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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Tackling environmental pollution and climate change is a global Received 22 June 2022
challenge. Therefore, sustainability has become a hugely relevant Accepted 24 January 2023
topic in recent years. In their decision making, investors increas-
ingly consider the non-financial performance of companies such
as their social anq environmental impact. However, the busingss responsibility; sustainability;
research.comr.nunlty has not yet reach.ed a consensus regarding financial performance;

the relationship between corporate social responsibility (CSR) and renewable energy; fsQCA
corporate financial performance. This research contributes to the

discussion on this relationship. It does so by assessing the impact JEL CLASSIFICATIONS

of the individual dimensions of the environmental, social and L25; M14; Q56
governance (ESG) score on the corporate financial performance of

renewable energy firms from a quantitative and qualitative per-

spective. Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) reveals

complex and equifinal configurations that lead companies to

record high and low levels of Tobin's Q. The results for a sample

of 96 energy companies from the Eikon database do not provide

strong enough evidence to affirm that the individual dimensions

of the ESG score have a decisive effect on the corporate financial

performance of renewable energy firms.
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1. Introduction

Curbing environmental pollution and climate change is one of the most important
challenges facing humanity (IEA & IRENA, 2017). To tackle such a complex global
problem, governments and organisations around the world have established courses
of action to create a more sustainable world. In September 2015, the United Nations
(UN) approved the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which contains 17
Sustainable Development Goals and 169 global targets aimed at protecting the lives of
people and ensuring a future for the world as we know it (United Nations, 2021).
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Likewise, the Paris agreement has the goal of keeping the global temperature increase
below 2°C (IEA & IRENA, 2017).

In light of this global problem, sustainability has become a hugely relevant concept
in recent years (Aggarwal, 2013). It has made environmental and social issues key fac-
tors for stakeholders when making decisions (Michelon et al, 2022). Sustainability
means ‘meeting the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability
of future generations to meet their own needs’ (Brundtland & Khalid, 1987). The
concept of sustainability is linked to the concept of corporate social responsibility
(CSR). However, it is not the same. There is no universal definition for CSR.
However, all scholars agree that CSR refers to the actions of companies that display a
responsibility towards society that goes beyond their economic and legal obligations
(Van Marrewijk, 2003).

The interests of stakeholders determine the motivations and objectives of compa-
nies. Therefore, to generate profits, companies depend on stakeholders’ social accept-
ance and participation in their actions. CSR practices have been shown to have a
positive effect on organisational trust (Duc Tai, 2022). Therefore, companies must
not only carry out sustainable actions but also report on them (Herzig & Schaltegger,
2006).

Sustainability information may have an impact on stakeholder decisions (Chalmers
et al., 2019). Therefore, in some sense, reporting is part of a participatory governance
system that regulates the behaviour of companies (Bebbington et al., 2007). CSR prac-
tices in company strategies can generate competitive advantages (Porter & Kramer,
2006). Consequently, sustainability reporting has become crucial at the global level
(Michelon et al., 2022).

The feasibility of implementing sustainable practices in business strategies is a
widely debated topic in academia, economics and politics (Lassala et al., 2021; Payne
& Raiborn, 2001). Nevertheless, in business research, there is not yet a consensus
regarding the relationship between corporate financial performance (CFP) and CSR
(Huang et al., 2020). The question of whether CSR improves CFP is particularly rele-
vant for managers and shareholders, who must decide on the level of resources to
allocate to CSR actions (Simpson & Kohers, 2002).

Given the difficulties in explaining the complex relationship between CSR and
CFP, studies from new perspectives with innovative methodologies are necessary. The
inconclusive results in the literature may be due in part to methodological issues
(Marti et al., 2015). Therefore, the present study draws on fuzzy-set qualitative com-
parative analysis (fSQCA) to establish the complex and equifinal configurations that
lead companies to register high and low levels of Tobin’s Q. This paper deals with
phenomena that arise in business management and hence in the social sciences.
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect the conditions or groups of conditions that affect
the outcome to behave in a complex manner (Gligor & Bozkurt, 2020).

This research contributes to the discussion on the relationship between CSR and
CFP. It does so by assessing whether the individual dimensions of the environmental,
social and governance (ESG) score have different effects on the financial performance
of firms. This discussion is important because the weights of the components
that make up the overall ESG score may explain differential financial performance
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(Lee & Suh, 2022). The sample used for the analysis consisted of 96 energy compa-
nies. The data were sourced from the Refinitiv Eikon database (Refinitiv, 2022). The
results depended largely on the information provided by the database. The focus in
this study was on companies in the energy sector. This choice of focus was based on
two aspects. First, previous studies have shown that sector can influence the relation-
ship between CSR and CFP. Hence, research should focus on specific sectors (Baird
et al., 2012; Lin et al., 2015). Second, two thirds of greenhouse gases come from the
energy sector (IRENA, 2019). Therefore, there is great potential to reduce emissions
by using renewable energies and improving energy efficiency (IEA & IRENA, 2017).
Hence, this study focuses on a key sector in the fight against climate change, and one
that can set an example for other sectors.

2. Theoretical framework

The literature does not offer a definitive conclusion regarding the relationship
between CSR and CFP (Aggarwal, 2013). There is no standard CSR model, partly
because CSR has gradually become a multidisciplinary research area. This situation
means that studies are heterogeneous (Belas et al., 2022). The multiple studies in this
area suggest that all kinds of relationships are possible. Some have shown a significant
relationship (Orlitzky et al., 2003), whereas others have shown that the relationship
appears to be non-significant (Surroca et al., 2010). Studies provide evidence that the
relationship is neutral, positive, negative (Huang et al., 2020) or even mixed
(Aggarwal, 2013). The literature suggests that these differences may be due to various
factors such as choice of variables, industry, geographical area, sample characteristics,
and methodological and estimation issues (Huang et al., 2020; Surroca et al., 2010).

