, but we expect to find a 
positive and significant relation between CSR and company performance. However, as markets evolve rapidly, 
we notice the fact that the stakeholder’s preferences, demands, and trends as regards products and/or services are 
changing all the time. Thus, CSR became a valuation framework for companies being able to respond their 
stakeholders’ needs which broaden over time, with broadening the concept of CSR. As mentioned in the 
literature, CSR ‘has grown from a narrow and often marginalized notion into a complex and multifaceted 
concept’ (Cochran, 2007). Although there is not yet a general accepted definition and framework of CSR, it (the 
CSR) ‘won the battle of ideas’ (Crook, 2005) and many companies have included CSR practices in their business 
strategies, thereby realizing the importance of it. In order to narrow CSR and to control much better CSR 
activities and strategies, as it was mentioned previously, we propose the split of CSR into Corporate Social 
Entrepreneurship (hereinafter ‘CSE’) for CSR activities and Corporate Entrepreneurship (hereinafter ‘CE’) for 
strategies. Therefore, this two types of concepts are addressed to entrepreneurs that make company’s business 
strategies during which they (the companies) grow and became profitable (respectively CE) and to entrepreneurs 
that apply the strategies of CE and answer at stakeholders needs, requirements and also they promote company 
brand and add value to it (respectively CSE). In fact, from our knowledge this is the first paper that attempts this 
subject. 

This paper continues to describe in the next section the two concepts of CSE and CE, connecting them with CSR 
and brand, their limitations and applicability; section 3 presents the data and the methodology of the study, 
whereas in section 4 the empirical results are discussed. Final section concludes the paper. 

2. Literature Review 

The point of tension within literature on CSR is due because of lack of a clear definition, standards, framework, 
and principles of CSR. Although researchers have examined CSR outcomes in many studies using different 
models and variables, their results were either criticized or supported by other researchers. Through all this 
research there has been tried to find a common ground regarding CSR methodology, framework, and definition. 
Even today there is not a consensus (Hopkins, 2004). Therefore, companies may well start to rise the question 
‘why bother?’. CSR is a commitment to its stakeholders, is a concept through which companies incorporate 
social and environmental issues into their business strategies, furthermore reflecting the relations with companies 
stakeholders on a voluntary basis. CSR became a necessary strategy and a guide also for entrepreneur to develop 
a sustainable and renewal business. 

As mentioned earlier, stakeholders needs, demands, and trends as regards products and/or services evolve and 
change over time, as well as the companies need to satisfy their stakeholders. Therefore, CSR activities have 
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been extended on widespread agreement between companies and its stakeholders. The increase of CSR activities 
through which companies are trying to satisfy their stakeholders will not bring responsible changes if through 
these activities the needs of both companies and stakeholders will not be satisfied. CSR activities may bring 
benefits to the companies, but once these activities are covering extended areas and companies will try to answer 
them might fall into the cost trap. So that to avoid this trap, to satisfy both stakeholders and companies, and to 
answer each needs, we propose that CSR should be split into CSE and CE. CSE and CE are not different forms 
of CSR, but rather process in approaching and accelerating toward CSR journey which will advance CSR 
development, thus bringing it more to the light. In order to understand the importance of CSE and CE and how 
these links in the chain of CSR activities, there will be described one by one, alongside their use. 

Dees (1998b) defined CSE as the ‘innovative activity with a social purpose in either the private or nonprofit 
sector, or across both’ and ‘CSE are one special breed of leaders, and they should be recognized’ because ‘we 
need social entrepreneurs to help us find new avenues toward social improvement as we enter the next century’ 
(Dees, 1998b). Hohnen (2007) refers to CSE as a ‘radar’ through which CSR is being successful because CSE 
has the capacity to solve complex problem, it is credible, committed to a collective purpose (Waddock & Post, 
1991), builds long-term relations with clients (Leadbeater, 1997), seeks new opportunities and everlasting 
innovation (Dees, 1998a), and is creative (Shaw et al., 2002). 

Besides, the aims of CSE are to create social value through innovation and entrepreneurial business models, its 
purpose is to comprehensive understand, prevent, and predetermine how companies can continue to operate 
whenever an important transformation or change occurs. The potential market for CSE is vast because of the 
broad variety of social needs remained unsatisfied by the existing markets and institutions. CSE generates great 
value when it provides the basic of the humanitarian needs (for example medicines, provisions, helping people 
with special disabilities or food, etc.) whenever the state doesn’t provide these services (Smallbone et al., 2001). 
By means of CSE, the companies can discover new and efficient ways to generate products, services, or 
structures that can both satisfy the community social needs and company to achieve sustainable development. 
Therefore, CSE relates to philanthropic activities directed to external stakeholders such as community, 
environment, NGO, customers, employees, suppliers, and government. Thus, CSE integrates continuously social 
and business value of the company as central principle, communicates with stakeholders in such ways it is 
understood how social activities are related with their needs and interests, the key focus is on company brand 
value, it is fundamental for advancing CSR, and ensures that the words ‘social responsibility’ are translated into 
action. 

