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Abstract: Currently, a lack of consensus exists in the literature on the link between performance
and corporate social responsibility disclosure (CSRD). A meta-analysis was carried out to shed light
on this controversial topic, using the ABI/Inform Complete and EconLit databases as search tools.
To isolate articles with substantive, methodological relevance, various filters were used. In addition
to other criteria, all articles had to contain certain keywords related to the study’s variables and at
least one of the seven keywords indicating empirical data analysis. As a result of this procedure,
the meta-analysis included only 95 articles. To process the sample, we employed the procedure
developed by Hunter and Schmidt. The results show that the CSRD-performance relationship is not
significant enough for practical purposes. However, an analysis of moderating variables revealed
that the connection becomes of practical importance when moderated by three key variables: region,
type of disclosure, and measures of organization size. This research’s findings make a significant
contribution by clarifying the links between CSRD and performance and identifying which variables
can explain the diverse results of previous research. Regarding limitations, the meta-analysis was
subject to the availability of published research and included only studies that reported Pearson
correlation coefficients and standardized beta coefficients.

Keywords: corporate social responsibility; information disclosure; performance; meta-analysis;
empirical study

1. Introduction

This study focused on two topics that are currently important to organizations: the disclosure
of corporate social responsibility (CSR) information about companies’ initiatives and these firms’
performance. Various aspects of CSR disclosure (CSRD) have, in recent years, come together to
shape a new way of doing business (i.e., internally and externally) and to create a new paradigm of
sustainability. The literature mentions many reasons why companies voluntarily disclose information.
These motivations range from satisfying stakeholders’ needs (i.e., stakeholder theory) that have
the most influence on organizations’ survival [1–8] to seeking to legitimize company activities
(i.e., legitimacy theory) [9–13]. Other reasons are organizations’ social responsibility [14], their
desire to improve their reputation (i.e., risk management) [15–19], relevant cultural differences,
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and institutional pressures (i.e., institutional sociology) [20–24]. A final motivation can be the
redistribution of organizations’ wealth and power throughout society (i.e., theory of political
economy) [25]. Also, the influence of pro-environmental disclosure and the mediating role of the
environmental organizational structure have been strongly questioned [26].

With the empirical verification of unusual patterns of climate change, a series of international
agreements have sought to foster worldwide initiatives to protect the environment and prevent global
problems connected to climate change. In 2015, the Paris Agreement was ratified by 96 individual
signatory countries and the European Union (EU). Following up on the Kyoto Protocol, the agreement’s
stated objective is to maintain “the increase of the global average temperature below 2 ◦C and continu[e]
. . . efforts so that it does not exceed 1.5 ◦C with respect to pre-industrial temperatures.” This goal can
be said to imply the need to measure organizational performance’s net contribution to sustainability.

The necessity of assessing organizations’ environmental sustainability practices has combined
with the increasingly forceful demands made by much of society that companies be held responsible
for their unethical practices [27,28] and recognized for their socially responsible actions. These trends
have led to widespread questioning of the political, economic, and ethical basis of contemporary
societies, resulting in a call to arms regarding environmental and social protection. Organizations are
expected to operate within the value systems dictated by the societies in which they function [29].
These pressures have empowered all members of society to require transparency for all stakeholders
and society in general [30], including the disclosure of information that can be useful to stakeholders’
decision-making processes [31–33].

In addition, numerous authors have highlighted the importance of organizations achieving high
enough performance to ensure their long-term survival on both an economic and environmental
level [34,35]. Many researchers have thus sought to conceptualize organizational performance and
analyze its different dimensions or measures, as well as examining its relationships with other variables
of relevance to organizations.

As a result of CSRD’s growing importance, various authors have recently focused on the link
between information disclosure and organizational performance in order to understand the connection
between these issues. However, previous studies’ findings are unclear about the relationship’s sign
or magnitude. This lack of consensus in the literature has generated an intense, long-lasting debate
about the widespread discrepancies in the empirical results obtained, which makes a meta-analysis an
appropriate method to use to shed light on inconsistencies in the existing research.

Therefore, the present study’s main objective was to carry out a meta-analysis to determine
whether a relationship exists between CSRD and organizational performance. If this connection was
confirmed, the research would include finding out whether the link is positive or negative, as well as
measuring its magnitude. The meta-analysis’ specific objectives were to:

1. Provide a statistical data integration of previous research on the relationship between CSRD and
organizational performance;

2. Examine different variables that can moderate this relationship: organizational performance, type
of disclosure, activity sector, region, type of organization, and measures of organization size.