The literature highlights three research views regarding the causal relationship
between CSR and CFP (Surroca et al., 2010). The first view proposes that CSR posi-
tively influences CFP. This perspective is mainly based on the fact that responsible
management fosters good relations with stakeholders, which has a positive impact on
CFP (Waddock & Graves, 1997). Therefore, CSR would represent a set of intangible
assets that improve the effective use of resources (Orlitzky et al.,, 2003). The second
perspective is that CFP affects CSR. This idea is mainly based on the fact that compa-
nies in a good financial situation are in a better position to allocate resources to
actions with a social and environmental impact (Waddock & Graves, 1997) because
the financial flexibility of companies facilitates sustainable innovation (Hao et al,
2022). The third position reconciles these first two perspectives by proposing that
CSR is both a cause and a consequence of CFP (Surroca et al., 2010). According to
this third view, good CFP allows companies to invest resources and improve their
CSR practices, while CSR generates benefits that improve CFP (Orlitzky et al., 2003;
Waddock & Graves, 1997). Surroca et al. (2010) define the relationship between CSR
and CFP as a virtuous cycle in which improvement in one area leads to improvement
in the other. They also note that this relationship is indirect and is largely mediated
by intangible resources. Therefore, they conclude that the key factor to improve both
CSR and CFP is the development of intangible assets such as innovation, human cap-
ital, reputation and culture.
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The positions that defend a positive relationship between CSP and CFP are mainly
based on stakeholder theory (Freeman & Phillips, 2002). According to such positions,
companies that invest in CSR establish a better relationship with stakeholders, gaining
their goodwill, which creates a set of intangible resources that improve long-term per-
formance (Wang et al., 2016). For example, some studies have reported that CSR can
provide work-related positive outcomes such as employees’ innovative job perform-
ance (Mahmood et al., 2021). Information on a company’s sustainability also influen-
ces stakeholder decisions (Chalmers et al., 2019). CSR practices can have a positive
effect on stakeholders’ trust in a company (Duc Tai, 2022). The motivations of stake-
holders are decisive because of their considerable financial power. Consequently, they
have a major say in corporate behaviour (Waygood, 2011). Therefore, CSR invest-
ments that consider the interests of stakeholders can also maximise profitability
(Price & Sun, 2017). Better relationships with stakeholders can generate competitive
advantages (Surroca et al., 2010).

Another relevant theory is corporate reputation theory. According to this theory,
moral reputation capital creates a link between CSR and company value (Godfrey
et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2016). This link makes companies with strong CSR reputa-
tions perform better in times of crisis than companies with weak CSR reputations
(Godfrey et al.,, 2009). The fact that more and more companies report on CSR in
their annual reports or disclose information about their CSR actions reflects the belief
that CSR has a positive impact on CFP (Huang et al., 2020). However, the complex
nature of the mechanisms involved in the relationships between a company and its
stakeholders means that consistently showing the impact of intangible assets on CFP
is still a challenge (Surroca et al., 2010).

There are also positions that defend a negative relationship between CSR and CFP.
One of these positions is based on the ideas of agency theory (Jensen & Meckling,
1976). According to this position, there are conflicts of interest between agents (man-
agement team) and principals (shareholders). Therefore, CSR does not necessarily
provide financial benefits. In fact, if carried out under certain conditions, it will create
agency costs rather than benefits. These agency costs occur when company managers
use CSR investments for their own benefit at the expense of shareholder profits
(Wang et al., 2016). Hence, it has been argued that if CSR is limited to temporary
practices or is used only to gain reputation or generate self-satisfaction, investments
in CSR will have a negative impact on performance instead of generating profits
(Zhang et al.,, 2021). From this perspective, it has been suggested that CSR may repre-
sent a form of managerial opportunism (Kim et al., 2012).

Another stream is that of impression management (Michelon et al, 2022).
Impression management is defined as the attempt to control and/or manipulate users’
impressions of accounting information (Merkl-Davies & Brennan, 2007). Impression
management is more common in areas with less regulated reporting, such as CSR
and sustainability (Hooghiemstra, 2000). Reports oriented solely at the social and
environmental impact of companies are relatively new. However, there is already evi-
dence of impression management in this type of reporting (Michelon et al., 2022).
This evidence reveals behaviours that range from omitting to concealing information
(Criado-Jiménez et al., 2008). There is evidence that the requirement to disclose
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information can lead companies to create facades to deceive stakeholders. Therefore,
it has been argued that it is unlikely that sustainability reporting will become an
impactful form of disclosure (Cho et al., 2018).

According to other positions, markets do not necessarily understand or reward
sustainability or good behaviour. If investors do not see sustainable practices as gen-
erating returns beyond their investment horizons, markets may not reward sustain-
ability (Waygood, 2011). This view is supported by the idea that sustainable practices
can generate competitive disadvantages with respect to competitors without such
practices (Waddock & Graves, 1997) because they incur costs that would not exist if
not for socially responsible behaviour (Barnett & Salomon, 2006).

There are also studies that have not identified a meaningful relationship between
CSR and CFP. Such a finding can be due to multiple factors. For instance, some
positions defend the existence of intangible factors that exert an important media-
ting influence on the relationship between CSR and CFP (Surroca et al.,, 2010). The
relationship may also be significantly affected by macroeconomic factors. Huang
et al. (2020) found that macro-level economic fluctuations have an important influ-
ence on the CSR and CFP of firms. However, they are often not considered in
studies.

Another argument for the lack of a positive impact of CSR disclosure and sustain-
ability lies in the discrepancies that still exist between the information that stakehold-
ers expect and the information that companies actually provide (Abdo et al., 2018;
Bradford et al., 2017; Diouf & Boiral, 2017). Part of the difficulty in ensuring the
quality of sustainability and CSR reporting lies in the fact that, by their nature, envir-
onmental and social aspects cannot be quantified and presented in terms of costs and
benefits (Michelon et al., 2022). Additionally, information disclosure on CSR and sus-
tainability issues might still have a greater impact among professional stakeholders
than among non-professionals (Axjonow et al., 2018). Education of actors plays an
important role because more educated entrepreneurs display a better knowledge of
CSR and its enforcement within a company (Belas et al., 2022).

Among stakeholders, there is a notion that integrated reporting and sustainability
information disclosure will eventually become a legitimate practice that allows them
to judge the actions of companies as desirable, proper or appropriate and react
accordingly (Stubbs & Higgins, 2018). The literature discusses the transformative
potential of information disclosure (McNally & Maroun, 2018).