Corporate Social Entrepreneurship are neither managers nor Corporate Entrepreneurship, they are in between in 
order for the company entrepreneurship to be innovative and go further than traditional managerial approach, as 
well as to be linked with external stakeholders. They are the external entrepreneurs as they link the company 
with the innovation (products and/or services) and potentially new markets through external stakeholders. CSE is 
with the ear on the ground, while CE is a catalyst for change, for innovation, and based on CSE social activities 
new business models are created or renewed. According to Zarah (1996), CE ‘includes radical product 
innovation, risk taking, and pro-activeness [...], includes business venturing and intrapreneuring’. CE is more 
toward companies leverage through innovation and renewal business strategy. In the case of CE, innovation is 
about creating and introducing new products and/or services on the market and CSE innovation regards the 
external stakeholders social needs. Therefore, both of them are innovative and as Campbell (2007) said, CSR 
integrates social activities (CSE) in the company business operations (CE) in such (innovative) way stakeholders 
will not be affected. As mentioned above, CSE and CE are not different forms of CSR, they ‘push’ CSR to the 
next level of development. For CSR to step more into the light, the link between CSE and CE needs to 
recognized.  

Both CSE and CE, like all entrepreneurship, are about innovation, changes, identifying new ways of doing 
business, new strategies, but are combined on a voluntary basis (being a characteristic of CSR) with the company 
willingness and stakeholders economic and social needs, such that both stakeholders and company can benefit. It 
is a redesign entrepreneurship. As some markets became saturated and others are not yet explored or not enough 
explored by companies or institutions, many companies turn their attention toward corporate venture. Corporate 
venturing is a process through which new businesses are created in the existing markets where the company is 
already competing or in a new market. Innovation and corporate venturing create and introduce new products 
and/or services on the market, but corporate venturing implies CE effort to create new or/to rethink the strategy 
business model. Strategic renewal of the company business model relies on the identification of opportunities 
and their exploitation in such ways company value is created and a sustained competitive advantage is achieved. 
But, in order to manifest this fact, the company needs to have a strong relation with all its stakeholders, 
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especially with the external ones, to be with an ear on the ground, and with the other one on company all needs 
(increase company financial performance, competitive advantages, market share, create value, company brand, 
reputation, and image, etc). Thus, CE scope is wide in a corporation and in order to not lose control and for the 
company to survive, to become transparent, to succeed in an increasingly competitive market, the relation with 
CSE is crucial.  

The CE are the internal entrepreneurs and are innovative, down to business and risk taking, they create value for 
the company, but they don’t do legwork as CSE does through social activities with external stakeholders. CSE 
relation with external stakeholders is strong as mentioned above. CSE spots the trend and needs in the existing 
market or new market, whereas CE acts as catalyst by rethinking or changing the company strategy, innovative 
strategies. CE is a combination of managers and researchers of the company products and/or services portfolios. 
Taken together, CE and CSE can lead the company to innovative strategies, renewal business models, in such 
ways the company will differentiate from its competitors and will achieve sustainable developement (see Figure 
1). 

CSR success relies on CSE which in turn depends on CE. For CSR to gain momentum, the bridge should be built 
between CSE and CE. Innovation drives CSE and CE. CSR with this two innovative links in the chain will move 
toward advanced development and will become a ‘lethal weapon’, furthermore generating sustained brand for 
the company and growth in general. Some companies have already integrated into their business strategies either 
CSE or CE under the label of CSR activities, whilst some of it even linked both of them to CSR. Companies like 
Cisco, Motorola, and Philips successfully integrated CE into their business models, while Timberland Company 
and Starbucks Coffee are already considered pioneers in the CSE practice (Austin & Reavis, 2002). For this 
reason we selected for our sample all the companies covered within the top list of 50 U.S. companies for Social 
Responsibility drawn up by the Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and Reputation Institute.  

 

 
Figure 1. Corporate social responsibility, corporate social etreprenership and corporate entrepreneurship 

Source: Authors’ processing. 

 

Therefore, as mentioned above, CSE and CE are not different forms of CSR. Taking into consideration that the 
key focus of CSE is company brand value, expressed into action of the words ‘social responsibility’ and CE 
focuses through innovative business and strategies on company performance, the following hypotheses are 
made: 

H0 There is no relation between CSR and company brand value. 

H1 There is a positive relation between CSR and company financial performance. 

3. Data and Empirical Research Methods 

3.1 Sample Selection and Variables’ Description 

Our initial dataset included all the companies covered within the top list of 50 U.S. companies for Social 
Responsibility drawn up by the Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and Reputation Institute, over 
the period 2008-2011, respectively 55 distinct companies. However, we dropped four companies from the 
primary sample due to non-listing on the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) or on the National Association of 
Securities Dealers Automated Quotations (NASDAQ Stock Market). Therefore, our final sample comprises 51 
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companies with the following distribution: 38 companies in 2008, 45 companies in 2009, 38 companies in 2010, 
respectively 32 companies in 2011, summing up 153 statistical observations. Moreover, the selected companies 
belong to a wide range of activity sectors as follows: consumer cyclical, consumer defensive, consumer goods, 
financial services, healthcare, industrials, services, technology. 