The analysis of moderating variables was carried out by dividing the sample of primary
studies into different subgroups according to the variable under study. First, to analyze the type
of performance’s influence, the relevant primary studies were divided into two subgroups of research:
studies that focused on analyzing organizations’ financial performance and research that concentrated
on environmental performance. Second, with regard to the type of information disclosed, the primary
studies were divided into three subgroups: research focused on analyses of social information, studies
that examined environmental information, and works that concentrated on economic information.
Third, to analyze the sector of activity’s effect, the relevant studies were organized according to the
sector of activity analyzed, which created two subgroups: those examining environmentally sensitive
sectors and those analyzing environmentally non-sensitive sectors.
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Fourth, in relation to type of organization, the studies in question were divided into three
subgroups: works analyzing private organizations, studies focusing on public organizations,
and research examining mixed organizations (i.e., private and public). Fifth, to analyze the surrounding
region’s influence, the primary studies were categorized according to the type of region under study,
thereby creating four subgroups. These were works focused on American organizations, studies
based on a sample of organizations in Asia, research that concentrated on analyzing European
organizations, and studies focused on samples of organizations in Oceania. Last, in relation to
measures of organizations’ size, the relevant studies were divided according to the measures used to
assess company size. Seven subgroups were found: log of total assets, total assets, log of total sales,
total sales, log of market capitalization, market capitalization, and log of revenues.

Additional variables that influence the relationship under study would have been interesting
to analyze, including, among others, corporate governance variables. According to Shleifer and
Vishny [36], corporate governance can be understood as the set of mechanisms that align the providers
of finance and company managers’ objectives and interests so that the former can enjoy a degree of
certainty that balances off the risk of making their funds available to managers. This also can help
financers avoid having to deal with company managers’ opportunistic behaviors.

Numerous mechanisms of corporate governance have been identified. In Gompers, Ishii,
and Metrick [37] and Giroud and Mueller’s [38] work, governance is measured using the g-index, which
consists of 24 antitakeover and shareholder rights provisions. These include anti green mail, blank
check preferred stock, business combination laws, bylaw and charter amendment limitations, classified
boards, compensation plans with changes in control provisions, director indemnification contracts,
control share cash-outs, cumulative voting, and directors’ duties. Other mechanisms are fair-price
requirements, golden parachutes, director indemnification, limitations on directors’ liability, pension
parachutes, poison pills, secret ballots, executive severance agreements, silver parachutes, and special
meeting requirements. Still other provisions included in the g-index are supermajority requirements
for approvals of mergers, unequal voting rights, and limitations on actions by written consent.

Other authors have classified the mechanisms of corporate governance in two groups [39,40]:
internal mechanisms (set up by the company itself) and external mechanisms (linked to the different
markets in which the company maybe present). The internal mechanisms include, on the one
hand, ownership structure (degree of concentration and large shareholder identity) and, on the
other, the board of directors and its functioning in association with certain characteristics: board
independence [41–46], board size [45,47,48], percentage of women on board [42,49], and CEO (chief
executive officer) duality [43,48,50], among others; And the external mechanisms include market for
corporate control and institutional and regulatory environments.

However, these moderator variables were not included in the present meta-analysis because all
the primary studies would have had to provide results on the subgroup correlations between CSRD
and performance, but these data were not available for the two variables under study.

This research’s findings, nonetheless, contribute to the literature in various significant ways. First,
as the meta-analysis was based on a comprehensive search of the existing literature, this study is the first
to focus on the empirical evidence for the relationship between CSRD and organizational performance.
Prior meta-analyses have focused on studying the relationship between social performance and
financial performance [51–53] or CSR and performance [54]. Moreover, the current meta-analytical
study was based on a large sample of studies (i.e., 95), thereby allowing an appropriate estimation of
the population value for the relationship under study.

Second, this research’s approach contributes to the literature as the methodology included
examining different variables that can moderate the CSRD-performance relationship. Following
Dang et al.’s [55] recent recommendations, we incorporated a moderating variable not included in any
previous meta-analytical study—measures of organization size—which proved to be an important
variable that helps explain the results of previous research. Given the effect sizes obtained in the
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current meta-analysis, the most appropriate measure of organizations’ size in this area of research is
“total assets” since this ensures a higher effect size in relation to the other measures studied.

Last, this investigation’s findings have important theoretical and practical implications.
By summarizing research results across a large number of studies and uncovering a significant number
of moderators, this meta-analysis revealed how sampling techniques, study designs, and construct
measurements can influence research findings. Moreover, the present study’s results provide solid
evidence of the increasingly prominent role that the CSRD-performance relationship has in the
literature, as well as highlighting new questions for researchers about this link’s temporal and
contextual boundary conditions.

Regarding practical implications, organizations can draw on the current findings when deciding
what type of information to disclose. The meta-analysis’s results underline the importance of disclosing
social information, which could change managers’ overall vision and encourage them to pay more
attention to the disclosure of this information. Moreover, organizations could benefit from the finding
that they should pay more attention in CSR information disclosure when they conduct business
activities in certain regions. More specifically, in three regions—the Americas, Asia, and Oceania—the
relationship under study can be considered significant for practical purposes. These results could be
quite important for managers of different organizations because, given regional cultures’ influence on
the CSRD-performance relationship, managers need to develop specific strategies to deal with these
variations. Therefore, the managers of organizations claiming to be innovative and to use a strategic
approach to CSR information disclosure can also benefit from developing innovative internal practices
and external initiatives that could potentially transform entire industries.