2.1. Financial performance (outcome)

Tobin’s Q (Q) is used in this study to measure financial performance. There is no
consensus regarding the best measure of CFP (Lassala et al., 2021). Three types of
measures are usually used in the literature: market measures, accounting measures
and perceptual measures (Orlitzky et al., 2003). Market measures reflect investor
expectations based on available information (Malkiel & Fama, 1970). Market meas-
ures are less susceptible to managerial manipulation than accounting measures
(Branch, 1983). Tobin’s Q is a market measure that has frequently been used as a
dependent variable (Bose et al, 2022; Kang et al, 2010; Rhou et al., 2016; Wang
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et al.,, 2016). This market-based performance indicator (Uyar et al., 2020) consists of
the ratio of the market value of a firm to the replacement cost of its assets (Rhou
et al., 2016). In the literature, a common approximation is the market value to book
value ratio. This ratio represents long-term performance by reflecting investor expect-
ations in relative terms to book value (Kang et al., 2010). Therefore, to measure CFP
in this research, Tobin’s Q is calculated as market capitalisation (market value) div-
ided by total shareholder equity (book value).

2.2. Pillars of the ESG score as causal conditions

Based on the literature review, the causal conditions for this study are the three pillar
scores that make up the overall Eikon ESG score. These pillars are environmental,
social and governance (Refinitiv, 2022). These indicators have several categories. The
environmental pillar score (EPS) has three categories: resource use, emissions, and
innovation. The social pillar score (SPS) has four categories: workforce, human rights,
community and product responsibility. The governance pillar score (GPS) has three
categories: management, shareholders and CSR strategy.

The three pillar scores are used to measure the CSR and sustainability of firms
across the three dimensions of environmental, social and governance CSR and sus-
tainability. This approach is adopted to reveal the nature of the relationship of each
dimension of the ESG score with CFP. Therefore, the analysis assesses whether the
individual dimensions of the ESG score have different effects on financial perform-
ance. Three propositions are formulated:

Proposition 1: Environmental performance affects financial performance.
Proposition 2: Social performance affects financial performance.

Proposition 3: Governance performance affects financial performance.

2.3. Other causal conditions

The relationship between CSR and CFP may be conditioned by other factors (Huang
et al., 2020; Surroca et al, 2010). The literature highlights some characteristics of
firms such as size, leverage, age and industry that influence both CSR and CFP
(Grewatsch & Kleindienst, 2017; Margolis & Walsh, 2003). The most important fac-
tors, based on the literature review, are included in the study and are discussed in the
following paragraphs.

Size. To measure firm size (SIZ), the natural logarithm (LN) of total assets is used.
Size is often used as a control variable when measuring causal relationships (Bose
et al., 2022; De Beelde & Tuybens, 2015; Orazalin & Mahmood, 2021). To measure
size, researchers usually use the natural logarithm of total assets (Choi & Wong,
2007; De Beelde & Tuybens, 2015). Total assets represents the total resources of com-
panies and is commonly used because of evidence of its effectiveness and robustness
to represent the size of companies (Noja et al., 2020). The literature highlights a positive
relationship between company size and sustainable behaviour (Arora & Dharwadkar,
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2011; Waddock & Graves, 1997). This positive relationship is justified by the idea that
larger companies have advantages such as economies of scale (Roll et al., 2009), more
resources to invest in sustainable practices and greater pressure from stakeholders
(Hillman & Keim, 2001). Hence, larger companies tend to set sustainable objectives and
manage sustainable practices more effectively (Clarkson et al., 2008). The opposite pos-
ition is that small companies are more sustainable because of the importance of their
reputation for growth (Aguinis & Glavas, 2012). The impact of firm size on CFP is a
question that still generates debate (Lassala et al., 2021). This study examines whether
the size of firms influences the relationship between CSR and CFP, as captured by
Proposition 4:

Proposition 4: Company size affects financial performance.

Leverage. To measure leverage (LEV), the percentage of indebtedness is used.
Specifically, the measure consists of dividing total company debt by total assets.
Leverage is employed in the literature as an explanatory variable because it captures
the likelihood of financial distress (Bose et al,, 2022). The literature suggests that a
lower level of risk can lead to a better distribution of resources in sustainable practi-
ces (Orlitzky & Benjamin, 2001). However, it has also been argued that the most
indebted companies tend to have better sustainable practices (Orazalin & Mahmood,
2021). The impact of leverage on CFP may be negative because of managerial oppor-
tunism and agency costs (Lassala et al.,, 2021) or positive because of the provision of
capital for investment (Vithessonthi & Tongurai, 2015). Hence, Proposition 5 is
formulated:

Proposition 5: Company leverage affects financial performance.

3. Data and research methods
3.1. Data collection

The data for this study were collected from the Refinitiv Eikon database (Refinitiv,
2022). The database provided financial and ESG data on 460 European energy com-
panies for the year 2020. After removing incomplete data to ensure the applicability
of the chosen methodology, the data set was reduced to 96 companies. Only
European companies were included because the relationship between CSR and CFP
varies between developed and developing countries (Aggarwal, 2013; Buallay, 2020).
The study focused on the energy sector for two reasons. First, sector influences the
relationship between CSR and CFP (Lin et al., 2015) because each sector may have
different economic, environmental and social priorities (Baird et al., 2012). Second,
the energy sector is a key sector in the fight against climate change (IEA & IRENA,
2017).

3.2. Outcome and causal conditions

In this study, there were five causal conditions and one outcome, as shown in
Table 1.
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Table 1. Conditions and outcome.

Label Definition Type of value Condition/outcome
SPS Social pillar score Fuzzy value Causal condition
GPS Governance pillar score Fuzzy value Causal condition
EPS Environmental pillar score Fuzzy value Causal condition
SiZ Size (In[total assets]) Fuzzy value Causal condition
LEV Debt/Total assets Fuzzy value Causal condition

Q Tobin’s Q Fuzzy value Outcome

Source: Authors.

