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Abstract
This article empirically evaluates the impact of CSR behaviour on the financial indicators of 286 companies from Brazil, 
Russia, India, and China over six years from 2013 to 2018. Company information and CSR ratings were retrieved from 
the Bloomberg and RobetaSAM databases, and hypotheses were proposed based on a literature review. We constructed 
various analytical models that differ in dependent variables to better evaluate of distinct CSR metrics through different 
regression methods. Analyzed factors include: (1) the presence of women on the board; (2) the presence of a company in 
CSR ratings, and (3) various cultural aspects of the society where companies operate.
Our results support the conclusions of related research in this field of study. Among other consequences, our analysis indi-
cates that CSR significantly influences financial performance, although this is also contingent on external factors. A com-
pany’s presence in the CSR rating scale has a more substantial impact on profitability and market capitalization indicators 
than the actual score itself. CSR information disclosure has some effect on ROA and ROE, and the presence of women in 
the board of Directors showed a slight positive effect on market capitalization. Further, a high level of ‘power distance’ (i.e. 
the ostensible alienation of the general citizenry from political authority sources) in the society where company operates 
harms the relationship between the rating score and financial performance.
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Introduction
Recent decades have seen a substantial rise in the popular-
ity of corporate social responsibility (CSR) concept with-
in both the business and scientific communities. There is 
also an emphasis on the research contributing to compa-
ny CSR reporting, CRS definition and connections with 
financial result [1]. When it comes to decision-making, 
however, companies apply the principles of profit-max-
imisation and costs minimisation. But what should they 
do if the company’s position concerning its impact on 
society and the environment influences its financial per-
formance? The company’s image and its recognition by 
rating agencies greatly influence the way investors, credi-
tors, and employees perceive it [2].  Therefore, it is neces-
sary to implement social, environmental, and managerial 
strategies in the corporate management’s decision-mak-
ing procedure. This necessity applies especially to those 
companies operating in the economic sectors which most 
adversely affect the environment or form a certain public 
sentiment. They comprise extractive industries, pharma-
cology, various industries that leave toxic emissions, and 
other sectors. However, the companies which operate in 
the above sectors and directly impact the environment 
and social medium, are not the only ones that preoccupy 
themselves with social responsibility. This is because CSR 
can directly and indirectly contribute towards a compa-
ny’s financial success. Investors perceive CSR as a posi-
tive signal from the company of a lower level of risk and 
a higher level of stability, not least because a socially re-
sponsible company has a lower probability of becoming a 
party to  legal action [3].
Consumers are increasingly likely to question the products 
they purchase, their carbon footprint, the manufacturer’s 
background, and a manufacturer’s perceived level of good-
will. For example, suppose negative criticism is published 
about a company from environmental organisations, trade 
unions, or former employees. In that case, sales tend to fall 
because consumers are often reluctant to support a compa-
ny with a perceived low level of social responsibility. CSR 
has several directions of influence upon a company’s finan-
cial indicators. 
F. Perrini draws on the assumption that corporate social 
disclosure can be considered as the most direct expression 
of the companies’ attitudes and behaviors regarding social 
responsibility. If companies want to obtain their stake-
holders’ high-level reputation, they must show that   they   
are   interesting in continual,  long-term  improvement 
[4]. In developed countries, the trend towards more re-
sponsible investment and consumption has been increas-
ing for many decades. For example, to attract investments 
and contribute towards building a positive reputation, 
companies disclose CSR information in non-financial re-
ports, and participate in annual CSR evaluations carried 
out by rating agencies. In most cases, disclosure of CSR 
information is not mandatory. However, disclosure is nec-
essary for a company to build up a ‘sustainability rating’ to 
strengthen its attractiveness.

It should be noted that the majority of CSR-related eco-
nomic studies evaluate the same economic effects as stud-
ies that examine the implementation of sustainable devel-
opment strategies or sustainable development goals (SDG). 
We will discuss this similarity in more detail below.

Theoretical Analysis of the Relation 
between CSR and Corporate 
Financial Indicators: Review of 
Existing Studies
The literature of CSR may be divided into three parts: 1 – 
study of the relation between CSR and financial indicators; 
2 – detecting the influence on various CSR metrics (such 
as the level of information disclosure, and the impact of 
sustainability ratings on the corporate indicators); 3 – con-
sideration of the cultural characteristics of the country in 
the analysis of CSR metrics and corporate performance.

CSR Influence on Corporate Performance
A large number of the research on CSR is dedicated to its 
relation with corporate financial indicators. The majori-
ty of such papers use data from developed countries and 
publicly traded companies. This topic is highly relevant for 
advanced economies in particular because a wide range of 
data is available for such companies. The methodologies of 
the considered papers are generally very similar. The au-
thors study the influence of various CSR metrics on such 
financial indicators as return on assets or return on equity 
(ROA/ROE), market capitalisation, and Tobin’s Q [5; 6]. 
The findings of the Aparna Bhatia and Binny Makkar study 
show that there is significant positive impact of interna-
tional listing, industry, board size and board independence 
on CSR disclosure [7].
Profitability ratios are indicators of corporate fund man-
agement effectiveness and show the benefit of using assets 
and capital investments. The market capitalization level 
indicates the company’s market value, which is also an im-
portant indicator for an investor showing stability and suc-
cess. On this basis, we will use the profitability ratios and 
market capitalisation as dependent variables in our paper.  
To measure CSR, various indicators may be used, such as 
the CSR information disclosure score, as well as different 
sustainability ratings which will be described in detail. It 
should be noted that the most typical control variables in-
cluded in the papers we investigated are those responsible 
for company size, financial leverage, and the rate of com-
pany growth. In addition, the authors used the percentage 
of women on the board of directors, capital expenditures 
and some other indicators as indicators of the company’s 
stability.
The variable responsible for company size is the most 
frequently used control variable. Researchers most often 
choose the logarithm of the total assets as the indicator re-
liable for company size [8; 9]. This is because company size 
influences the existence of the company’s resources, which 
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cover non-operating expenses related to sustainable devel-
opment activity. Also, company size influences the level of 
awareness of mass media about its operations. The more 
attention the company gets, the more resources its man-
agement is ready to create a positive reputation, including 
implementing CSR strategies. Companies with stable op-
portunities for growth are more likely to plan their activity 
with an eye toward a long-term perspective and invest in 
their reputation – and a steady increment in profit signals 
the company’s business solvency and its opportunity to de-
velop beyond operating activity. This informs the model by 
establishing a profit growth rate variable [10]. Regarding 
the papers’ results considered in this subsection, it should 
be noted that the researchers studying this topic draw con-
troversial conclusions. For example, some research con-
cludes that the CRS implementation into company oper-
ations is a risk and an unnecessary set of expenses. Other 
research, on the contrary, obtains proof of the positive in-
fluence of CSR strategies on the corporate financial indica-
tors. In this section of the review, we consider both points 
of view, and conclude about the reasons for such contro-
versial results. It should also be noted that some authors 
emphasise that no influence of CSR metrics on financial 
indicators was revealed [11].
The authors of earlier note that high costs of CSR imple-
mentation often did not yield a positive tangible result 
because the market was not ready to perceive CSR as an 
essential characteristic for financial indicators. When there 
is no demand for social responsibility, the company has no 
incentive to invest [12; 13]. Therefore, the main question 
pertains to the practicality of such expenses concerning 
the obtained results. They also point out that more consid-
erable expenses entailed by socially responsible behaviour 
cause deterioration in terms of competitiveness. As long 
as the funds are redistributed in favour of non-operating 
activity, the amounts used for the principal company activ-
ities are reduced [8]. However, this means that companies 
that do not invest in social responsibility think in terms of 
short-term prospects, choosing cost reduction in the cur-
rent period. As a result, financial performance looks good 
in the short term, but worse over a longer interval because 
the benefits which may be obtained by a positive reputa-
tion and consumer confidence are absent [14].
Later papers reveal that together with the growth of public 
interest in CSR, the engagement of companies increases, 
and sustainable development strategies have become de-
sirable (and mandatory in some cases) for businesses in 
various countries. Control of company’s operations related 
to CSR plays an essential role in attracting large conscious 
investments due to creating a positive reputation and per-
ception by society (for example, [10]). Holding the trust of 
consumers and shareholders allows a company to remain 
stable even in case of an economic decline; and establish 
business relationships with companies committed to simi-
lar values. Also, authors [15] assert in their paper that com-
panies with a high level of social responsibility tend to sur-
pass their competitors which have no CSR strategies over 
the long term. Additionally, according to the papers by Al-