Table 1 provides the definitions and measurement of all the variables employed within the empirical research. 

 

Table 1. Definitions and measurement of variables 

Variables Definition and measurement 

Variables regarding firm performance 

ROA Return on assets. The calculation is net income divided by average total assets. 

ROE Return on equity. The calculation is return on assets times financial leverage. 

EPS 
Earnings per share. The calculation is the difference between net income and preferred dividends divided by weighted 

average number of common shares outstanding. 

Variables regarding brand value 

Brand Brand value according to Brand Finance. 

Variables regarding corporate social responsibility  

CSRI  
Corporate Social Responsibility Index (CSRI), developed by Boston College Center for Corporate Citizenship and 

Reputation Institute.  

Firm-level control variables 

Size Firm size, as annual average number of employees (logarithmic values). 

Lev Leverage ratio, as total debt to total assets. 

Gr Sales growth, as the relative increase of sales from the previous year (%). 

Years 
Number of years since listing on the New York Stock Exchange (NYSE) or on the NASDAQ Stock Market 

(logarithmic values). 

Source: Authors’ processing. 

 

Thus, we have selected the following categories of variables: variables regarding firm performance, variables 
regarding brand value, variables regarding corporate social responsibility, and firm-level control variables. Firm 
performance is proxied both through accounting-based (return on assets and return on equity) and market-based 
firm performance measures (earnings per share). In fact, Schaltegger et al. (2006) noticed that there is a little 
consensus about the best way to capture firm financial performance. Accordingly, accounting measures 
emphasize past performance, whereas market measures are forward-looking and are viewed as pointing out 
estimates about the net present value of expected future earnings. ROA reveals how much profit a company 
produces on its asset base; the better the company, the more profit it engenders as a percentage of its assets. ROE 
shows how much profit a firm generates on the amounts shareholders have invested in the company. EPS depicts 
the company’s net income expressed on a per share basis, otherwise how much profit a firm has registered per 
share. The source of financial data is represented by the website of Morningstar, Inc., leading provider of 
independent investment research in North America, Europe, Australia, and Asia. 

As proxy for brand value we have collected for our selected companies the values provided by Brand Finance 
through its website. However, there are seven companies for which we did not find data for brand value for 
neither year of research. Moreover, there are cross sections for which we did not gather data for brand value 
corresponding to all years of research due to lack of data. Founded in 1996, Brand Finance Plc is the world’s 
leading brand valuation consultancy which give advice to strongly branded organisations on how to maximise 
their value through the effective management of their brands and intangible assets. Brand Finance computes 
brand value based on the Royalty Relief methodology which determines the value a company would be willing 
to pay to license its brand as if it did not own it. The previously mentioned approach assumes the estimation of 
the future revenue assigned to a brand and computing a royalty rate that would be charged for the use of the 
brand. Thus, there are passed the following steps in this process:  

• Compute brand strength on a scale of 0 to 100, this score being known as the Brand Strength Index. 
This calculation is made by using a balanced scorecard of a number of relevant attributes such as 
emotional connection, financial performance and sustainability, among others; 

• Establish the royalty rate range for the respective brand sectors by examining comparable licensing 
agreements sourced from Brand Finance’s extensive database of license agreements and other online 
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databases; 

• Compute the royalty rate by applying the brand strength score to the royalty rate range; 

• Set the brand specific revenues estimating a proportion of parent company revenues attributable to 
each specific brand and industry sector; 

• Determine forecast brand specific revenues based on a function of historic revenues, equity analyst 
forecasts and economic growth rates; 

• Establish the implied royalty charge for use of the brand by appling the royalty rate to the forecast 
revenues; 

• Discount post tax the forecast royalties to a net present value which represents current value of the 
future income attributable to the brand asset. 

We gathered the values related to the Corporate Social Responsibility Index (CSRI) as proxy for CSR, developed 
by researchers at the Carroll School of Management’s Center for Corporate Citizenship at Boston College in 
conjunction with the Reputation Institute. Founded in 1985, the Carroll School of Management Center for 
Corporate Citizenship at Boston College is a membership-based knowledge center. Besides, established by Dr. 
Charles Fombrun and Dr. Cees van Riel in 1997, Reputation Institute is the world’s leading reputation-based 
advisory firm.  