3.3. Method

Qualitative comparative methods have been widely used in the social sciences (Zhang
et al., 2021). In this study, fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) was
used to analyse the sample. FsSQCA combines quantitative and qualitative approaches.
It tries to establish complex and interdependent relationships between variables
(Uruena & Hidalgo, 2016). FsQCA is usually used with moderately large samples
(Vis, 2012). To perform the analysis, fsSQCA 3.0 software was used, with the support
of Microsoft Excel to provide the key statistics for the sample.

3.4. Data calibration

The first stage in fsQCA is to calibrate the expected outcome and causal conditions.
Calibration is the process through which variables are transformed into fuzzy sets
through the direct method (Ragin, 2008). Fuzzy sets acquire values in the range 0 to
1, where 0 indicates full non-membership and 1 indicates full membership. In the
calibration process, three thresholds are established: the 90th percentile indicates full
membership, the 50th percentile indicates the crossover point and the 10th percentile
indicates full non-membership, following the approach of Feurer et al. (2016). The
calibration of the variables is detailed in Table 2.

4. Results

FsQCA was used to identify causal configurations leading to high or low financial
performance. Causal conditions can be present or absent. The tilde symbol (~) indi-
cates the absence of a condition or the outcome. The proposed models are as follows:

FSQ = f(FSSPS, FSGPS, FSEPS, FSSIZ, FSLEV) for high financial performance.
~FSQ = f(FSSPS, FSGPS, FSEPS, FSSIZ, FSLEV) for low financial performance.

4.1. Analysis of necessary conditions

After these prior steps, necessity analysis of the causal conditions was performed.
According to the literature, necessary conditions were those with a consistency score
of more than 0.9 (Sanchez-Roger et al., 2020). The results in Table 3 show that no
condition was necessary for the presence or absence of the outcome.



ECONOMIC RESEARCH-EKONOMSKA ISTRAZIVANJA 9

Table 2. Calibration.

Property of the data SPS GPS EPS Siz LEV Q

Full membership (90th percentile) 84.35 86.70 77.93 24.62 0.87 444
Crossover point (50th percentile) 58.61 47.97 49.64 21.83 0.59 0.85
Full non-membership (10th percentile) 14.44 18.45 8.59 19.16 0.20 0.25
Max 93.19 97.87 91.09 26.64 2.61 15.61
Min 2.28 6.63 0.00 15.77 0.08 —4.35
Mean (SD) 25.77 25.98 25.46 2.19 0.38 2.85

Source: Authors.

Table 3. Necessary conditions.

Presence of outcome (Q) Absence of outcome (~Q)

Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage
SPS 0.618283 0.560655 0.617791 0.638900
~SPS 0.601784 0.579931 0.575171 0.632145
GPS 0.618283 0.565572 0.635777 0.663267
~GPS 0.631884 0.603364 0.583578 0.635512
EPS 0.627425 0.580925 0.616422 0.650909
~EPS 0.622965 0.587468 0.603128 0.648654
SIiz 0.594649 0.577648 0.634604 0.703054
~SIZ 0.694314 0.624925 0.618768 0.635160
LEV 0.682943 0.638790 0.609580 0.650261
~LEV 0.626087 0.584391 0.661388 0.704058

Note: The tilde symbol (~) denotes absence of a condition or the outcome.
Source: Authors.

4.2. Analysis of sufficient conditions

A condition is sufficient if the outcome occurs whenever that condition occurs
(Ragin, 2008). In fsQCA, a truth table is reduced to reveal the conditions that lead to
the outcome (Legewie, 2013). After the truth table had been constructed, the consist-
ency cut-off was established. This cut-off determined the consistency threshold for a
sufficient condition or configuration of conditions. Prior indications (Ragin, 2008)
were followed, and the cut-off was set at 0.75. The truth table was reduced using the
Quine-McCluskey algorithm (Dusa, 2007).

This process produces three solutions: complex, parsimonious and intermediate.
The parsimonious solution employs all simplifying assumptions. Hence, it is the most
reduced solution. The intermediate solution employs only the easy counterfactuals,
which means assumptions aligned with empirical evidence and theoretical knowledge
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2012).

As in prior studies (Fiss, 2011), the parsimonious solution was combined with the
intermediate solution. Large circles show that a condition is present or absent in both
solutions. Such conditions are core conditions. Small circles indicate that a condition
is only present or absent in the intermediate solution. Black circles suggest that a
condition is present. White circles indicate that a condition is absent. Blank spaces
indicate that a condition is irrelevant for the solution. Table 4 shows the results.

The consistency index reflects the cases that meet the sufficient conditions for the out-
come. The coverage describes how much the configurations in the solution explain the
outcome. Configurations with consistency scores of more than 0.75 should be chosen
(Rihoux & Ragin, 2009). All specific configurations are sufficient (see Table 4). The con-
figurations with a high raw coverage (i.e. that explain the most cases) are discussed.
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Table 4. Analysis of sufficient conditions.

PRESENCE OF OUTCOME ABSENCE OF OUTCOME

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n 12 13
SPS @ o @ o @ o o
GPS ® ® °© O o O e O e
EPS O @ o ® o O o @ o
siz o () ° e O @ O
LEV O O e o O o O ]
Raw coverage 0.214 0348 0.270 0.239 0350 0.358 0.252 0.280 0.438 0.470 0322 0.276 0.274
Unique Coverage 0.019 0.109 0.023 0.004 0.013 0.009 0.117 0.020 0.001 0.007 0.002 0.002 0.011
Consistency 0.845 0.787 0.822 0.850 0.779 0.846 0.887 0.893 0.790 0.852 0.790 0.908 0.864
Solution coverage 0.453 0.686
Solution consistency 0.757 0.756

Note: Following the notation used by Ragin (2008) and Fiss (2011), the solutions are classified according to their
core structure: a black circle indicates the presence of a condition; a white circle indicates the absence of a condi-
tion; a large circle indicates a core condition (i.e. it appears in both the parsimonious solution and the intermediate
solution); a small circle indicates that a condition only appears in the intermediate solution; a blank space indicates
that a condition may be present or absent (i.e. it is irrelevant).

Source: Authors.

4.3. High financial performance

Configuration 2 explains 34.8% of cases in which companies have a high Tobin’s Q.
It suggests that in order to achieve a high Tobin’s Q, companies need to have a high
social pillar score, a high governance pillar score, a high environmental pillar score
and low leverage. This configuration has a consistency score of 0.787.