buquerque et al. and Kim et al. [16; 17] the satisfaction of 
customers, employees and investors does not simply guide 
the company along the paths of growth, but also reduces its 
financial risks. This means that from an investor’s point of 
view, a company investing in CSR is more attractive for in-
vestment due to a lower probability of judicial proceedings, 
scandals related to the environment, or misbehaviour to-
wards customers or employees. A proactive social attitude 
from a company influences management decisions, leading 
them to the optimal level of riskiness that maximises the 
company value. Harjoto and  Laksmana [18], come to this 
conclusion in their paper, emphasizing that CSR strategies 
may help a company avoid excessive risk acceptance or 
aversion, which positively impacts the investors’ welfare. 
However, Fatemi et al. [19] in their paper point out that 
although under certain circumstances investments in CSR 
activity result in an increase in company value for share-
holders, there is a chance that funds will be diverted from 
operations related to protection against competitors with 
the result in adverse consequences for the company.
The divergence of the research results may be due to var-
ious reasons. In the first instance, the choice of CSR met-
rics, financial indicators, and errors of measurement in-
fluence the results. Difficulties in obtaining and verifying 
information play their part too. As long as CSR activity in 
most countries and industries is left to company manage-
ment’ discretion (as well as information disclosure require-
ments), the systematisation of information for analysis 
may differ substantially from paper to paper. Besides this, 
as stated above, both company management and investors 
are changing their opinions on CSR, towards more aware-
ness and understanding of its necessity. Therefore, the re-
search conducted in the early 2000s evaluates corporate 
social responsibility as an activity diverting funds from the 
main corporate business and impairing the company’s per-
formance. The study from the past four years, on the other 
hand, addresses the positive effects of CSR and points out 
not just an understanding of the necessity of such effects, 
but also of legislative solutions for the implementation of 
elements of quality control of corporate non-financial ac-
tivity. Considering all factors defining the positive or neg-
ative sign of the influence produced by CSR on corporate 
indicators, we expect to find a positive relation between 
CSR metrics and corporate financial performance.

Relation of CSR Information Disclosure 
with Financial Indicators 
The second part of our paper is dedicated to studying the 
information on CSR strategies applied by companies, the 
level of its disclosure in non-financial reports, and the 
extent to which it corresponds to the facts. Standards of 
information disclosure differ not just for various coun-
tries, but also for the industry sectors in which compa-
nies operate. However, some standardised indicators are 
disclosed each year by companies in their annual reports, 
and in separate sustainability reports [20]. These indica-
tors include the amount of various waste types per unit, 
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participation in charitable endeavours and environmental 
projects, staff training costs, research and development, 
percentage of women on the board of directors, and other 
indicators [21]. The level of information disclosure and its 
reliability in such reports varies depending on the industry 
sector, company size, frequency of its mentioning by mass 
media, the level of development of political institutions in 
the country, and other factors [22]. Often companies state 
only that information that makes a positive impression, 
while failures are omitted from the reports. However, the 
research by [23] shows that such a behavioural model may 
result in drastic consequences for the company, such as 
adverse publicity, a buyers’ strike, and an outflow of sales 
revenues. There is a popular point of view among scien-
tists that companies engaging in greater social responsibil-
ity are more likely to actively disclose such information, 
as not doing so may cause shareholders’ distrust. On the 
contrary, companies with low CSR levels are more likely to 
conceal information, avoiding the outflow of investments 
[24]. This is in line with the results of other research [25]. 
Point out that companies use CSR information disclosure 
as an instrument of influence on its perception by inves-
tors, furnishing only positive information, and avoiding 
negative details of the performed work. CSR information 
provided in the reports is among the risks and opportuni-
ties assessment tools for investors. For this reason, manag-
ers approach the preparation of reporting to demonstrate 
only positive results [26; 27]. It also means that companies 
intend to disclose information on CSR strategies only if 
such processes have improved financial indicators [28; 29].
Here, we can conclude that information disclosure does 
not eliminate contradictions related to corporate social 
responsibility and its implementation in corporate opera-
tions. A high level of CSR information disclosure does not 
necessarily signify that socially responsible behaviour will 
result in good corporate performance. On the contrary, 
companies, especially the large ones and those covered by 
mass media, should assess their risks when publishing any 
information. Excessive information and its concealment 
may cause a collapse in investors’ confidence and financial 
losses. Moreover, discrepancies between disclosure and 
performance may arouse suspicion of unscrupulousness, 
and the same may happen in case of an absence of informa-
tion when performing CSR activities. On the other hand, a 
high level of social responsibility, supported by high qual-
ity and verified disclosure, may result in positive financial 
indicators.
Many researchers use the disclosure score as a measure for 
CSR information disclosure in their models. They may be 
general or individual for each aspect: environmental, so-
cial or managerial. For example, analysts of the Bloomberg 
database, rating agencies or independent appraisers assign 
disclosure scores to companies based on assessment of the 
quantity and quality of the information disclosed in re-
ports related to corporate social responsibility strategies. 
The information disclosure scores are only one aspect of 
the assessment of the way companies perform CSR ac-
tivities. However, in aggregate (taking into consideration 