The CSRI ranking is determined by how the public perceives a firm as regards three dimensions: citizenship, the 
firm being a good corporate citizen which supports good causes and does not harm the environment (Does the 
company contribute positively to its surrounding community in a socially and environmentally responsible 
fashion?), governance, the firm being a responsibly-run firm which behaves ethically and is open and transparent 
in its business dealings (Is the company business run in a fair and transparent fashion? Do stakeholders associate 
the company with high ethical business standards?), workplace, the firm being an appealing place to work which 
treats its employees well (Are employees treated fairly and paid a decent wage? Does the company invest in 
developing employee skill sets and career opportunities?). The scores fall between 0-100, moreover there 
existing the following tiers: excellent/top tier (above 75), strong/robust (66-75), average/moderate (56-65), 
weak/vulnerable (45-55), poor/lowest tier (below 45). 

Furthermore, several control variables which may influence firm performance are included in the empirical 
research. To account for firm size we took the annual average number of employees (logarithmic values). Firm 
size is an important control variable because size may affect the firm ability to undertake CSR actions. 
According to Crisóstomo et al. (2011), smaller companies register lower capacity of sustaining a more active 
behavior towards CSR relative to bigger companies that usually have more infrastructure as well as higher cash 
flow levels. However, as a company expands it becomes more visible and more responsible with different 
stakeholders’ demands. Besides, size is thought to enhance a firm’s ability to sustain a competitive advantage 
when economies of scale, economies of scope, or learning effects are present (Roberts & Dowling, 2002). The 
firm’ risk is another factor that may influence corporate social activities. Based on previous studies (Sharfman & 
Fernando, 2008; El Ghoul et al., 2011) a good CSR performance lessen the cost of capital determined by the 
reduction of the firm’s risk and a larger firm’s investor base. In addition, the companies with a good CSR 
performance decrease information asymmetry (Dhaliwal et al., 2011; Cho et al., 2012). Company’s leverage 
(Lev), measured by the ratio of total debt over total assets, is used as an approximation for risk. We also control 
for sales growth, as the relative increase of sales from the previous year since customers are more likely to 
purchase products of firms that employ CSR, assuming that they are aware of it, thus leading to increased sales 
growth (Servaes & Tamayo, 2013). Also, we will control for the age of the company measured through the 
number of years since it has been listed on the NYSE or on the NASDAQ Stock Market (logarithmic values) 
because more recently listed firms are likely to be faster-growing and perhaps more intangible asset-intensive 
(Black et al., 2006). 

3.2 Econometric Models 

In order to examine the relationship between CSR and firm performance, as well as CSR and brand value, we 
will employ panel data regression models. Previous researchers (Gujarati, 2003) noticed that there are several 
advantages of panel data over cross-section or time series data as follows: the techniques of panel data estimation 
can take such heterogeneity explicitly into account by allowing for individual-specific variables; panel data give 
‘more informative data, more variability, less collinearity among variables, more degrees of freedom and more 
efficiency’; panel data are better suited to study the dynamics of change; panel data can better detect and 
measure effects that simply cannot be observed in pure cross-section or pure time series data; panel data enables 
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us to study more complicated behavioral models; panel data can minimize the bias that might result if we 
aggregate individuals or firms into broad aggregate. 

However, a panel data regression is different than a regular time-series or cross-section regression since it has a 
double subscript on its variables (Baltagi, 2005):  

yit = α + X’itβ + uit i = 1, . . . , N; t = 1, ..., T                      (1) 

where i emphasizes the companies from the final sample, whereas t denotes the time, respectively the period 
2008-2011. Otherwise, the i subscript describes the cross-section dimension, whilst t depicts the time-series 
dimension. Furthermore, α is a scalar, β is K × 1 and Xit is the itth observation on K explanatory variables.  

Besides, most of the panel data applications employ a one-way error component model for the disturbances, 
therefore considering:  

uit = μi + νit                                     (2) 

where μi describes the unobservable individual-specific effect, whereas νit depicts the remainder disturbance. 

Specifically, the estimated equations are as follows: 

Firm_performance = constant1 + αi1CSRIi + βi1Xi + ui1                   (3) 

Brand_value = constant2 + αi2CSRIi + βi2Zi + ui2                    (4) 

where the variables regarding firm performance (ROA, ROE, EPS) and the variables regarding brand value 
(Brand) denotes the dependent variables. The term labeled ‘constant’ (often labeled the ‘intercept’) denotes the 
expected mean value of the measured variable when all the explanatory variables equals zero. The terms Xi and 
Zi are the control variables, whilst ui1and ui2 are error terms. 

4. Empirical Results 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of all the variables covered within empirical research. We notice the 
fact that the mean value corresponding to CSRI is 73.8. Thus, the selected companies are in mean strong/robust 
as regards CSR, based on the tiers established by Carroll School of Management’s Center for Corporate 
Citizenship at Boston College and Reputation Institute. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics 

 Var Valid N Mean Median Minimum Maximum Std.Dev. 