To clarify how this study achieved results that include these contributions and implications,
the paper below is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the relevant literature published from
1980 to 2018 on the association between organizations’ performance and information disclosure,
and presents the moderators of the relationship between CSRD and performance. Section 3 offers
details on the methods and data collected, while Section 4 provides a discussion of the meta-analysis’s
main results. Section 5 includes the study’s conclusions and limitations, as well as suggestions for
future lines of research.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses

2.1. Debate about Relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure (CSRD) and Performance

This study focused on two main research questions in two successive steps. The first question
was addressed in Step 1: Does a relationship exist between CSRD and performance, and, if so, what
type of relationship is it? The objective was to address various related questions:

• Has evidence of any relationship between CSRD and performance been found?
• What sign does the link present: positive or negative?

By answering these questions, we sought to confirm and elucidate the relationship between the
variables under study.

The second step addressed another central research question in Step 2: what variables, if any,
modify this relationship? Based on the results obtained in the first step, the next step sought to confirm
if any variables moderate the relationship. To clarify these objectives, we proposed eight hypotheses,
as described in the next two subsections.

2.2. Positive, Negative, and No Relationships between Variables Under Study

Numerous studies’ results have shown different findings in relation to the link between CSRD
and performance, including a positive, neutral, or negative relationship. Patten [56] argues that the
existing literature on CSRD has generated controversy for different reasons such as small samples or
limited performance measures. The following discussion seeks to summarize the research reported in
the literature that supports these three possible results.
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2.2.1. Positive Relationship

Many researchers have found evidence for a positive relationship between CSRD and performance.
According to these studies, higher performance levels can foster greater CSRD when company directors
seek to send out signals of their competency to investors. Orlitzky et al. [51] also suggest that
voluntary disclosure activities promote better corporate performance—specifically stronger financial
performance—thereby favoring firms’ investment in CSRD activities.

Al-Tuwaijri et al. [57] mention that voluntary disclosure scores are higher for businesses with
better environmental performance. In Amran’s [58] opinion, firms that generate more profits can
afford to engage more actively in CSRD. Other authors [59,60] assert that listed businesses with
stronger performance disclose more information than other companies do and engage in more social
sustainability activities. These firms then disclose information about these initiatives to reduce the
risks associated with corporate activities that have negative social and environmental impacts.

In addition, Clarkson et al. [61] found a positive link between environmental performance and
social and environmental disclosure in reports and/or online disclosure. Artiach et al. [59] also argue
that more profitable firms are more likely to have the resources needed to engage in activities related
to sustainable development, so reporting these are more important for higher profile companies.
Cho et al. [16] validated, on one hand, a positive link between CSRD and environmental reputation
measures and, on the other hand, a positive relationship between CSRD and membership in the Dow
Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI).

Clarkson et al. [62] demonstrated that voluntary environmental reporting provides useful
information to those seeking to forecast companies’ financial performance. The cited authors’ findings
further show that a proactive environmental strategy can improve companies’ stock prices. These
results can help CSR practitioners convince company managers that proactive strategies combined
with transparent disclosure are extremely valuable.

Businesses attempting to improve their legitimacy tend to utilize communication strategies such
as financial reporting in order to influence society’s perceptions. Because corporate environmental
reporting remains largely a voluntary action, companies’ managers can use disclosure as a legitimating
device [63]. In addition, legitimacy theory suggests that greater visibility leads to stronger pressures
from society [64]. This theory further predicts that businesses with higher profits will provide more
greenhouse gas information, so society expects more successful businesses be more responsible in terms
of reducing their greenhouse gas emissions [65]. Simultaneously, businesses with worse environmental
performance experience greater social and political pressures, so these companies tend to disclose
more information in order to reduce their exposure [63,66,67]. Finally, Mallin et al. [68] highlight a
positive association between their CSRD index and banks’ financial performance.

2.2.2. Negative Relationship

However, many authors have reported finding proof of a negative relationship between CSRD
and performance [16,69,70]. Some researchers have found that low performance can lead to greater
disclosure in various circumstances. These include avoidance of reputational costs [70] and cases
of shareholder litigation [71]. Leuz [69] suggests a negative link exists between companies’ level of
voluntary disclosure and profitability. More recently, Cho et al. [16] observed that environmental
performance has a negative relationship with environmental voluntary disclosure.

2.2.3. No Relationship

Other authors have argued that no relationship exists between the variables in question. Freedman
and Jaggi [72] suggest that no evidence can be found for an association between profitability and CSRD.
Aupperle et al. [73] further report that CSRD activities have neutral effects on profitability. Dumontier
and Raffournier [74] and Meek et al.’s [75] results confirm the absence of a link between profitability
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and voluntary information disclosure, while McWilliams and Siegel [76] did not find a relationship
between CSRD and financial performance.