such indicators as the amount of hazardous waste per unit, 
participation in charitable endeavours and environmen-
tal projects, staff training costs, etc.) the information on 
disclosure offers an opportunity to evaluate the social re-
sponsibility level of a company comprehensively. However, 
analysis of such data often requires unique prerequisites 
that an investor a customer often lacks, e.g. knowledge of 
the nuances of CSR, and the industry sector within which 
the company operates. This makes it necessary to have out-
side evaluations performed by independent rating agencies 
and auditors. Such evaluations consider all CSR indicators 
at once (including the information disclosure level) and 
become a basis for creating ratings and sustainability in-
dexes that are more convenient tools for evaluating CSR.
Companies strive to get into sustainable development rat-
ings to obtain consumer confidence and attract new invest-
ments. For this purpose, companies spend funds not just 
for information disclosure, but also for its verification by 
auditors [30], which is an essential step toward recognition 
by rating agencies. Those papers which study the interrela-
tions between CSR ratings and corporate financial indica-
tors analyse the data on the companies which have various 
sustainability indices, such as the Dow Jones Sustainability 
Indices, FTSE4Good Index, the MSCI ACWI ESG Leaders 
Index, RobecoSAM Sustainability Yearbook, and other lo-
cal indexes related to certain markets [5]. The ratings and 
sustainability indexes listed above are widely used as CSR 
metrics, inter alia in most papers considered at the begin-
ning of section 1.1. Most commonly, the information ana-
lysed involves whether the company is included in a rating, 
and whether its score is stated in the Bloomberg or Thom-
son Reuters databases and is publicly available. It is rath-
er convenient to include the rating scores into  regression 
and analyse its influence on financial indicators, which is 
also an argument in favour of using the rating as a CSR 
metric in the majority of papers on this topic. One of the 
most popular ratings are the indices of the Dow Jones Sus-
tainability Indices family. This tool is very convenient for 
most researchers, because the family comprises one global 
index, and individual regional indices related to various 
regions of Europe, Asia, North America, and South Amer-
ica. However, we cannot use it for our purposes, because 
it does not comprise a separate index for BRIC countries. 
Therefore, this paper uses the popular rating of sustaina-
ble development RobecoSAM, which evaluates various 
companies from different countries. The methodology of 
forming the applied rating is described in more detail in 
the section dedicated to variables.
Based on our literature analysis we put forward the follow-
ing hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. If a company is in the sustainability rating, this 
has a positive impact on its financial indicators.
This hypothesis was proposed based on the literature re-
view described above and implies that we expect compa-
nies represented in the chosen sustainability rating to show 
better financial performance than their competitors who 
are not in the rating. The competitors from our sample 
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have no CSR strategy, or fail to disclose information about 
it. There are also companies that are involved in CSR but 
disclose an insufficient amount of information for getting 
in the sustainable development rating. Making the selec-
tion is described in greater detail below.
Even though a hypothesis is made regarding a positive rela-
tion, it is impossible to assume faultlessly that the hypoth-
esis will be confirmed, as the selection made for this paper 
consists of companies operating in emerging markets. Ac-
cording to previous research on the topic, the outcome of 
the analysis depends more on the chosen rating and some 
unobservable factors representative of the considered mar-
kets but not included in the models.
Hypothesis 2. There is a relation between the sustainability 
rating score and corporate financial indicators.
This hypothesis is a more detailed development of the pre-
vious assertion. If the first hypothesis compares the finan-
cial performance of socially responsible companies with 
that of their competitors, Hypothesis 2 is proposed to cor-
relate companies’ indicators inside the rating. For our anal-
ysis, we chose the sustainability rating RobecoSAM which 
assesses companies from 0 to 100 points. This process will 
be described in detail in the section dedicated to method-
ology. On this basis, we generated the hypothesis in order 
to define how the rating scores influence the corporate per-
formance, and to what extent a company with a higher rat-
ing is more financially successful. To verify this hypothesis, 
we will include in the analysis only the companies from the 
sustainable development rating.
Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relationship between indica-
tors of CSR information disclosure and the company value.
As was considered in one of the literature review sections 
a rather important aspect of social responsibility is infor-
mation disclosure. Therefore, we assume that there is a 
positive dependence of the company profitability indica-
tors and company capitalisation on the rating score related 
to the disclosure of sustainable development information. 
When verifying this hypothesis, we will use the rating score 
related to general CSR information disclosure assigned to 
the company by analysts of the Bloomberg database as an 
explanatory variable.
The next section of the paper is dedicated to the research 
studying how the cultural characteristics of the country 
where a company operates may influence the relation be-
tween CSR ratings and financial performance.

Relation of CSR ratings to corporate 
financial performance taking into 
consideration the cultural characteristics 
of a country
The influence of ratings in the actual circumstances of de-
veloped markets has been actively studied for a long time, 
and we have considered the papers dedicated to it in sec-
tions 1.1 and 1.2. As mentioned above, the conclusions 
made by researchers are controversial. However, suppose 
in developed countries this controversy is most commonly 

explained by the factors related to corporate intrinsic char-
acteristics, the specific nature of the selection, or the choice 
of CSR metrics. In that case, the situation is quite different 
in emerging countries.
As long as the CSR concept is related not so much to com-
panies’ behaviour as to the impact they exert on society and 
the environment, it is crucial when analysizing consider the 
context in which a company operates. On the one hand, 
in countries with underdeveloped institutions and more 
prominent corrupt practices, CSR may take a different turn 
from developed countries, and become a lobbying and ma-
nipulation tool [31]. On the other hand, the concept of CSR 
is relatively new for emerging markets and the benefits it 
implies are not always entirely comprehensible for man-
agers and investors. However, in recent years an increased 
awareness of such markets has been observed [32]. It is also 
necessary to consider the fact that companies in emerg-
ing markets differ due to a weaker corporate management 
structure. First of all, it means that managers have a more 
comprehensive range of powers, enabling them to make de-
cisions for their advantage. It is a potential hazard for share-
holders’ welfare, because it may reduce the efficiency of use 
of equity and borrowed capital, and decrease the company 
value [33]. Papers on this topic are usually focused on one 
region, country or group of countries [10; 15; 34].
All the characteristic features of emerging markets listed 
above entail the necessity to study which characteristics of 
individual cultures are correlated with some societal prob-
lems. As the authors of some papers written in recent years 
point out, the  country’s cultural characteristics are guide-
lines to understanding what is considered desirable in a 
certain society. As such, they profoundly influence the cre-
ation of the relation between CSR and corporate financial 
performance and the concept of CSR itself [35]. Moreover, 
the cultural values are decisive in the behaviour of consum-
ers, investors, and managers, shaping their convictions as 
regards a certain situation [36]. The authors also conclude 
that decision-making, following CSR strategy and the cul-
tural values of concerned parties, results in better financial 
performance than ignoring such values.
The most popular tool for measuring cultural characteris-
tics used by the authors of the studied papers is the six-di-
mension model of cultural differences developed by Geert 
Hofstede  and co-authors [37]. According to Karolyi [38] 
the explanatory power of the Hofstede model is greater than 
that of other similar tools such as the World Values Survey 
(WVS Database) and some others and for this reason it is 
more popular and more widely used. In this paper we also 
used the Hofstede model which evaluates the cultural char-
acteristics of a country through six dimensions, which are 
power distance, individualism and collectivism, uncertain-
ty avoidance, masculinity and femininity, long-term and 
short-term orientation, and restraint and indulgence [37]. 
Further, these measurements will be considered in general, 
and extracts from characteristics of the countries analysed 
in this paper (Brazil, Russia, India and China) will be pre-
sented. The specific values of each dimension of the consid-
ered countries are represented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Score of measurement of cultural differences for each country
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Source: ‘Country Comparison’, Hofstede insights.