ROA 153 8.1 7.28 -32.230 26.0 7.6 

ROE 151 22.7 18.69 -213.070 107.4 30.7 

EPS 153 106.0 2.19 -278.260 6215.0 705.4 

CSRI 153 73.8 73.70 66.400 82.7 2.9 

Brand 109 14178.7 10171.00 1421.000 45441.0 11732.1 

Size 153 105001.9 79800.00 1152.000 426000.0 104340.9 

Lev 153 0.6 0.62 0.111 1.5 0.2 

Gr 153 0.1 0.04 -0.621 1.0 0.2 

Years 151 44.3 39.00 1.000 118.0 27.9 

Source: Author’s computations. 

Note. The description of the variables is provided in Table 1. 

 

Table 3 reveals the correlation matrix. The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient denotes the strength 
of the linear relationship between two variables. We distinguish the fact that CSRI is positively correlated with 
ROA (p = .006) and sales growth (p = .003), as well as negatively correlated with leverage (p = .003). 
Furthermore, brand value is positively correlated with ROA (p = .000), firm size (p = .001), and sales growth (p 
= .012). From the strength of correlation point of view, we notice the lack of very high correlations (0.90 to 1.00) 
or high correlations (0.70 to 0.89) between the selected variables. We remark a moderate correlation (0.50 to 
0.69) between ROA and ROE (p = .000), but these measures of firm performance will be used as dependent 
variables within distinct regression models. However, the most variables are low correlated (0.30 to 0.49) or 
there is a little correlation (0.00 to 0.29). Therefore, the undesirable situation of collinearity or multicollinearity 
is lessened since the correlations among the independent variables are not strong. 
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Table 3. Correlation matrix 

 Var ROA ROE EPS CSRI Brand Size Lev Gr Years 

ROA 
  

1 
0.579 
(.000) 

-0.107 
(.269) 

0.263 
(.006) 

0.352 
(.000) 

-0.237 
(.013) 

-0.334 
(.000) 

0.373 
(.000) 

-0.057 
(.558) 

ROE 
  

0.579 
(.000) 

1 
-0.090 
(.353) 

0.104 
(.282) 

0.080 
(.409) 

-0.064 
(.511) 

0.302 
(.001) 

0.104 
(.284) 

0.214 
(.026) 

EPS 
  

-0.107 
(.269) 

-0.090 
(.353) 

1 
0.046 
(.638) 

-0.075 
(.440) 

0.139 
(.151) 

-0.001 
(.993) 

0.145 
(.134) 

-0.090 
(.351) 

CSRI 
  

0.263 
(.006) 

0.104 
(.282) 

0.046 
(.638) 

1 
0.103 
(.285) 

-0.039 
(.689) 

-0.283 
(.003) 

0.284 
(.003) 

-0.120 
(.212) 

Brand 
  

0.352 
(.000) 

0.080 
(.409) 

-0.075 
(.440) 

0.103 
(.285) 

1 
0.304 
(.001) 

-0.187 
(.051) 

0.240 
(.012) 

0.027 
(.779) 

Size 
  

-0.237 
(.013) 

-0.064 
(.511) 

0.139 
(.151) 

-0.039 
(.689) 

0.304 
(.001) 

1 
0.309 
(.001) 

-0.071 
(.461) 

0.152 
(.114) 

Lev 
  

-0.334 
(.000) 

0.302 
(.001) 

-0.001 
(.993) 

-0.283 
(.003) 

-0.187 
(.051) 

0.309 
(.001) 

1 
-0.200 
(.037) 

0.458 
(.000) 

Gr 
  

0.373 
(.000) 

0.104 
(.284) 

0.145 
(.134) 

0.284 
(.003) 

0.240 
(.012) 

-0.071 
(.461) 

-0.200 
(.037) 

1 
-0.091 
(.345) 

Years 
  

-0.057 
(.558) 

0.214 
(.026) 

-0.090 
(.351) 

-0.120 
(.212) 

0.027 
(.779) 

0.152 
(.114) 

0.458 
(.000) 

-0.091 
(.345) 

1 

Source: Author’s computations. 

Note. The description of the variables is provided in Table 1. Marked correlations are significant at p < .05000. N=109 (Casewise deletion of 

missing data). 

 

4.2 Regression Results 

Table 4 reports the results of panel data regression models. The first estimated model have ROA as dependent 
variable, being found a positive relationship between CSRI and ROA.  

 

Table 4. Regression results 

Independent Var → 
ROA ROE EPS Brand 

Dependent Var ↓ 

Constant 
-17.40457 

(-1.154562) 
-68.17449 

(-0.996039) 
-1458.267 

(-0.926010) 
-26163.18 

(-0.838203) 
CSRI 
 

0.395239† 
(1.969247) 

1.135169 
(1.242439) 

2.627972 
(0.125339) 

-55.78258 
(-0.146442) 

Size 
  

0.176391 
(0.365768) 

-0.942685 
(-0.423568) 

130.4983* 
(2.590355) 

4469.997*** 
(3.813887) 

Lev 
  

-14.42659*** 
(-5.251102) 

10.58938 
(0.794129) 

191.4177 
(0.666950) 

-16209.89** 
(-2.729273) 

Gr 
  

7.599944* 
(2.539634) 

13.32854 
(0.980754) 

270.6689 
(0.865812) 

14070.09* 
(2.328787) 

Years 
  

0.060041** 
(2.730063) 

0.235979* 
(2.367619) 

-4.488104† 
(-1.953509) 

48.41771 
(1.186501) 

F-stat 10.51357*** 2.213614† 1.958129† 5.346289*** 
R-sq 0.266075 0.071839 0.063251 0.206052 
Adj R-sq 0.240767 0.039386 0.030949 0.167511 
DW stat 0.748000 1.654632 0.141268 0.325983 
VIF 1.362537 1.077399 1.067522 1.259528 
N 151 149 151 109 

Source: Authors’ computations. 