Configuration 3 shows that companies with a high Tobin’s Q also have high social
and environmental pillar scores and high leverage. Configuration 3 has a consistency
score of 0.822 and explains 27% of cases in which companies have a high Tobin’s Q.

Configuration 4 has a raw coverage of 0.239, so it explains 23.9% of cases in which
companies have a high Tobin’s Q. It also has the highest consistency score (0.850). It
shows that to achieve a high Tobin’s Q, companies need a high social pillar score, a
large size, high leverage and a low governance pillar score.

The solution for the outcome of high financial performance is consistent (0.757).
Solution consistency should be higher than 0.75, according to Ragin (2008). Solution
coverage is 0.453.

4.4. Low financial performance

Configuration 10, which explains 47% of cases in which companies have a low
Tobin’s Q, shows that companies with a low Tobin’s Q are large and have low lever-
age. This configuration has a consistency score of 0.852.

Configuration 9 explains 43.8% of cases in which companies have a low Tobin’s Q.
It suggests that companies with a high social pillar score and low leverage have a low
Tobin’s Q. This configuration has a consistency score of 0.79.

Configuration 6 explains 35.8% of cases in which companies have a low Tobin’s Q.
This configuration has a consistency score of 0.846 and shows that companies with a
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low Tobin’s Q have a high environmental pillar score and a low governance pillar
score.

The solution for the outcome of low financial performance is consistent (0.756).
Solution consistency should be higher than 0.75, according to Ragin (2008). Solution
coverage is 0.686.

5. Discussion

This study used a quantitative and qualitative perspective to contribute to the discussion
on the relationship between CSR and CFP. The analysis assessed whether the individual
dimensions of the ESG score have different effects on the financial performance of
firms. This discussion is important because the weights of the components used to cal-
culate overall ESG scores may explain differential financial performance (Lee & Suh,
2022). As in some previous studies, the results of this study do not provide strong
enough evidence to conclude that CSR indicators affect the CFP of energy firms
(Huang et al., 2020; Orlitzky et al., 2003; Surroca et al., 2010). The individual scores for
each of the ESG dimensions do not seem to have a strong impact on CFP.

A high social pillar score is present in configurations that lead to high financial
performance and in some of the configurations that lead to low financial perform-
ance. This condition does not appear in five of the nine configurations that lead to
low financial performance. A high governance pillar score is present in half of the
configurations that lead to high financial performance. However, a low governance
pillar score is also present in configurations that lead to high financial performance.
The value of this condition is neither consistently high nor low in configurations that
lead to low financial performance. The environmental pillar score is neither consist-
ently high nor low in configurations that lead to high financial performance or con-
figurations that lead to low financial performance.

The results do not provide solid evidence to conclude that firm size and indebtedness
influence CSR or CFP. Firm size is not consistently high or low in configurations that
lead to high financial performance or configurations that lead to low financial perform-
ance. Leverage is not consistently high or low in configurations that lead to high finan-
cial performance or configurations that lead to low financial performance.

The main limitations of this study relate to the characteristics of the sample. First,
because of restrictions on the sample associated with the application of the chosen
methodology, the sample consisted of only 96 energy companies. Future research
should use larger samples. Second, the study was limited to the year 2020 because it was
the last year with available data at the time of the study. Future studies should use lon-
ger term data and consider macroeconomic factors (Huang et al., 2020). Third, all data
were gathered from one source (the Eikon database). Therefore, the results depended
largely on the data provided by this database. Fourth, the chosen methodology limited
the causal conditions, preventing the use of additional factors in the study.

The relationship between CSR and CFP remains unclear. This lack of clarity could
be because investors still do not attach enough importance to the sustainable per-
formance of companies in their decision making. However, as investors become more
aware of the importance of business sustainability and as sustainability indicators
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improve, markets could begin to reward sustainability. Therefore, studies such as the
present one, using novel methodologies and perspectives, are important to measure
this transition. Likewise, the relationship between CSR and CFP is complex and may
be mediated by other variables (Orlitzky et al., 2003; Surroca et al, 2010). Future
research could focus on identifying these variables and their impact on the relation-
ship between CSR and CFP.

6. Conclusions

As in other studies (Huang et al., 2020; Orlitzky et al., 2003; Wang et al., 2016), this
study does not provide solid enough evidence to conclude that there is a significant
relationship between the CSR and CFP of energy firms. Moreover, the results do not
provide strong enough evidence to conclude that the individual dimensions of the
ESG score have a relevant effect on the CFP of firms. Multiple studies already suggest
reasons why consistent results do not arise, such as the existence of intangible factors
with a significant influence on the relationship between CSR and CFP (Surroca et al.,
2010) or macroeconomic factors that are usually omitted from analysis (Huang et al.,
2020). Future lines of research could focus on measuring the impact of such factors.

In their future decision making, investors may be more interested in the sustain-
able behaviour of companies. Also, the quality of sustainability indicators could
improve. Therefore, it would be sensible to continue studying these issues under dif-
ferent perspectives to assess whether sustainability reporting could become an effect-
ive regulatory tool for corporate behaviour.

It is crucial to improve the quality of information disclosure. Another reason why
markets may still not reward sustainability is that there may still be discrepancies
between the information that users expect and what is actually provided (Abdo et al.,
2018; Bradford et al., 2017; Diouf & Boiral, 2017). Therefore, optimising reporting
and information disclosure standards should be a priority. Finally, it would be advis-
able to continue to study the energy sector because of its key role in the transition to
a sustainable world.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

The authors gratefully acknowledge financial support from the Chair of Excellence and
Development in Entrepreneurship: From Student to Entrepreneur (DACSA Group-University
of Valencia).