The first component of the model is power distance, i.e. the 
extent to which members of society with less power accept 
and acknowledge unequal power sharing. A high level of 
power distance indicates highly developed hierarchical 
systems, widespread bureaucracy, and underdeveloped de-
mocracy in the country. This indicator is exceptionally high 
in Russia and China. All the four countries are character-
ised by a high level of the centralised authority’ acceptance,  
which is concentrated in the hands of the upper segment of 
population, this inequality perceived as normal.
The next dimension of the model characterises the ability 
of culture to satisfy the immediate wants and personal de-
sires of members of society. Those cultures that have a high 
evaluation such as Brazil, prioritize in living, the ability to 
be merry, and positive thinking despite hardships. It gives 
them a sense of a more positive vision of the future. The 
restrained societies, like China, Russia and India, are prone 
to control their true desires, pessimism, and a perception 
of their leisure and joy as something prohibited and wrong. 
Such overcontrol/excessive control position makes mem-
bers of society have a negative mindset for the future and 
feel that they are unable to influence their own lives.
The short-term and long-term orientation of the society is 
defined by the extent to the societies look more to the past 
and traditions of its nation (short-term orientation) or is 
more interested in the future than in the present or past 
(long-term orientation). Among the four sample countries, 
Brazil and India have a small score in this dimension, due 
to the religious cultures of these countries and their tradi-
tionalism. On the other hand, China and Russia, are prag-
matic societies that demonstrate a high level of adaptability 
to situations.
The next aspect of the model is responsible for the divi-
sion of emotional roles between the sexes. In other words, 
the higher the masculinity index of the society, the more 
it appreciates traditionally masculine values and the more 

it strives to establish strict rules and laws. For example, in 
India and China, respect towards a person is contingent 
upon his/her success and power, which is characteristic of 
a masculine type society. Brazil shows no distinct mani-
festation of gender, while Russia belongs to the feminine 
type of society, because dominating behaviour is accepted 
from a superior, but it is not typical among people of the 
same level.
The next element of the model is the uncertainty avoidance 
level, which is responsible for how tolerant members of so-
ciety are to unexpected deviations from the usual course 
of life. The higher this level, the more the society tries to 
exercise control events with customs, regulatory standards, 
and laws, although nevertheless it is open to changes. Rus-
sia and Brazil show a high level of this dimension because 
these societies have a pressing need for rules and the de-
velopment of legal systems to structure their live, resulting 
in the creation of complex bureaucratic procedures. China 
and India, meanwhile, demonstrate endurance of eventual-
ities and the ability to adapt to any circumstances.
The next dimension is individualism versus collectivism, 
which is defined by the extent to which individual mem-
bers of a society attach more importance to their personal 
goals and desires than to public interests and welfare. Three 
of these four countries are prone to collectivism for various 
reasons, such as strong family connections (Brazil), a high 
self-awareness of the nation as a whole (Russia), or the col-
lectivist foundation of the society (China). India combines 
the features of individualism through religion (in which 
each person is responsible for his/her own lot) and of col-
lectivism due to a high preference of group affiliation, in 
which it is customary to act while taking into considera-
tion the general welfare [37].
The papers in this section more often make an allowance 
for industrial and cultural differences when analysing the 
relation between CSR metrics and financial indicators. 
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The research we have considered presents conclusions that 
national peculiarities influence how a board of directors 
takes decisions, how a company assumes risks, and how a 
company participates in CSR strategies. Veenstra and Shi 
[36], in their inter-country analysis also conclude that a 
high level of individualism and indulgence in the country 
results in a negative relation between CSR and financial 
performance, while a long-term orientation and power 
distance yield a reverse effect. However, the influence of 
dimensions on the relation between CSR and financial 
indicators varies enormously depending on the data used 
for analysis. Halkos and Skouloudis [41], in their paper, 
come to a conclusion that the higher the level of uncer-
tainty avoidance in a culture, the less the influence of CSR 
in corporate financial performance. Long-term orientation 
and a high indulgence, on the contrary, facilitate a positive 
influence of CSR strategies on indicators. However, this 
contradicts previous research, which reveals a significant 
influence of masculinity, individualism, and a high-power 
distance index on the level of CSR implementation.
Based on an analysis of the papers considered in this sec-
tion we propose the following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 4. Cultural peculiarities of a country influence 
the relation between the CSR rating assigned to the company 
and its financial performance.
Based on previous papers in which similar analysis tools 
have been used, we expect both a positive and negative 
effect from various aspects of the Hofstede model. It is 
impossible to predict the influence, which a particular ele-
ment of the model exerts on creating the studied relation. 
The results of our model may both confirm the conclusions 
of previous papers and opposite yield results. Based on the 
preliminary analysis of country differences, we assume that 
a high bureaucratisation and hierarchy in the societies un-
der consideration may have the most significant impact, 
because a poor performance of institutions reduces the 
proactivity of members of society and interest in following 
global trends. Thus, it is crucial to verify this hypothesis 
to understand which aspects of the cultural peculiarities 
model result in a different influence of CSR on the corpo-
rate financial performance in the BRIC countries analysed.

Methodology  
and Database

Research Model
In a generic form, the model is as follows: 
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where: 
ROA is the natural logarithm of return on assets;
ROE is the natural logarithm of return on equity;
Marketcap is the natural logarithm of market capitalisation;
CSR_presence is the presence of a company in the sustain-
able development rating (1 – the company is presented in 
the rating, 0 – the company is not presented in the rating);
CSR_score is the score of the sustainable development rat-
ing RobecoSAM;
Total_assets is the natural logarithm of the total corporate 
assets;
D/E ratio is debt to equity ratio;
Growth_rate is the profit growth rate of the company;
Diversity of board is the percentage of women on the board 
of directors;

iu  is unobservable individual effects;

itε  is residual disturbance.
The majority of variables are presented as logarithms. We 
did this to approximate the regression residual distribution 
to the normal value and to avoid inadequate models.

Description of the Selection
In this paper we use data concerning companies oper-
ating in Brazil, Russia, India and China collected using 
the Bloomberg database for six years from 2013 to 2018. 
The data was collected in two stages. At the first stage we 
collected information on the companies presented in the 
RobecoSAM rating. Then we chose competitors for com-
panies from each industry sector commensurable in terms 
of size, country and primary business, which, however, are 
not presented in the sustainability rating. The majority of 
competitor companies are either not involved in CSR or fail 
to meet all criteria necessary to get into the rating. Some of 
them have no score concerning information disclosure.
The Bloomberg database, presents complete information 
on financial indicators necessary to build a model, and var-
ious aspects of CSR strategies are evaluated. After down-
loading the data, the selection comprised eleven sectors 
following the global industry classification standards of 
Bloomberg (GICS). The next stage of data processing was 
the elimination of observations related to the companies 
from the financial sector, because their activity structure 
and reports preparation differ drastically from other sec-
tors which could cause errors and adversely impact the re-
search findings [8].
Apart from that, the data was purged of empty values that 
were replaced with a mean value of the variable for each 
company. Thus, the final selection consists of 286 compa-
nies, which provides 1,716 observations.  A breakdown of 
companies by their countries and industry sectors is rep-
resented in Appendix 1. Figure 2 shows the breakdown of 
companies by countries.
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Figure 2. Breakdown of companies in the selection by 
countries

142

38

25

81 China

India

Russia

Brazil

Source: the authors’ calculations.