Note. The description of the variables is provided in Table 1. †p < 0.10. *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001. The t-statistic for each coefficient 

is reported in parentheses. 

 

The coefficient for CSRI is 0.395239, being statistically significant at 10% (p < 0.10). Therefore, by holding all 
other factors constant, a 1% increase in CSRI will lead to a 39.5239% increase in ROA.  
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The F-stat is the ratio of the explained variability, as reflected by R-squared and the unexplained variability, as 
reflected by 1-R-squared, each divided by the corresponding degrees of freedom. Also, the F-test is employed as 
a test of all of the regression coefficients jointly being 0. An ANOVA-F test is employed in order to test the 
overall fit of the linear regression model. Therefore, we acknowledge that the F-test is statistically significant, 
which means that the first model is statistically significant (p < 0.001). The adjusted R-squared compares the 
explanatory power of regression models that comprise different numbers of explanatory variables. Adjusted 
R-squared is used to compensate for the addition of variables to the model. Unadjusted R-squared will increase, 
but will never decrease, as more explanatory variables are included in the regression model, even when extra 
variables do insignificant to support explain the dependent variable. In fact, adjusted R-squared is corrected for 
the number of independent variables in the model. Moreover, the adjusted R-squared can be negative, and its 
value will always be less than or equal to that of R-squared. The adjusted R-squared of 0.240767 means that 
approximately 24.0767% of the variance of ROA is accounted for by the model. 

The second and the third panel data regression models have ROE and EPS as dependent variable, but there was 
not established any statistically significant relationship between CSRI and firm performance. However, these 
econometric models are statistically significant for p < 0.10. Also, the explanatory power of these regression 
models is reduced: approximately 3.9386% of the variance of ROE is accounted for by the model, whilst 3.0949% 
of the variance of EPS is accounted for by the model. The fourth model has brand value as dependent variable. 
However, even if the model is statistically significant for p < 0.001, we notice the lack of any statistically 
significant relationship between CSRI and brand value. Howsoever, approximately 16.7511% of the variance of 
brand value is accounted for by the model.  

As regards the statistical significance of the control variables, the results out of Table 4 provide support for a 
positive relationship between firm size and EPS (the third model), as well as between firm size and brand value 
(the fourth model), supporting the view that bigger companies tend to invest more in CSR, thus registering 
increased CSRI and increased brand value. Also, there was found a negative relationship between leverage and 
ROA (the first model), as well as between leverage and brand value (the fourth model). In addition, sales growth 
positively influences ROA (first model) and brand value (the fourth model). As regards the number of years 
since listing on the NYSE or on the NASDAQ Stock Market, we notice a mixed association with firm 
performance: positive association with ROA (the first model) and ROE (the second model), whilst negative 
association with EPS (the third model). However, the adjusted R-squared is quite low which means that about 76% 
of the dependent variable cannot be explained by the first model, 96% by the second model, 97% by the third 
model, and 84% by the fourth model. 

Moreover, we performed the Durbin Watson test (DW stat) in order to capture the potential autocorrelation in the 
residuals out of the statistical regression analysis. The DW stat is always between 0 and 4: a value of 2 means 
that there is no autocorrelation in the selected sample; values approaching 0 indicate positive autocorrelation, 
whereas values toward 4 indicate negative autocorrelation. Therefore, only within the second model the DW stat 
is near 2, reflecting the lack of autocorrelation. In fact, the presence of autocorrelation emphasizes that the rest of 
the estimated models are missing a useful predictor variable or that it should include a time series component, 
such as a trend or a seasonal indicator. 

 

Table 5. Centered variance inflation factors 

Independent Var → 
ROA ROE EPS Brand 

Dependent Var ↓ 

CSRI 1.114538 1.121249 1.114538 1.156983 

Size 1.097524 1.119266 1.097524 1.069415 

Lev 1.282322 1.251444 1.282322 1.425994 

Gr 1.166202 1.158603 1.166202 1.106509 

Years 1.261303 1.234013 1.261303 1.271809 

Source: Authors’ computations.  

Note. The description of the variables is provided in Table 1. 