In addition, Ball et al. [77] report that companies with poor performance may reveal more
information, albeit primarily to disguise weak performance with complex rhetoric and wording in
annual reports. Connelly and Limpaphayom [78] did not find a relationship between environmental
disclosure and accounting performance, but their results suggest that reporting good environmental
practices does not negatively affect short-term profitability. Forte et al. [79] assert that performance
is not a factor influencing levels of voluntary reporting by businesses in Brazil’s banking sector.
Based on an analysis of 195 Spanish companies subject to the Kyoto Protocol, Pajuelo [80] could not
discover any empirically robust evidence for a significant relationship between companies’ financial
capacity—measured through economic profitability, operating profitability, indebtedness, earnings
before interest and tax, financial profitability, and assets—and these firms’ environmental proactivity,
social and environmental information disclosure, and measures of sustainability.

Previous theoretical studies have thus highlighted the difficulty of studying the link between
companies’ performance and disclosure of socially responsible activities [78]. The existing findings
provide contradictory answers to the research questions raised in this section’s first paragraphs about
the existence of a CSRD-performance relationship, its sign (i.e., positive or negative), and its magnitude.
Some researchers have argued that firms with good performance are more likely to provide voluntary
disclosure, while other scholars argue that companies with low performance are the most likely to
reveal voluntary information. Still other investigators have confirmed that no relationship exists
between CSRD and performance. Therefore, a meta-analysis of this field needed to be conducted
because, based on the previous literature, no consensus has been reached on the relationship under
study. Given the above findings, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). A link exists between CSRD and organizational performance.

2.3. Moderators of Relationship between CSRD and Performance

According to Miras-Rodríguez et al. [54], many studies have found it more convenient to introduce
certain moderating variables that strengthen the connection between CSRD and performance, thereby
facilitating further advancements in this field [81–83]. The present study thus sought to analyze the
evidence for various variables’ possible moderating effects on this relationship.

The existing literature suggests CSRD can have various dimensions including economic,
environmental, and/or social aspects. The current research’s objective was to assess these aspects’
different possible effects by combining observed dimensions with various performance measures.
The first step was to define information dissemination and company performance, which, as mentioned
above, can be measured in quite different ways. This disparity in performance measures, led us to
propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). The method used to measure performance (i.e., financial or environmental) moderates the
relationship between CSRD and organizational performance.

Regarding financial performance and, more specifically, the measures used to assess it, some
authors have employed market measures, while other scholars have used accounting measures. Given
these distinct approaches, we decided to analyze different variables’ effect on the CSRD-performance
relationship in order to find out whether the CSRD dimensions used affect the link’s results. Some
authors have considered global CSRD and profitability [47,60,84–86], while others have studied CSRD
and performance [79,87]. Francis et al. [88], more specifically, studied CSRD and financial performance.

The present study included the different measures found in the existing literature. Our first
focus was on return on assets (ROA), based on Cho et al. [16], Clarkson et al. [61], Connelly and
Limpaphayom [78], Dawkins and Fraas [32], and Francis et al.’s [88] research. In addition, we included
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return on equity (ROE) to reflect Dawkins and Fraas [32] and Forte et al.’s [79] work. Leverage was
also considered based on Clarkson et al. [61], Connelly and Limpaphayom [78], Dragomir [89], Gao
and Connors [90], and Ho and Wong’s [86] papers. Finally, Tobin’s q was included because Connelly
and Limpaphayom [78], Dragomir [89], and Drobetz et al. [33] used this measure.

Since financial performance can be assessed via accounting or market measures, we proposed
that these measures have a moderating effect on the link between CSR-related reporting and
financial performance. Market-based measures rely on the idea that shareholders constitute a
primary stakeholder group whose satisfaction affects companies’ overall goals [91]. Accounting-based
indicators, such as ROA and ROE, convey companies’ internal efficiency [91]. The present study thus
proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The method used to measure financial performance (i.e., accounting or market measures)
moderates the relationship between CSRD and organizational performance.

Clarkson et al. [62] and Freedman and Jaggi [92] examined the link between environmental
voluntary disclosure and financial performance. The cited authors report that a proactive
environmental strategy and signals of this tactic sent to stockholders can increase companies’ stock
prices. Hasseldine et al. [93] also studied environmental disclosure and economic performance, while
Cormier and Magnan’s [31] results indicate that the ways firms release this information affect the
market valuation of their earnings. Therefore, studies need to control for endogeneity between
companies’ decision to disclose information and their market value.

Cho et al. [16] assessed the links between environmental reporting and environmental and/or
financial performance. The cited authors argued that businesses utilize environmental disclosure
primarily as a strategic instrument to reduce political and regulatory pressures on these firms rather
than as way to attain superior performance. Guidry and Patten [94] also analyzed the relationship
between environmental reporting and environmental performance. In this case, the findings show
that environmental disclosure mediates the effect of low environmental performance on reputation.
Papers published by Dawkins and Fraas [32,95], Delmas and Blass [96], Dragomir [89], Freedman and
Jaggi [92], and Gao and Connors [90] report similar findings.