As we can see, most companies operate in the Chinese 
market and the smallest number of companies operate in 
the Russian market. The diversity of industry sectors in the 
Russian economy presented in the rating is the most mea-
gre of the four countries. This may stem from the fact that 
the sustainable development concept has been developing 
in Russia recently. China and India have much more com-
panies implementing it actively in their operations.
Hypotheses 1, 3, and 4 will be tested through the full selec-
tion. As long as the testing of Hypothesis 2 requires elimi-
nation from the selection of those companies not included 
in the RobecoSAM rating, it will be conducted using a sep-
arate sub-selection. This is necessary to reveal the influence 
of the rating score only on the financial performance of the 
companies in the rating.

Description of Variables and Descriptive 
Statistics
Before we proceed to our analysis of indicators of variables, 
let us consider the methodology for creating the sustaina-
bility rating.
As mentioned above, there are different methods of meas-
uring corporate social responsibility. For our research, we 
chose the sustainability rating RobecoSAM as our CSR 
metrics system. RobecoSAM assigns points to companies 
from 0 to 100 based on whether their operations comply 

with those sustainable development parameters that in-
fluence company competitiveness. These comprise such 
indicators as the amount of hazardous waste per unit, 
participation in charitable endeavours and environmental 
projects, staff training costs, research and development, 
the percentage of women on the board of directors, sup-
port of minorities, the level of sustainable development 
information disclosure in the annual non-financial re-
ports, and other information. The methodology applied 
to devising the rating is as follows. Over 7,500 companies 
across the globe take part in the annual corporate sus-
tainability assessment (SAM) where they are evaluated 
against the criteria of CSR. Only those companies imple-
menting CSR strategies as well as providing reports veri-
fied by an independent auditor are granted admittance to 
participation in the assessment. SAM considers industry 
characteristics, so the rating takes into account the specif-
ic character of the industry sector in which the company 
operates, and its susceptibility to CSR. This is one of the 
reasons that the rating was chosen: as long as the score in-
itially reflects industry differences, the model will not be 
overloaded with variables (Ranking | SAM Sustainability 
Yearbook).
In order to verify hypotheses 1 and 2 we use the indica-
tors of presence in the rating and the score assigned to 
the company, respectively, as explicative variables. To test 
Hypothesis 3, we chose the CSR information disclosure 
score (given to the company by analysis of the Bloomberg 
database) as an explicative variable. There are four kinds 
of such scores: the general disclosure score, and the scores 
related to disclosure of social, environmental and govern-
ance aspects. In this paper, where we are interested in more 
than a single component, the general disclosure score will 
be used in the model.

Descriptive Statistics
In this section we present descriptive statistics of the vari-
ables used in the analysis. To conducts a preliminary anal-
ysis, we provide descriptive statistics for the whole sample, 
and an analysis of indicators made separately for the com-
panies included in the sustainable development rating, and 
for their competitors.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics, complete selection  

Number of 
observations

Mean Standard 
deviation

Minimum Maximum

ROA 1,716 .076 .077 –.49 .61

ROE 1,716 .014 .018 –1.07 1.23

Market cap (in millions of US 
dollars) 1,716 11,516.78 32,895.00 58.54 493,659.56

Rating 1,716 14,49 20,68 0 87

Assets (in millions of US 
dollars) 1,716 14,153.75 40,868.50 49.38 408,465.76
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Number of 
observations

Mean Standard 
deviation

Minimum Maximum

Leverage 1,716 1.48 3.74 –41.58    68.25

Growth rate (in %) 1,674 11 12 –149 99 

ESG disclosure 1,394 30.57 15.24 0.83 72.73

Women on board (in %) 1,411 9.87 9.48 0 50

Source: the authors’ calculations.

Table 1 above presents the descriptive statistics of the com-
plete sample. There is a large spread of values for each in-
dicator. For the variables of market capitalisation and total 
assets, this spread is explained by the diversity of the se-
lection. We analysed large corporations and small compa-
nies because comparability of companies by size was not a 
precondition whenselecting. Also, well-marked differences 
in values are mitigated during analysis using transforming 
variables into logarithms.
ROA and ROE in the selection are alternatively positive and 
negative. Despite a wide spread between the minimum and 
maximum the mean values for both variables are positive: 
7.5% for ROA and 14% for ROE, which is indicative of the 
selected companies’ competitive ability and attractiveness 
for investors. The fact that return on equity is twice as large 
as the return on assets shows that on average, the compa-
nies from the selection use not only their equity capital, but 
borrowed funds as well (and it follows that the greater the 
borrowed funds, the higher the ROE and lower the ROA).
The financial leverage values confirm the assumption that 
companies from the selection have large amounts of bor-
rowed funds. We use the ratio of borrowed funds to equity 
capital as the leverage variable. This ratio shows the extent 
to which a company finances its activity using borrowed 
funds (or its own funds) and is indicative of the ability of 
the equity capital to cover all undischarged debts in case of 
an economic crisis. The regulatory value for this variable 
is the interval from 1 to 2; however, the value depends on 
the industry sector capital intensity. For some sectors, this 
value may substantially exceed 2. In our case, we consider 
a wide spread between the minimum and maximum values 
of the financial leverage variable as the indicators related 
to the volatility of the markets we are analysing. A more 
detailed analysis of the selection showed that the major-
ity of observations are in the interval of 0 to 10, and the 
threshold values of the variable are related to sudden dras-
tic changes in the equity capital. As long as this data was 
collected from an official source and these values are not 
an error of measurement, we assume that they are related 
to external economic influences, or internal company chal-
lenges that have been subsequently resolved. Therefore, we 
decided not to eliminate these values as outlying data, and 
keep them in the analysis.
After we have considered the main control variables and 
analysed their values through the complete selection, we 
will compare descriptive statistics of two sub-selections: 

companies included in the RobecoSAM rating, and their 
competitors not presented in the rating.
The main difference revealed in the two sub-selections re-
lates to the mean values for the variables of market capi-
talisation and total assets. On average, the capitalisation of 
the companies in the rating is 5–6 times greater than that 
of their competitors not present in the rating. The second 
sub-selection of companies also comprises large compa-
nies, however their number is much smaller. The observed 
distribution of values confirms that large corporations are 
involved in CSR much more, and as long as they have more 
significant financial opportunities, they are more likely to 
meet the criteria of ratings agencies. Thus, even after pre-
liminary analysis, we can assert that a larger company size 
contributes towards overcoming barriers to entry into the 
sustainability rating.
Figure 3 illustrates the dynamics of the financial leverage 
indicator for two sub-selections. The mean value of the rat-
ed is at the level of the indicator’s standard value (equal 
to 1.5) while the competitor companies’ values are subject 
to more significant variations (in the range of 0.85 to 2) 
with every year. Thus, we can draw the conclusion here 
that companies not presented in the rating are, on average, 
more subject to sudden changes in the capital structure.