 

We used the centered variance inflation factor (VIF) as an indicator of multicollinearity, reported in Table 5. VIF 
is computed as 1/(1-R-squared). There is recommended a maximum VIF value of 5 (Rogerson, 2001) or even 4 
(Pan & Jackson, 2008). The results shows a value of VIF near 1 fact which means the lack of multicollinearity. 
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5. Concluding Remarks 

Since several companies, successfully integrated either corporate social entrepreneurship or corporate 
entrepreneurship through CSR activities into their business models, the current research examined the 
relationship between CSR and brand value, as well as CSR and firm performance, for the companies covered 
within the top list of 50 U.S. companies for Social Responsibility drawn up by the Boston College Center for 
Corporate Citizenship and Reputation Institute, over the period 2008-2011. Our results revealed no statistically 
significant relationship between CSR and brand value, thus reinforcing the conclusions of Torres et al. (2012). 
Therefore, for our selected companies that implemented CSR activities could became difficult to determine 
whether CSR influences brand value or vice-versa.  

Furthermore, we found a positive and statistically significant relationship between CSR and firm performance as 
measured through return on assets (ROA). Thus, our results are in line with previous studies which also found a 
positive association between CSR and firm performance (Waddock & Graves, 1997; Tsoutsoura, 2004; 
Dumitrescu & Simionescu, 2014). 

Further research should be employed to deeply understand the relation between CSR and entrepreneurship, 
respectively the bridge between corporate social entrepreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship in the chain of 
CSR activities. 

Acknowledgements 

This work was cofinanced from the European Social Fund through Sectoral Operational Programme Human 
Resources Development 2007-2013, project number POSDRU/159/1.5/S/134197. Performance and excellence in 
doctoral and postdoctoral research in Romanian economics science domain”. 

This work was cofinanced from the European Social Fund through Sectoral Operational Programme Human 
Resources Development 2007-2013, project number POSDRU/159/1.5/S/142115. Performance and excellence in 
doctoral and postdoctoral research in Romanian economics science domain”. 

References 

Austin, J. E., & Reavis, C. (2002). Starbucks and conservation international. Teaching Case 303-055, Harvard 
Business School, Division of Research, Boston.  

Baltagi, B. H. (2005). Econometric analysis of panel data (3rd ed.). West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 

Black, B. S., Jang, H., & Kim, W. (2006). Does corporate governance affect firm value? Evidence from Korea. 
Journal of Law, Economics & Organization, 22(2), 366-413. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jleo/ewj018 

Campbell, J. L. (2007). Why would corporations behave in socially responsible ways? An institutional theory of 
corporate social responsibility. Academy of Management Review, 32(3), 946-967. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2007.25275684 

Carroll, A. B. (1991). The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward the moral management of 
organizational stakeholders. Business Horizons, 34(4), 39-48. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0007-6813(91)90005-G 

Cho, S. Y, Lee, C., & Pfeiffer Jr., R. J. (2012). Corporate social responsibility performance information and 
information asymmetry. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 32(1), 71-83. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2012.10.005 

Cochran, P. L. (2007). The evolution of corporate social responsibility. Business Horizons, 50(6), 449-454. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2007.06.004 

Crisóstomo, V. L., Freire, F. S., & Vasconcellos, F. C. (2011). Corporate social responsibility, firm value and 
financial performance in Brazil. Social Responsibility Journal, 7(2), 295-309. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/17471111111141549 

Crook, C. (2005). The good company. The Economist. Retrieved from http://www.economist.com/node/3555212 

Dees, J. G. (1998a). Enterprising nonprofits. Harvard Business Review, 76(1), 55-67. Retrieved from 
https://hbr.org/1998/01/enterprising-nonprofits/ar/1 

Dees, J. G. (1998b). The meaning of social entrepreneurship. Duke Fuqua School of Business. Retrieved from 
http://www.caseatduke.org/documents/dees_sedef.pdf 

Dhaliwal, D. S., Li, O. Z., Tsang, A., & Yang, Y. G. (2011). Voluntary nonfinancial disclosure and the cost of 
equity capital: The initiation of corporate social responsibility reporting. The Accounting Review, 86(1), 



www.ccsenet.org/ijef International Journal of Economics and Finance Vol. 7, No. 4; 2015 

33 

59-100. http://dx.doi.org/10.2308/accr.00000005 

Dumitrescu, D., & Simionescu, L. (2014). Should developing countries adopt corporate social responsibility? 
Empirical evidence from Romania. Journal of Economic Computation and Economic Cybernetics Studies 
and Research, 48(2), 19-36. 