In contrast, Michelon [18] examined the relationship between economic and social disclosure and
performance among continental European, United Kingdom (UK), and United States (US) businesses.
Drawing on legitimacy theory, the cited researcher suggests that firms’ reputations are one reason
why firms engage in sustainability reporting. Michelon’s [18] study more specifically considered the
definition of reputation on three levels: stakeholders’ commitment, financial performance, and media
exposure. The cited author argues that businesses with a stronger financial performance apply a
strategic approach to satisfy interest groups and experience pressures from society, so these firms are
more likely to use sustainability reporting to inform stakeholders about their operations’ legitimacy.
Michelon’s [18] results thus reveal a positive relationship between the following variables: interest
groups’ commitment, media exposure, and sustainability disclosure.

Subsequently, Salem et al. [97] examined the link between CSRD and organizational performance
in terms of financial performance, employee commitment, and corporate reputation for a sample
of Libyan businesses subjected to stakeholder pressures. The cited study revealed a positive link
between CSRD and organizational performance with regard to financial performance and corporate
reputation, but no significant relationship was found between CSRD and employee commitment. Thus,
the following hypothesis was proposed for the present study:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The type of disclosure (i.e., economic, social, or environmental) moderates the relationship
between CSRD and organizational performance.

Another aspect highlighted in the current research was the possible effect of internal organizational
factors on the CSRD-performance relationship. Contrafatto [98] points out that, while some studies
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have focused on the reasons for CSRD [99–101], other researchers have examined the effects of internal
organizational factors. The latter have an impact on the nature, quality, and significance of social
disclosure [99,102].

Primarily in the last 20 to 25 years, both the private and public sectors have begun to focus on
social, environmental, and ethical issues, as well as on CSR and sustainability [103]. Researchers have
suggested that larger private businesses are subject to stronger pressures from interest groups and,
therefore, that these firms are expected to be more easily persuaded by public opinion in favor of
disclosing social and environmental information [16,89,96,103–106]. In the public sphere, institutional
factors are associated with external forces or pressures exerted by citizens, which are the initial triggers
of changes [62,78,107].

Overall, studies’ results for the public sector show a lower average correlation between CSRD
and performance than research on the private sector. Given this difference, the present study proposed
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). The type of organization (i.e., private, public, or mixed) moderates the relationship between
CSRD and organizational performance.

Sector of activity was another of the internal organizational factors that we decided to analyze
in order to elucidate which variables moderate the CSRD-performance link. This variable has been
mentioned in the literature as one of the most significant factors when researchers seek to clarify
variations in reporting levels. The industry involved has also been shown to be a determinant of
environmental information [108,109] and CSR reporting [60,110].

Patten [111] argues that an industry’s greater visibility may foster disclosure as businesses tend
to avoid unnecessary pressure and criticism from social groups. The cited author utilized size and
industry as proxies for pressures from society, based on the assumption that larger businesses and
those in environmentally sensitive industries are more exposed to these pressures. Patten’s [111]
results show a positive correlation for both variables with CSRD. Roberts [112] also demonstrated
that high-profile industries are more likely to present higher levels of social responsibility reporting.
The cited researcher asserts that high-profile sectors of activity tend to have more environmental and
social disclosure. However, Cho et al. [16], Clarkson et al. [61], Clarkson et al. [62], Kansal et al. [106],
Luethge and Guohong Han [113], and Magness [114] published papers on companies classified as part
of so-called “sensitive” sectors. These studies found a lower average correlation with CSRD than those
conducted in “non-sensitive” sectors [48,68,79,104,115].

Based on the existing literature, the present study classified industries into environmentally
sensitive or not sensitive, assuming that the former sectors tend to have more environmental and social
reporting. Thus, our sixth hypothesis was:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). The sector of activity (i.e., environmentally sensitive or not) moderates the relationship
between CSRD and organizational performance.

Another aspect that moderates this relationship is cultural differences between countries. Cultural
traditions, legislation, and socioeconomic contexts are, among others, aspects that describe variations
among countries, and these aspects influence CSR attitudes and disclosure [110]. Miras-Rodriguez
et al. [116] refer to numerous studies revealing important cultural differences in environmental and
ethical behaviors. These include contrasts found between the most reputable US companies and
European firms [117], between two countries (e.g., Spain and the UK) [118], and between three
countries (e.g., Sweden, Canada, and Australia) [119].

The literature suggests that, in general, UK, US, and continental European businesses have been
implementing CSR activities for years and that these initiatives are at the core of firms’ business
strategies. However, most organizations from developing countries have only started to carry out
CSR activities in recent years to legitimize their operations. In terms of CSR reporting, numerous
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studies have detected differences among countries. Variations have been confirmed between European,
Japanese, and US companies [120]; US and EU firms [121]; Scandinavian and US companies [122]; and
US, Japanese, German, French, and UK organizations [123].

After evaluating the entire body of studies carried out in different regions, the present study
found that the average total correlation between CSRD and performance is higher in Asia and lower in
the Americas, the Middle East, Oceania, Africa, and Europe. Thus, based on the existing literature, we
expected that different cultural characteristics and behaviors associated with each country moderate
the CSRD-performance relationship. Our seventh hypothesis was formulated as follows:

Hypothesis 7 (H7). The region under study moderates the relationship between CSRD and organizational
performance.