Figure 3. Dynamics of mean values of the financial 
leverage for two sub-selections of companies: those that 
are rated, and their competitors
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Source: the authors’ calculations.
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The mean values of return on assets for the companies from 
the rating are a little higher than those of the competitors, 
and both sub-selections show approximately the same dy-
namics of the indicator, which is represented in Figure 4.

Figure 4. Dynamics of mean values of return on assets for 
two sub-selections of companies: those that are rated, and 
their competitors
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Source: author’s own calculations.

Figure 5. Dynamics of mean values of return on equity for 
two sub-selections of companies: those that are rated, and 
their competitors
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As for return on equity, this indicator is more volatile for 
competitor companies, and this may stem, as stated above, 
from drastic changes in the capital structure characteristics of 
less stable companies, especially in emerging markets (see the 
dynamics of the indicator in Figure 5). However, as a general 

matter, we can draw the conclusion that companies presented 
in the rating show, on average, higher performance indicators 
and are less subject to changes in their capital structure.

Research Results 
When verifying each hypothesis, we constructed three 
specifications of the model, which differ in dependent var-
iables. This allows for evaluating which financial indicator 
is most subject to the influence of CSR metrics. In this 
chapter, all model specifications were assessed using three 
methods: pooled regression, regression with fixed effects, 
and regression with random effects.  Based on these test 
results we chose the  adequate models for verification of 
each hypothesis.
Hypothesis 1. The presence of a company in the sustainability 
rating influences its financial performance.
In order to verify this hypothesis, we need to establish wheth-
er a company yields better results than its competitors who 
are not included in the rating. For an explanatory variable to 
verify the hypothesis, we used a categorical variable of the 
company’s presence in the rating, which is 1 or 0. As long as 
the variable of presence in the rating is time-invariant, it is 
impossible to assess its coefficients using the regression with 
fixed individual effects. For this reason, we constructed two 
models for each specification: the pooled one and the model 
with fixed effects. Before we interpret the assessment results, 
it is necessary to choose a more adequate model and test for 
potential problems, e.g. multicollinearity, heteroscedasticity, 
and autocorrelation. In order to choose from the two mod-
els, we conducted the Breusch-Pagan test, the zero hypothe-
sis for which states that there is no random individual effect. 
We conducted the test for three models specifications and 
the zero hypothesis is rejected for each at a 1% significance 
level. This means that we choose the regression with random 
individual effects. The model is presented as follows:
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  . 
The next step involves testing for errors in the regression. 
In order to verify the regression for multicollinearity we 
calculated VIF coefficients (variance inflation factor). The 
factor values do not exceed the classical extreme value, 
which equals  6, which implies no multicollinearity in the 
model. In view of specific features of the selection (such 
as missing data), it is impossible to conduct tests for het-
eroscedasticity and autocorrelation and correct the model 
with fixed effects appropriately. Therefore, we assume that 
coefficient evaluations are not distorted.
See in Table 2 the results of three models specifications 
with random effects. It is impossible to assess the adequacy 
of the models with random effects using the determination 
coefficient (R2) because they are evaluated by the general-
ised squares method. The fact that all three models show 
high values of the Wald statistic (over 2,000) is indicative 
of the models’ adequacy and significance. 
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Table 2. Results of the random effects models assessment 

Market cap ROA ROE

CSR presence 0.6996*** 0.3419*** 0.3042***

Size 0.5383*** –0.0965*** –0.0665***

Leverage –0.2385*** –0.3314*** 0.0140

Growth 0.1448*** 0.5546*** 0.5748***

_cons 3.2135*** 1.1874*** 1.7462***

Number of observations 1,604 1,495 1,493

R2 – – –

* p<0.05;** p<0.01;*** p<0.001.

Source: the authors’  calculations.

It is evident that in all specifications, the variable of pres-
ence in the rating (CSR presence) is significant at a 0.1% 
significance level and has a positive effect on the financial 
performance variables. Therefore, the influence on return 
on assets and equity is approximately the same (0.3419 
and 0.3042 respectively) while the influence of presence in 
the rating on market capitalisation is twice as much. This 
may stem inter alia from specific features of the used se-
lection, namely a large capitalisation of companies in the 
rating, unlike that of the competitors. The corporate size 
and growth rate variables are significant in all specifica-
tions at a 0.1% significance level. However, the financial 
leverage variable does not influence on return on equity. 
The substantive interpretation of the models states that 
the presence of a company in the RobecoSAM rating has 
a positive impact on the corporate financial performance, 
especially on the amount of market capitalisation. Thus, 
the hypothesis of a positive influence of presence in the 
sustainable development rating on financial performance 
is confirmed.
Hypothesis 2. There is a relation between the sustainability 
rating score and corporate financial performance.
In order to verify this hypothesis, we used the sub-selec-
tion which comprises only  those companies presented 
in the sustainable development rating. This is necessary 
to evaluate the distinct influence of the rating score on 
corporate financial performance. The major question is 
whether the rating leaders surpass companies with a lower 
score.
When verifying this hypothesis, we constructed three re-
gressions for each model specification, and then conducted 
tests to make our choice. The Wald test, which zero hy-
pothesis states that the model contains no unobservable 
individual effects, showed for all three dependent variables 
that the regression with fixed effects describes data better 
than the pooled regression. The Breusch-Pagan test indi-
cates that we choose the letter between the pooled regres-

sion and regression with random effects. In order to make 
our choice between the models with fixed effects and ran-
dom effects, we conducted the Hausman test and chose the 
regression with fixed effects.
The final model with fixed effects is as follows:
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.  
Similarly, to the verification of Hypothesis 1, after choos-
ing the adequate model, we conducted tests to reveal var-
ious errors in the model. VIF values for all three specifi-
cations are within the normal value, which is indicative 
of multicollinearity. We conducted the Wald test for 
heteroscedasticity, which was revealed foall three speci-
fications. We also carried out the Wooldridge test for the 
first-order autocorrelation. We do not conduct the test 
for spatial autocorrelation because it may emerge only 
if the number of years exceeds the number of studied 
companies. The Wooldridge test showed autocorrelation 
in all specifications of the model. In order to eliminate 
these problems, we applied White’s heteroscedasticity 
corrections and Rogers’s adjustments for heteroscedas-
ticity and autocorrelation. However, it is evident from 
Table 3 below that in spite of modifications, the coeffi-
cients of the variables preserve their significance levels 
and signs. Therefore, we can assume that the initial mod-
el with fixed effects appropriately evaluates the available 
data, and the existing errors do not change the evaluation 
results. So, we consider the model with fixed effects as the 
adequate one.
See the final results of the assessment below:
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Table 3. Results of the assessment: rating score influence on financial performance 

Market cap ROA ROE

Rating 0.0093** 0.0097** 0.0078*

Size 0.7572*** –0.2597*** –0.1959***

Leverage –0.1437*** –0.3005*** 0.0147

Growth rate 0.1350*** 0.4456*** 0.4631***

Women on board 0.0106*** –0.0002 –0.0023

_cons 1.6278*** 2.9584*** 3.2523***

Number of observations 861 812 811

R2 0.3575 0.5430 0.5434

* p<0.05;** p<0.01;*** p<0.001.