El Ghoul, S., Guedhami, O., Kwok, C. C. Y., & Mishra, D. R. (2011). Does corporate social responsibility affect 
the cost of capital? Journal of Banking & Finance, 35(9), 2388-2406. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2011.02.007 

Friedman, M. (1970). The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits. The New York Times 
Magazine. Retrieved from 
http://www.colorado.edu/studentgroups/libertarians/issues/friedman-soc-resp-business.html 

Gujarati, D. N. (2003). Basic econometrics (4th ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Heal, G. M. (2005). Corporate social responsibility? An economic and financial framework. Geneva Papers on 
Risk and Insurance: Issues and Practice, 30(3), 387-409. http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.gpp.2510037 

Hillman, A. J., & Keim, G. D. (2001). Shareholder value, stakeholder management, and social issues: What’s the 
bottom line? Strategic Management Journal, 22(2), 125-139. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200101)22:2<125::AID-SMJ150>3.0.CO;2-H 

Hohnen, P. (2007). Corporate social responsibility: An implementation guide for business. Retrieved from 
http://www.iisd.org/pdf/2007/csr_guide.pdf 

Hopkins, M. (2004). Corporate social responsibility: An issues paper. International Labour Office Working 
Paper No. 27, Geneva. Retrieved from 
http://natlex.ilo.ch/wcmsp5/groups/public/dgreports/integration/documents/publication/wcms_079130.pdf 

Leadbeater, C. (1997). The rise of social entrepreneurship. Retrieved from 
http://www.demos.co.uk/files/theriseofthesocialentrepreneur.pdf 

Maignan, I., Ferrell, O. C., & Hult, G. T. M. (1999). Corporate citizenship: Cultural antecedents and business 
benefits. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(4), 455-469. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070399274005 

McKinsey. (2010). How companies manage sustainability: Mckinsey Global Survey Results. Retrieved from 
http://www.mckinsey.com/insights/sustainability/how_companies_manage_sustainability_mckinsey_global
_survey_results 

McWilliams, A., & Siegal, D. (2000). Corporate social responsibility and financial performance: Correlation or 
misspecification? Strategic Management Journal, 21(5), 603-609. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200005)21:5<603::AID-SMJ101>3.0.CO;2-3 

Pan, Y., & Jackson, R. T. (2008). Ethnic difference in the relationship between acute inflammation and and 
serum ferritin in US adult males. Epidemiology and Infection, 136(3), 421-431. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S095026880700831X 

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2006). Strategy and society. The link between competitive advantage and 
corporate social responsibility. Harvard Business Review, 84(12), 78-92. Retrieved from 
https://hbr.org/2006/12/strategy-and-society-the-link-between-competitive-advantage-and-corporate-social-r
esponsibility 

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

Rogerson, P. A. (2001). Statistical methods for geography. London: Sage. 

Schaltegger, S., & Burritt, R. (2006). Sustainability accounting. Business Strategy and the Environment. 

Schaltegger, S., Bennett, M., & Burritt, R. (2006). Sustainability accounting and reporting. Dordrecht: Springer. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-4974-3 

Sen, S., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2001). Does doing good always lead to doing better? Consumer reactions to 
corporate social responsibility. Journal of Marketing Research, 38(2), 225-243. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.38.2.225.18838 

Servaes, H., & Tamayo, A. (2013). The impact of corporate social responsibility on firm value: The role of 
customer awareness. Management Science, 59(5), 1045-1061. http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1120.1630 



www.ccsenet.org/ijef International Journal of Economics and Finance Vol. 7, No. 4; 2015 

34 

Sharfman, M. P., & Fernando, C. S. (2008). Environmental risk management and the cost of capital. Strategic 
Management Journal, 29(6), 569-592. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.678 

Shaw, E., Shaw, J., & Wilson, M. (2002). Unsung entrepreneurs: Entrepreneurship for social gain. Durham, UK: 
University of Durham Business School. Retrieved from 
https://www.strath.ac.uk/media/departments/huntercentre/research/researchreports/UNSUNG.pdf 

Silberhorn, D., & Warren, R. C. (2007). Defining corporate social responsibility: A view from big companies in 
Germany and the UK. European Business Review, 19(5), 352-372. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/09555340710818950 

Smallbone, D., Evans, M., Ekanem, I., & Butters, S. (2001). Researching social enterprise. Final report to the 
Small Business Service. 

Torres, A., Bijmolt, T. H. A., Tribó, J. A., & Verhoef, P. (2012). Generating global brand equity through corporate 
social responsibility to key stakeholders. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 29(1), 13-24. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2011.10.002 

Tsoutsoura, M. (2004). Corporate social responsibility and financial performance. Working paper series (7), 
Center for Responsible Business, Berkeley: University of California. Retrieved from 
http://responsiblebusiness.haas.berkeley.edu/documents/FinalPaperonCSR_PDFII.pdf 

Turban, D. B., & Cable, D. M. (2003). Firm reputation and applicant pool characteristics. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 24(6), 733-751. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.215 

Waddock, S. A., & Graves, S. M. (1997). The corporate social performance-financial performance link. Strategic 
Management Journal, 18(4), 303-319. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199704)18:4<303::AID-SMJ869>3.0.CO;2-G 

Waddock, S. A., & Post, J. E. (1991). Social entrepreneurs and catalytic change. Public Administration Review, 
51(5), 393-401. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/976408 

 

Copyrights 

Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal. 

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution 
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/). 

 