ORCID

Luis René Vasquez-Ordénez (&) http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9044-4446
Carlos Lassala ([®) http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8217-4968



ECONOMIC RESEARCH-EKONOMSKA ISTRAZIVANJA 13

References

Abdo, H., Mangena, M., Needham, G., & Hunt, D. (2018). Disclosure of provisions for decom-
missioning costs in annual reports of oil and gas companies: A content analysis and stake-
holder views. Accounting Forum, 42(4), 341-358. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2018.10.001

Aggarwal, P. (2013). Impact of sustainability performance of company on its financial perform-
ance: A study of listed Indian companies (SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 3131923). Social Science
Research Network. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3131923

Aguinis, H., & Glavas, A. (2012). What we know and don’t know about corporate social
responsibility: A review and research agenda. Journal of Management, 38(4), 932-968.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311436079

Arora, P., & Dharwadkar, R. (2011). Corporate governance and corporate social responsibility
(CSR): The moderating roles of attainment discrepancy and organization slack. Corporate
Governance: An International Review, 19(2), 136-152. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.
2010.00843.x

Axjonow, A., Ernstberger, J., & Pott, C. (2018). The impact of corporate social responsibility
disclosure on corporate reputation: A non-professional stakeholder perspective. Journal of
Business Ethics, 151(2), 429-450. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3225-4

Baird, P. L., Geylani, P. C., & Roberts, J. A. (2012). Corporate social and financial performance
re-examined: Industry effects in a linear mixed model analysis. Journal of Business Ethics,
109(3), 367-388. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1135-2

Barnett, M. L., & Salomon, R. M. (2006). Beyond dichotomy: The curvilinear relationship
between social responsibility and financial performance. Strategic Management Journal,
27(11), 1101-1122. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.557

Bebbington, J., Brown, J., Frame, B., & Thomson, I. (2007). Theorizing engagement: The
potential of a critical dialogic approach. Accounting, Auditing ¢ Accountability Journal,
20(3), 356-381. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570710748544

Belas, J., Skare, M., Gavurova, B., Dvorsky, J., & Kotaskova, A. (2022). The impact of ethical
and CSR factors on engineers’ attitudes towards SMEs sustainability. Journal of Business
Research, 149, 589-598. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.05.056

Bose, S., Shams, S., Ali, M. J., & Mihret, D. (2022). COVID-19 impact, sustainability perform-
ance and firm value: International evidence. Accounting ¢ Finance, 62(1), 597-643. https://
doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12801

Bradford, M., Earp, J. B., Showalter, D. S., & Williams, P. F. (2017). Corporate sustainability
reporting and stakeholder concerns: Is there a disconnect? Accounting Horizons, 31(1), 83—
102. https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51639

Branch, B. (1983). Misleading accounting: The danger and the potential. Possession of
University of Massachusetts.

Brundtland, G. H., & Khalid, M. (1987). Our common future. Oxford University Press. https://
idl-bnc-idrc.dspacedirect.org/handle/10625/18365

Buallay, A. M. (2020). Sustainability reporting and bank’s performance: Comparison between
developed and developing countries. World Review of Entrepreneurship, Management and
Sustainable Development, 16(2), 187-203. https://doi.org/10.1504/WREMSD.2020.105992

Cascino, S., Clatworthy, M., Garcia Osma, B., Gassen, J., Imam, S., & Jeanjean, T. (2016).
Professional investors and the decision usefulness of financial reporting. Institute of Chartered
Accountants of Scotland (ICAS) and European Financial Reporting A, Dvisory Group
(EFRAG).

Chalmers, K., Hay, D., & Khlif, H. (2019). Internal control in accounting research: A review.
Journal of Accounting Literature, 42(1), 80-103. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2018.03.002
Cho, C. H,, Laine, M., Roberts, R. W., & Rodrigue, M. (2018). The frontstage and backstage of
corporate sustainability reporting: Evidence from the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge Bill.

Journal of Business Ethics, 152(3), 865-886. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3375-4


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2018.10.001
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3131923
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311436079
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00843.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8683.2010.00843.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3225-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1135-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.557
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570710748544
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2022.05.056
https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12801
https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12801
https://doi.org/10.2308/acch-51639
https://idl-bnc-idrc.dspacedirect.org/handle/10625/18365
https://idl-bnc-idrc.dspacedirect.org/handle/10625/18365
https://doi.org/10.1504/WREMSD.2020.105992
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3375-4

14 L. R. VASQUEZ-ORDONEZ ET AL.

Choi, J.-H., & Wong, T. J. (2007). Auditors’ governance functions and legal environments: An
international investigation. Contemporary Accounting Research, 24(1), 13-46. https://doi.org/
10.1506/X478-1075-4PW5-1501

Clarkson, P. M., Li, Y., Richardson, G. D., & Vasvari, F. P. (2008). Revisiting the relation
between environmental performance and environmental disclosure: An empirical analysis.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(4-5), 303-327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.20s.2007.
05.003

Criado-Jiménez, I., Ferndndez-Chulidn, M., Larrinaga-Gonzdlez, C., & Husillos-Carqués, F. J.
(2008). Compliance with mandatory environmental reporting in financial statements: The
case of Spain (2001-2003). Journal of Business Ethics, 79(3), 245-262. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10551-007-9375-7

De Beelde, 1., & Tuybens, S. (2015). Enhancing the credibility of reporting on corporate social
responsibility in Europe. Business Strategy and the Environment, 24(3), 190-216. https://doi.
org/10.1002/bse.1814

Diouf, D., & Boiral, O. (2017). The quality of sustainability reports and impression manage-
ment: A stakeholder perspective. Accounting, Auditing ¢ Accountability Journal, 30(3), 643
667. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2015-2044

Duc Tai, T. (2022). Impact of corporate social responsibility on social and economic sustain-
ability. Economic Research-Ekonomska Istrazivanja, 35(1), 6085-6104. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1331677X.2022.2046480

Dusa, A. (2007). User manual for the QCA(GUI) package in R. Journal of Business Research,
60(5), 576-586. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.01.002

Feurer, S., Baumbach, E., & Woodside, A. G. (2016). Applying configurational theory to build
a typology of ethnocentric consumers. International Marketing Review, 33(3), 351-375.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-03-2014-0075

Fiss, P. (2011). Building better causal theories: A fuzzy set approach to typologies in organiza-
tion research. Academy of Management Journal, 54(2), 393-420. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.
2011.60263120

Freeman, R. E., & Phillips, R. A. (2002). Stakeholder theory: A libertarian defense. Business
Ethics Quarterly, 12(3), 331-349. https://doi.org/10.2307/3858020