Company size is commonly used as an important variable that affects both companies’ disclosure
of information [124–126] and performance [62,127]. An organization’s size is measured by using
different measures. For instance, Al-Ajmi et al. [128] used the logarithm of total sales as a measure of
company size, as did Bens and Monahan [129]. Other measures utilized have been the natural log of
total assets [46,124], market capitalization [130], total assets [1,86,131], and sales [132].

In a recent publication, Dang et al. [55] mentioned the importance of assessing the sensitivity
of empirical results in different areas to different measures of organization size. The cited authors
confirmed that the correlations between different variables can change sign and significance when
different size measures are used. Based on the above findings, the following hypothesis was proposed
for the present study:

Hypothesis 8 (H8). The measures of organization size used moderate the relationship between CSRD and
organizational performance.

3. Methods and Data

In recent years, meta-analytic studies have gained greater prominence in the literature as a new
methodology that provides literature reviews with the empirical rigor, objectivity, and systematization
needed to assess successfully the state of the art of scientific knowledge [133]. Meta-analysis is a
particularly valuable tool for summarizing research findings in a quantitative way [134–136]. The value
of meta-analysis as a research method is due to two specifically relevant aspects [137]: potentially
divergent empirical results can be synthesized while the role of a specific set of variables can be explored
at the same time. Therefore, meta-analysis has been established as a crucial methodological tool to
integrate quantitatively the results of a large number of primary works [44,138,139]. By combining
the findings of these studies into a single assessment, meta-analysis enables researchers to check
hypotheses that are normally not testable, thereby obtaining more appropriate conclusions [140].

Hawcroft and Milfont [141], Marcus et al. [142], Sánchez-Meca [143], Sánchez-Meca et al. [144],
and Wallace et al. [145] established the procedures for meta-analyses. The cited authors all list
eight necessary steps: (1) inclusion criteria, (2) literature search, (3) sample of studies, (4) coding
procedure, (5) database creation, (6) choice of effect size index, (7) statistical analysis and interpretation,
and (8) disclosure of results. In addition, the present meta-analysis followed the Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines [146]. Notably, the PRISMA
checklist was developed to be applied in meta-analyses of research on interventions’ effectiveness.
As the present meta-analysis did not focus on intervention evaluation, some PRISMA items were not
deemed applicable. Supplementary File 1 presents the PRISMA checklist used for this meta-analysis.
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3.1. Study Selection Criteria and Literature Search

The search process reflected several choices. The first choice established the study selection
criteria. To be included in this meta-analysis, the works had to fulfill the following selection criteria:
(1) an empirical study with organizations as the analysis unit, (2) research on the link between CSRD
and performance, (3) the use of Pearson correlation coefficients—or a similar measure—between the
two variables of CSRD and performance, and (4) a publication in English or Spanish.

The second choice was to use both the ABI/Inform Complete and EconLit databases as search tools.
These were selected because of their extensive full-text coverage of documents and multidisciplinary
nature [147]. Our next step was to separate documents related to the link between CSRD and
organizational performance out of the great number of documents compiled in ABI/Inform Complete
and EconLit. In order to minimize subjectivity, we followed a systematic, replicable procedure to select
works, which had been previously used by David and Han [147] and Newbert [148]: environmental
disclosure” OR “social disclosure” OR “economic disclosure” OR “environment

Given that the available search tools allow researchers to look for desired words, we formulated
the search criteria based on keywords that are likely to be found in works related to our topic. The first
step was to define the search period. Our search included relevant works published up to 30 September
2018 (i.e., the date last searched). Because the oldest study was published in 1982, the studies cover 36
years of research on this relationship. The second step was to isolate works with substantive relevance,
namely, those related to research on the CSRD-performance relationship.

To this end, keywords related to “CSR disclosure” AND “performance” were used as search
criteria at the same time. These included: “corporate social responsibility disclosure” OR
“CSR disclosure” OR “Corporate responsibility disclosure” OR “corporate social disclosure” OR
“corporate economic disclosure” OR “corporate al disclosure” OR “sustainability disclosure” OR
“nonfinancial disclosure” OR “non-financial disclosure” OR “sustainable disclosure” OR “voluntary
disclosure” OR “corporate social responsibility reporting” OR “corporate responsibility reporting” OR
“corporate social reporting” OR “CSR reporting” OR “corporate economic reporting” OR “corporate
environmental reporting” OR “sustainability reporting” OR “sustainable reporting” OR “nonfinancial
reporting” OR “non-financial reporting” OR “social reporting” OR “environmental reporting” OR
“economic reporting” OR “voluntary information” OR “voluntary reporting” OR “triple bottom line
reporting” AND “performance” OR “financial performance” OR “economic performance” OR “social
performance” OR “environmental performance” OR “corporate philanthropy” OR “return on sales”
OR “ROS” OR “return on investments” OR “ROI” OR “return on assets” OR “ROA” OR “return on
equity” OR “ROE” OR “excess market value” OR “EMV” OR “market returns” OR “return*” OR
“profit*” OR “profitability measure”.