Source: the authors’ calculations.

Table 4. Results of thr assessment: the influence of the CSR information disclosure score on financial performance 

  Market cap ROA ROE

ESG Disclosure 0.0062* 0.0074*** 0.0074***

Size 0.6245*** –0.2091*** –0.1556***

Leverage –0.2483*** –0.3080*** 0.0087

Growth rate 0.1187*** 0.5005*** 0.5177***

Women on board 0.0065** 0.0005 –0.0013

_cons 2.7647** 2.2884*** 2.6334***

Number of observations 1,295 1,206 1,204

R2 0.3076 0.5648 0.5664

* p<0.05;** p<0.01;*** p<0.001.

Source: the authors’ calculations.

As we see from Table 3, neither a significant influence of 
diversity of the board of directors on return on assets and 
equity was found, nor the influence of the financial lever-
age variable on return on equity. The models show that the 
rating score has a minor positive impact on market capital-
isation and return on assets at a 1% significance level, and 
even less influence on return on equity at a 5% significance 
level. The signs before control variables and their signifi-
cance did not change compared to the model, which veri-
fies Hypothesis 1. A substantive interpretation of the results 
states that in spite of a positive impact of the rating score on 
financial performance, a higher rating does not imply that 
a company will surpass the firms with a lower sustainable 
development rating score. Thus, the results partly confirm 
the proposed hypothesis on existence of the dependence 
between the rating score and financial performance.
Hypothesis 3. There is a positive relation between CSR infor-
mation disclosure indicators and the company value.

The essence of this hypothesis is in the verification of the 
extent to which disclosure of the CSR information by a 
company in the annual non-financial reports influences 
financial performance. When we verified this hypothesis, 
we used the total score of CSR information disclosure as 
the dependent variable, assigned to each company by an 
analyst of the Bloomberg database. As long as the variable 
is time variant the choice of the model is similar to that 
of Hypothesis 2. Based on the Wald, Breusch-Pagan and 
Hausman tests we chose the model with fixed effects as the 
most adequate one. The final model is as follows:
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VIF calculation revealed no multicollinearity in any of the 
specifications. We discovered the first-order autocorre-
lation and presence of heteroscedasticity by applying the 
White and Wooldridge tests. Similar to the verification 
of the previous hypothesis, we used the White correction 
and Rogers’s adjustment. In a similar vein to the previous 
hypothesis, the assessment of models after correction did 
not influence the sign and significance of the coefficients 
with influence on ROA and ROE. The significance of the 
disclosure score coefficient in the specification with mar-
ket capitalisation decreased to 5% when corrections were 
applied. Such results may indicate that errors in the model, 
where the dependent variable is market capitalisation, in-
fluence the results, and it is necessary to choose the model 
with corrections as the most adequate one. Consequently, 
the influence of the disclosure score on market capitalisa-
tion is of low significance. The results of the assessment of 
the final models are presented below in Table 4. We chose 
as the adequate model for specification with market capi-
talisation the model with White corrections, for ROA and 
ROE – the model with fixed effects without corrections.
The  model assessment results show a significant but low 
influence of the disclosure score on return on assets and 
equity. This result is rather logically sound because a high 
level of information disclosure does not imply a high level 
of social responsibility. In our selection some companies 
have a disclosure score but have no score of the sustainable 
development rating. As discussed in the first chapter of this 
paper, disclosure may contain errors and distortions and 
therefore is not a reliable indicator as the rating score. Nev-
ertheless, the obtained result confirms a higher financial 
performance of the companies with high disclosure than 
that of the companies without disclosure. However, a high 
information disclosure score does not entail rapid growth 
of return on capital.
At the same time, the influence of this indicator on market 
capitalisation is low and almost insignificant. This result 
may be interpreted substantively from the point of view 

that the disclosure score is assigned to all companies which 
one way or the other have CSR, and disclose information 
about despite their size, publicity in mass media, or reputa-
tion in the society. Therefore, there is almost no influence 
of this score on the amount of capitalisation. Moreover, 
the signs of the control variables’ coefficients and their 
significance in comparison to models (2) and (3) have not 
changed.
Thus, we can conclude that the hypothesis on the positive 
relation between the disclosure score and the company’ s 
financial performance is not rejected.
Hypothesis 4. Cultural peculiarities of a country influence 
the relation between CSR rating assigned to a company and 
its financial performance.
 To verify the hypothesis that influence of country’s cul-
tural peculiarities on the creation of the relation between 
the CSR rating and financial performance exists, we used 
model (3) as the base. So, we studied the connection be-
tween the rating score and financial performance. Since 
the model with fixed effects was considered the most ade-
quate one when verifying Hypothesis 2, we applied it again. 
In order to define which dimensions of the Hofstede model 
influence the studied dependence, we added variables of 
the intersection of the rating score with each dimension of 
the cultural peculiarities’ model. We will further consider 
the results of models assessment for each specification, tak-
ing into account the cultural dimension.
Influence on the Relation Between the Rating Score and Re-
turn on Assets 
When verifying the hypothesis, we found the influence 
of two out of six dimensions on the  model results where 
return on assets, power distance, and indulgence are the 
dependent variable. See in Table 5 the results of an assess-
ment of the models with cultural dimensions and model 
(3) without considering cultural differences. It gives a 
graphical representation of how the influence of rating on 
ROA changed. 

Table 5. Influence of cultural dimensions on the relation between CSR rating and return on assets assessment results  

No cultural dimension Power Distance Indulgence
Rating 0.0097** –0.2353*** 0.0395***

Size –0.2597*** –0.1680*** –0.1789*** 

Leverage –0.3005*** –0.3310*** –0.3216***

Growth rate 0.4456*** 0.5092*** 0.5082***

Women on board –0.0002 0.0007 0.0005

c.Rating#c.Power_dist 0.0031***

c.Rating #c.indulgence –0.0011**

_cons 1.6278*** 2.0250*** 2.1445***

Number of observations 861 1,224 1,224

R2 0.3575 0.5731 0.5665

* p<0.05;** p<0.01;*** p<0.001.
Source: the authors’ calculations.
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It should be noted that when the power distance index was 
added to the basic model, the influence of the rating score 
on return on assets remained significant, but reversed its 
sign. The fact that the sign of influence of the CSR rating 
on financial performance reversed as a result of adding 
the power distance variable to the model may be indica-
tive of the fact that a high level of hierarchy and bureau-
cratisation in the considered countries results in the situ-
ation that a company’s rating score does not increase its 
competitive ability. This result is predictable in the case of 
emerging-economy countries. On the other hand, adding 
to the model the second dimension – indulgence level – 
altogether raised the influence of the rating score (from 
0.0097 to 0.0384), and preserved the significance level. 
These results align with previous research considered in 
the literature review, which emphasises that a high level of 

this dimension gives members of society a more positive 
view of  prospects.