Gligor, D., & Bozkurt, S. (2020). FsQCA versus regression: The context of customer engage-
ment. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 52, 101929. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jret-
conser.2019.101929

Godfrey, P. C., Merrill, C. B., & Hansen, J. M. (2009). The relationship between corporate
social responsibility and shareholder value: An empirical test of the risk management
hypothesis. Strategic Management Journal, 30(4), 425-445. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.750

Grewatsch, S., & Kleindienst, I. (2017). When does it pay to be good? Moderators and media-
tors in the corporate sustainability—corporate financial performance relationship: A critical
review. Journal of Business Ethics, 145(2), 383-416. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2852-5

Hao, Z., Zhang, X., & Wei, J. (2022). Research on the effect of enterprise financial flexibility
on sustainable innovation. Journal of Innovation & Knowledge, 7(2), 100184. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jik.2022.100184

Herzig, C., & Schaltegger, S. (2006). Corporate sustainability reporting. An overview. In S.
Schaltegger, M. Bennett, & R. Burritt (Eds.), Sustainability accounting and reporting (pp.
301-324). Springer Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-4974-3_13

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. https://doi.
org/10.1002/1097-0266(200101)22:2 < 125::AID-SMJ150 > 3.0.CO;2-H

Hooghiemstra, R. (2000). Corporate communication and impression management-new per-
spectives why companies engage in corporate social reporting. Journal of Business Ethics,
27(1-2), 55-68. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006400707757

Huang, K., Sim, N., & Zhao, H. (2020). Corporate social responsibility, corporate financial per-
formance and the confounding effects of economic fluctuations: A meta-analysis. International
Review of Financial Analysis, 70, 101504. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2020.101504


https://doi.org/10.1506/X478-1075-4PW5-1501
https://doi.org/10.1506/X478-1075-4PW5-1501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9375-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9375-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1814
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.1814
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-04-2015-2044
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2046480
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2046480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-03-2014-0075
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60263120
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.60263120
https://doi.org/10.2307/3858020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.101929
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.101929
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.750
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2852-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2022.100184
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2022.100184
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-4974-3_13
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200101)22:2125::AID-SMJ1503.0.CO;2-H
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200101)22:2125::AID-SMJ1503.0.CO;2-H
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006400707757
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2020.101504

ECONOMIC RESEARCH-EKONOMSKA ISTRAZIVANJA 15

IEA, & IRENA. (2017). Perspectives for the energy transition investment needs for a low-carbon
energy system. International Renewable Energy Agency.

IRENA. (2019). Climate change and renewable energy. https://www.irena.org/publications/2019/
Jun/Climate-change-and-renewable-energy

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency
costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305-360. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X

Kang, K. H., Lee, S., & Huh, C. (2010). Impacts of positive and negative corporate social
responsibility activities on company performance in the hospitality industry. International
Journal of Hospitality Management, 29(1), 72-82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.05.006

Kim, Y., Park, M. S., & Wier, B. (2012). Is earnings quality associated with corporate social
responsibility? The Accounting Review, 87(3), 761-796. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-10209

Lassala, C., Orero-Blat, M., & Ribeiro-Navarrete, S. (2021). The financial performance of listed
companies in pursuit of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG). Economic Research-
Ekonomska Istrazivanja, 34(1), 427-449. https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2021.1877167

Lee, M. T, & Suh, I (2022). Understanding the effects of Environment, Social, and
Governance conduct on financial performance: Arguments for a process and integrated
modelling approach. Sustainable Technology and Entrepreneurship, 1(1), 100004. https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.stae.2022.100004

Legewie, N. (2013). An introduction to applied data analysis with qualitative comparative ana-
lysis. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 14(3), 3. https://
doi.org/10.17169/fqs-14.3.1961

Lin, C.-S., Chang, R.-Y., & Dang, V. T. (2015). An integrated model to explain how corporate
social responsibility affects corporate financial performance. Sustainability, 7(7), 8292-8311.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su7078292

Mahmood, F., Qadeer, F., Saleem, M., Han, H., & Ariza-Montes, A. (2021). Corporate social
responsibility and firms’ financial performance: A multi-level serial analysis underpinning
social identity theory. Economic Research-Ekonomska Istrazivanja, 34(1), 2447-2468. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2020.1865181

Malkiel, B. G., & Fama, E. F. (1970). Efficient capital markets: A review of theory and empirical
work. The Journal of Finance, 25(2), 383-417. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1970.tb00518.x

Margolis, J. D., & Walsh, J. P. (2003). Misery loves companies: Rethinking social initiatives by
business. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(2), 268-305. https://doi.org/10.2307/3556659

Marti, C. P., Rovira-Val, M. R., & Drescher, L. G. J. (2015). Are firms that contribute to sus-
tainable development better financially? Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental
Management, 22(5), 305-319. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1347

McNally, M.-A., & Maroun, W. (2018). It is not always bad news: Illustrating the potential of
integrated reporting using a case study in the eco-tourism industry. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 31(5), 1319-1348. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-05-2016-2577

Merkl-Davies, D., & Brennan, N. (2007). Discretionary disclosure strategies in corporate narra-
tives: Incremental information or impression management. Journal of Accounting Literature,
26(1), 116-196.

Michelon, G., Trojanowski, G., & Sealy, R. (2022). Narrative reporting: State of the art and
future challenges. Accounting in Europe, 19(1), 7-47. https://doi.org/10.1080/17449480.2021.
1900582

Noja, G. G., Cristea, M., Jurcut, C. N., Buglea, A., & Lala Popa, I. (2020). Management finan-
cial incentives and firm performance in a sustainable development framework: Empirical
evidence from European companies. Sustainability, 12(18), 7247. https://doi.org/10.3390/
sul2187247

Orazalin, N., & Mahmood, M. (2021). Toward sustainable development: Board characteristics,
country governance quality, and environmental performance. Business Strategy and the
Environment, 30(8), 3569-3588. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2820