These keywords had to appear in any field except the complete text. Some keywords used, for
instance, “profit*” or “return*,” had an asterisk added to them, which indicated that variations on
these words’ ending were accepted. This produced 1659 results in ABI/Inform Complete and 261 in
EconLit. While this helped us to find works with substantive relevance, many of these were not based
on empirical research. Thus, we introduced the following seven methodological keywords as filters:
“data” OR “empirical” OR “test” OR “statistical” OR “finding*” OR “result*” OR “evidence.” These
keywords had to appear in any field. This produced 1313 results in ABI/Inform Complete and 194
in EconLit. These documents’ abstracts, however, revealed that many of the works were still not
appropriate because of our research objectives. Some documents made no mention of empirical data,
while others were not specifically focused on the variables under study. This additional step reduced
the number of documents down to 405 in ABI/Inform Complete and 53 in EconLit.

The final step in our search process was to save and read the remaining documents. This confirmed
that the above process had indeed appropriately deleted numerous works, but we also found that
many documents were still inappropriate for our meta-analysis. Some were entirely descriptive,
while other documents did not have the appropriate empirical data or report any statistical tests’
findings. Still other documents did not establish a direct link between the variables selected for the
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present study. This last step reduced the number of works to 86 in ABI/Inform Complete and 24 in
EconLit. The databases had 15 works in common, which resulted in a final total of 95 published papers.
A summary of the search procedure followed is presented in Table 1, and full references are provided
for the final list of documents in Appendix A.

Table 1. Summary of selection process.

Filter Type 1 Description ABI/Inform Result EconLit Result Total

Substantive All works selected for keywords related to
our key variables 1659 261 1920

Methodological At least 1 of 7 keywords required to indicate
empirical data or analysis 1313 194 1507

Substantive and
methodological

Remaining abstracts read for both
substantive relevance and statistical analysis 405 53 458

Substantive and
methodological

Remaining full works read for both
substantive relevance and statistical analysis 86 24 110

Duplicated Duplicate works found in both
databases deleted 95

1 The search filters used are based on those developed by David and Han [116] and Newbert [117].

3.2. Data Extraction Process

Table 2 includes a brief reference to the year, sample size, Pearson correlation coefficient for the
CSRD-performance relationship, and sector of activity referred to in each article. Based on these
95 papers, we were able to assess a total of 97 estimated effect sizes. Following the procedure used by
other meta-analyses [149], when the articles provided more than one estimated effect size for the same
link and sample, we used the mean value. When the effect sizes were independent (i.e., from different
samples), they were included as separate data. The data from the final document sample were introduced
into an Excel spreadsheet. The column headings were (1) author, (2) year, (3) journal, (4) sample size,
(5) type of relationship, (6) type of organization, (7) sector of activity, (8) country, (9) region, (10) measures
of CSRD, (11) measures of performance, and (12) measures of organization size.

Table 2. Papers considered in meta-analysis.

Authors Year Journal Correlation Sample Sector of Activity

Adelopo 2011 Advances in Accounting 0.064 52 Banking and insurance

Aerts and
Cormier 2009 Accounting, Organizations

and Society 0.074 119 Goods and services, manufacturing, chemicals,
telecommunications, and mining

Agca and
Onder 2007 Problems and Perspectives

in Management 0.023 51 Several sectors but not banking and insurance

Agyei-Mensah 2012 Journal of Applied Finance
and Banking 0.143 21 Rural banking

Ahmad et al. 2003 International Journal of
Business Studies 0.159 39 Eleven industries

Ahmadi and
Bouri 2017

Management of
Environmental Quality:
An International Journal

0.329 40 Manufacturing, technology, health, basic,
and construction and building materials

Al-Ajmi et al. 2015 International Journal of
Economics and Finance 0.163 211 Services

Albitar 2015 International Business
Research 0.212 124 Companies listed on stock exchanges

Al-Tuwaijri
et al. 2004 Accounting, Organizations

and Society 0.326 198 Unspecified
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Table 2. Cont.

Authors Year Journal Correlation Sample Sector of Activity

Amran and
Devi 2008 Managerial Auditing

Journal 0.172 133
Manufacturing, consumer products,

construction, technology, hotels, finance,
and mining

Arayssi et al. 2016
Sustainability Accounting,
Management and Policy

Journal
−0.03 350 Firms included in the Financial Times Stock

Exchange (350 index)

Axjonow et al. 2018 Journal of Business Ethics −0.03 164 Unspecified

Bens and
Monahan 2004 Journal of Accounting

Research 0.050 2519 Thirty-eight sectors

Bhatia and
Dhamija 2015 South Asian Journal of

Management 0.011 78
Automobiles, consumer goods, energy,
infrastructure, metals, pharmaceuticals,

and services

Boonnual et al. 2017
Journal of Business and

Retail Management
Research

0.363 394 Companies in the Stock Exchange of Thailand
(2014)

Bowrin 2013 Social Responsibility
Journal 0.230 55 Companies listed on stock exchanges