Influence on the Relation Between the Rating Score and Re-
turn on Equity
Similarly, let us consider the  assessment results  of the 
models in which the return on equity is the dependent 
variable. As in verifying previous hypotheses, we did not 
include the financial leverage variable in the model due to 
the absence of a significant influence on the regression ex-
planatory power. As in the case with ROA, one by one we 
added to the basic model variables of the intersection of 
the rating score with cultural dimensions. The assessment 
results show that the relation between the rating and ROE 
is under the influence of the same two dimensions that im-
pact on return on assets: power distance and indulgence.

Table 6. Results of assessment of influence of cultural dimensions on the relation between CSR rating and return on 
equity 

No cultural dimension Power Distance Indulgence

Rating 0.0078* –0.2158*** 0.0354***

Size –0.1959*** –0.1104** –0.1203**

Leverage 0.0147 –0.0130 -0.0045

Growth rate 0.4631*** 0.5254*** 0.5246***

Women on board –0.0023 –0.0011 –0.0013

c.Rating#c.Power_dist 0.0028***

c.Rating #c.indulgence –0.0010**

_cons 3.2523*** 2.3658*** 2.4751***

Number of observations 811 1,222 1,222

R2 0.5434 0.5707 0.5652

* p<0.05;** p<0.01;*** p<0.001.

Source: the authors’s calculations.

It is evident from Table 6 that taking the influence of cul-
tural differences into account in the model increases sig-
nificance of the variable of the rating score. The power dis-
tance index has the same effect upon the relation between 
the rating score and ROE as the link between the rating 
and ROA. The substantive interpretation of the results 
states that the higher the power distance in a country, the 
less the influence of the company’s presence in the sustain-
able development rating on its financial performance. The 
influence of indulgence is also similar to that of the pre-
vious dimension. The higher the country’s score for this 
dimension, the stronger is the influence of the company’s 
presence in the rating on return on equity.
The potential impact of cultural dimensions on the relation 
between the rating score and market capitalisation was ver-
ified by applying the same principle as for profitability ra-

tios. However, not a single dimension of the Hofstede cul-
tural model showed a significant influence. For this reason, 
the results of corresponding regressions are not presented 
in this section. We conclude that there is no influence of 
cultural differences of countries on the creation of the re-
lation between the RobecoSAM rating score and market 
capitalisation.
Thus, based on the analysis, we can conclude that the hy-
pothesis of the influence of cultural differences on corpo-
rate financial performance is confirmed. Therefore, the re-
sults of the models align with previous papers. The power 
distance index has the most significant impact. This may 
stem from the following. If the index is high, the society 
accepts the hierarchy and bureaucracy of the governmen-
tal system, which gives rise to a weakening of personal re-
sponsibility. Weak personal responsibility, in its turn, re-
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duces the importance of CSR for the society. Hence, the 
greater the power distance, the less the society members 
need and understand the CSR concept. 
The fact that indulgence positively affect the relation be-
tween the rating score and profitability ratio may be attrib-
utable to the inverse logic. The freer members of society 
are to express their desires and interests, the greater each 
individual’ personal responsibility for the implementation 
of such interests. It also shapes a more positive attitude to 
the future prospects of management and investors. This in-
directly results in an easier integration of CSR strategies 
into conventional business operations.

Conclusions
Our analysis showed that despite the limitations caused by 
volatility and imperfection of emerging markets, CSR in-
fluences corporate financial performance, which is in line 
with the results of such authors as Cho et al. [10], Yan et 
al. [15] and Peng [33]. A company’s presence in the CSR 
rating scale has a more substantial impact on profitability 
and market capitalisation indicators than the actual rating 
score itself. Therefore, we may postulate that investors and 
consumers perceive presence in the rating as a positive sig-
nal, while the response to the quantitative indicator of the 
rating is weaker. Also, based on a partial confirmation of 
Hypothesis 3 we can conclude that CSR information dis-
closure is not an indicator that defines corporate financial 
efficiency, although it has some impact on return on assets 
and return on equity. 
Our research proves the conclusions of the Nina and Valde-
mar Smith and Nina Metter Verner, that had the propor-
tion of women in top management jobs tends to have pos-
itive effects on firm performance. The presence of women 
on the board of directors showed no significant influence 
on profitability indicators; however, a slight positive effect 
of this indicator on the amount of market capitalisation 
was discovered. 
Adding cultural differences to the model revealed the in-
fluence of two out of six dimensions on the relation be-
tween the CSR rating score and profitability indicators. 
Our analysis showed that a high level of power distance, 
which entails such problems as a complex hierarchical 
governmental system, corruption, reduction of personal 
responsibility, and acceptance of centralised authority, all 
harm the relation between the rating score and financial 
performance. When power distance dimension was added 
to the model, the sign of the coefficient of the rating score 
variable changed from positive to negative. The second di-
mension, which influences the studied dependence, is in-
dulgence. As mentioned above, a high score of this dimen-
sion characterises members of society as positive-minded 
and able to satisfy their need for joy and fun. Such behav-
iour entails a calmer perception of the future and an ability 
to have a positive attitude towards changes. Therefore, the 
obtained result, represented by a positive influence of this 
dimension on the relation between CSR and profitability 
indicators, is expected and logically sounds. Thus, all the 

hypotheses we have proposed were entirely or partially 
confirmed (none were rejected).
The available corporate sustainability reporting guidelines, 
even the best ones, still have some lacks concerning non-fi-
nancial coefficients disclosure. We sure that need to test 
more non-financial indicators on the corporate financial 
performance. We actively look for the new inter-linking is-
sues and dimensions between CSR and income, in order to 
gain new insights with a view to reducing conflicts among 
issues.
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Appendixes

Appendix 1. Breakdown of Companies by Countries

Country Brazil Russia India China Total
Communication services 2 2 3 15 22

Discretionary consumer goods 5 1 8 30 44

Fast-moving consumer goods 4 3 10 7 24

Power industry 2 6 3 8 19

Health care 4 0 20 9 33

Industry 4 2 8 25 39

Materials 7 6 19 26 59

Information technology 0 0 6 16 22

Utilities 10 5 4 6 25

Total 38 25 81 142 286

Appendix 2. Description of Variable

Variable Description Resource

Ln_markcap Natural logarithm of corporate market capitalisation Bloomberg

Ln_roa Natural logarithm of return on assets (net profit/total assets) Bloomberg

Ln_roe Natural logarithm of return on equity (net profit/equity) Bloomberg

CSR presence Presence of a company in the RobecoSAM rating Bloomberg

Rating Score assigned to a company by the RobecoSAM rating Bloomberg

ESG disclosure General score of CSR information disclosure assigned by Bloomberg 
analysts Bloomberg

Size Natural logarithm of corporate total assets Bloomberg

Leverage Natural logarithm of corporate financial leverage (long-term 
liabilities/equity) Bloomberg

Growth rate Corporate profit growth rate Bloomberg

Women on board (div_board) Percentage of women on the board of directors Bloomberg

Power_dist Power distance index Hofstede 
insights

Indulgence Indulgence Hofstede 
insights
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