Orlitzky, M., & Benjamin, J. D. (2001). Corporate social performance and firm risk: A meta-ana-
lytic review. Business & Society, 40(4), 369-396. https://doi.org/10.1177/000765030104000402


https://www.irena.org/publications/2019/Jun/Climate-change-and-renewable-energy
https://www.irena.org/publications/2019/Jun/Climate-change-and-renewable-energy
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(76)90026-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.05.006
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-10209
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2021.1877167
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stae.2022.100004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stae.2022.100004
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-14.3.1961
https://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-14.3.1961
https://doi.org/10.3390/su7078292
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2020.1865181
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2020.1865181
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1970.tb00518.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/3556659
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1347
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-05-2016-2577
https://doi.org/10.1080/17449480.2021.1900582
https://doi.org/10.1080/17449480.2021.1900582
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12187247
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12187247
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2820
https://doi.org/10.1177/000765030104000402

16 L. R. VASQUEZ-ORDONEZ ET AL.

Orlitzky, M., Schmidt, F. L., & Rynes, S. L. (2003). Corporate social and financial performance: A
meta-analysis. Organization Studies, 24(3), 403-441. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840603024003910

Payne, D. M., & Raiborn, C. A. (2001). Sustainable development: The ethics support the eco-
nomics. Journal of Business Ethics, 32(2), 157-168. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010726830191

Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. (2006). The link between competitive advantage and corporate
social responsibility. Harvard business Review, 84(12), 78-92, 163.

Price, J. M., & Sun, W. (2017). Doing good and doing bad: The impact of corporate social
responsibility and irresponsibility on firm performance. Journal of Business Research, 80,
82-97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.07.007

Ragin, C. C. (2008). Redesigning social inquiry: Fuzzy sets and beyond. University of Chicago Press.

Refinitiv. (2022). Eikon Financial Analysis & Trading Software. https://www.refinitiv.com/en/
products/eikon-trading-software

Rhou, Y., Singal, M., & Koh, Y. (2016). CSR and financial performance: The role of CSR
awareness in the restaurant industry. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 57,
30-39. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2016.05.007

Rihoux, B., & Ragin, C. (2009). Configurational comparative methods: Qualitative comparative
analysis (QCA) and related techniques. SAGE Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781452226569

Roll, R,, Schwartz, E., & Subrahmanyam, A. (2009). Options trading activity and firm valuation.
Journal of Financial Economics, 94(3), 345-360. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.02.002

Sanchez-Roger, M., Oliver-Alfonso, M. D., Sanchis-Pedregosa, C., & Roig-Tierno, N. (2020).
Bail-in and interbank contagion risk: An application of FSQCA methodology. Entrepreneurship
and Sustainability Issues, 7(4), 2604-2614. https://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2020.7.4(3)

Schneider, C. Q., & Wagemann, C. (2012). Set-theoretic methods for the social sciences: A guide
to qualitative comparative analysis. Cambridge University Press.

Simpson, W. G., & Kohers, T. (2002). The link between corporate social and financial per-
formance: Evidence from the banking industry. Journal of Business Ethics, 35(2), 97-109.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1013082525900

Stubbs, W., & Higgins, C. (2018). Stakeholders’ perspectives on the role of regulatory reform
in integrated reporting. Journal of Business Ethics, 147(3), 489-508. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10551-015-2954-0

Surroca, J., Tribo, J. A., & Waddock, S. (2010). Corporate responsibility and financial perform-
ance: The role of intangible resources. Strategic Management Journal, 31(5), 463-490.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.820

United Nations. (2021). Sustainable development goals. United Nations Sustainable
Development. https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/

Uruena, A., & Hidalgo, A. (2016). Successful loyalty in e-complaints: FsSQCA and structural
equation modeling analyses. Journal of Business Research, 69(4), 1384-1389. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.112

Uyar, A., Kilic, M., Koseoglu, M. A., Kuzey, C., & Karaman, A. S. (2020). The link among
board characteristics, corporate social responsibility performance, and financial performance:
Evidence from the hospitality and tourism industry. Tourism Management Perspectives, 35,
100714. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100714

Van Marrewijk, M. (2003). Concepts and definitions of CSR and corporate sustainability:
Between agency and communion. Journal of Business Ethics, 44(2), 95-105. https://doi.org/
10.1023/A:1023331212247

Vis, B. (2012). The comparative advantages of fsQCA and regression analysis for moderately
large-N analyses. Sociological Methods & Research, 41(1), 168-198. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0049124112442142

Vithessonthi, C., & Tongurai, J. (2015). The effect of firm size on the leverage-performance
relationship during the financial crisis of 2007-2009. Journal of Multinational Financial
Management, 29, 1-29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mulfin.2014.11.001


https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840603024003910
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010726830191
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.07.007
https://www.refinitiv.com/en/products/eikon-trading-software
https://www.refinitiv.com/en/products/eikon-trading-software
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2016.05.007
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452226569
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452226569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.02.002
https://doi.org/10.9770/jesi.2020.7.4(3)
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1013082525900
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2954-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2954-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.820
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.112
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.10.112
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100714
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023331212247
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124112442142
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124112442142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mulfin.2014.11.001

ECONOMIC RESEARCH-EKONOMSKA ISTRAZIVANJA 17

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

Wang, Q., Dou, J., & Jia, S. (2016). A meta-analytic review of corporate social responsibility
and corporate financial performance: The moderating effect of contextual factors. Business
& Society, 55(8), 1083-1121. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650315584317

Waygood, S. (2011). How do the capital markets undermine sustainable development? What
can be done to correct this? Journal of Sustainable Finance & Investment, 1(1), 81-87.
https://doi.org/10.3763/jsfi.2010.0008

Zhang, L., Shan, Y. G., & Chang, M. (2021). Can CSR disclosure protect firm reputation dur-
ing financial restatements? Journal of Business Ethics, 173(1), 157-184. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10551-020-04527-z


https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199704)18:4303::AID-SMJ8693.0.CO;2-G
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199704)18:4303::AID-SMJ8693.0.CO;2-G
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650315584317
https://doi.org/10.3763/jsfi.2010.0008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04527-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04527-z

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Financial performance (outcome)
	Pillars of the ESG score as causal conditions
	Other causal conditions

	Data and research methods
	Data collection
	Outcome and causal conditions
	Method
	Data calibration

	Results
	Analysis of necessary conditions
	Analysis of sufficient conditions
	High financial performance
	Low financial performance

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Orcid
	References