Brammer and
Pavelin 2008 Business Strategy and the

Environment −0.022 447 Unspecified

Castelo and
Lima 2008 Journal of Business Ethics −0.015 49 Seventeen sectors

Chakroun et al. 2017 Social Responsibility
Journal 0.09 11 Listed banks

Chan et al. 2014 Journal of Business Ethics 0.027 222 Publicly listed companies

Chen et al. 2008 Journal of Accounting
Research −0.009 4415 Family firms in the Standard & Poor’s (S&P)

1500 index

Cheng et al. 2016 Journal of Management
and Governance 0.002 1618 All of the non-financial firms traded on the

Shanghai Stock Exchange

Chiu and Wang 2015 Journal of Business Ethics 0.007 246 Eighteen sectors

Cho, Freedman
et al. 2012 Accounting, Auditing and

Accountability Journal 0.071 119 Environmentally sensitive industries:
chemicals, metals, paper, and petroleum

Cho, Guidry
et al. 2012 Accounting, Organizations

and Society −0.303 92 Environmentally sensitive industries: basic
materials, oil and gas, and utility industries

Clarkson et al. 2013 Journal of Accounting and
Public Policy 0.085 195

Five most polluting industries: paper,
chemicals, oil and gas, metals and mining,

and utilities

Clarkson et al. 2008 Accounting, Organizations
and Society 0.046 191

Five most polluting industries: paper,
chemicals, oil and gas, metals and mining,

and utilities

Connelly and
Limpaphayom 2004 The Journal of Corporate

Citizenship −0.026 120 Companies listed on Thailand’s stock exchange

Connors and
Gao 2011 Accounting and Finance 0.043 324 Electronics

Cormier and
Magnan 2007 Ecological Economics −0.270

0.548
267
510

Consumer goods and services, light and
industrial manufacturing, water, energy,

food and beverages, high technology, heavy
industry, metals, chemicals and

pharmaceuticals, paper and forest
products, and oil and gas

Dawkins and
Fraas 2011a Journal of Business Ethics −0.196 500 Large capitalization companies

Dawkins and
Fraas 2011b Journal of Business Ethics 0 344 S&P 500 and industrial firms

Delmas and
Blass 2010 Business Strategy and the

Environment 0.484 15 Chemicals

Dragomir 2010 Journal of Accounting and
Organizational Change −0.034 60 Largest industrial business groups in the

European Union (EU)
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Table 2. Cont.

Authors Year Journal Correlation Sample Sector of Activity

Forte et al. 2015 Gestao, Finanças,
e Contabilidade −0.031 100 Banking

Francis et al. 2008 Journal of Accounting
Research 0.005 677 Unspecified

Freedman and
Jaggi 1982

OMEGA The International
Journal of Management

Science

−0.112
−0.024

31
109 Banking

Giannarakis 2014 International Journal of
Law and Management 0.347 366 Unspecified

Giannarakis
et al. 2017 International Journal of

Law and Management −0.155 102 Companies from a population of S&P´s 500

Griffin and
Youm 2018 Journal of Business Ethics 0.038 507 Unspecified

Haniffa and
Cooke 2002 Abacus 0.244 167 Listed companies but not banks, insurance

companies, or trust units

Haniffaand
Cooke 2005 Journal of Accounting and

Public Policy 0.316 139 Non-financial listed companies

Hassan and
Guo 2017 Journal of Applied

Accounting Research 0.052 100 Carbon and non-carbon-intensive industries

Hasseldine 2005 British Accounting Review −0.212 139 Companies with an environmental reputation
from 26 sectors

Hettiarachchi
and

Gunawardana
2012 The Business and

Management Review 0.028 78 Unspecified

Ho and Wong 2001
Journal of International

Accounting Auditing and
Taxation

0.056 98 Listed companies

Hossain and
Hammami 2009

Advances in Accounting:
Incorporating Advances in
International Accounting

0.201 25 Four sectors: banking, insurance,
manufacturing industry, and services

Hossain et al. 2005 Journal of Business
Finance and Accounting 0.166 243 No financial sectors

Ieng et al. 2013 Managerial Auditing
Journal −0.220 100 Unspecified

Ionel-Alin 2012

Journal of Knowledge
Management, Economics

and Information
Technology

0.445 27 Unspecified

James-Overhu
and Cotter 2010 Asian Journal of Finance

and Accounting 0.120 38 No financial sectors

Jones et al. 2007 Australian Accounting
Review 0.112 181 Unspecified

Kamal and
Saadi 2013 Studies in Economics and

Finance −0.111 95 Banking, insurance, investment, industry,
and other non-financial services

Kansal et al. 2014
Advances in Accounting:

Incorporating Advances in
International Accounting

0.200 80 Unspecified

Khan 2010 International Journal of
Law and Management 0.193 30 Commercial banks

Kuo and Chen 2013 Management Decision 0.086 208 Twenty-nine sectors

Lardon and
Deloof 2014 Small Business Economics 0.092 164 Unspecified

Laskar and
Maji 2016 Social Responsibility

Journal 0.350 28 Listed non-financial firms

Liu and
Anbumozhi 2009 Journal of Cleaner

Production 0.125 175 Eleven sectors of activity
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Table 2. Cont.

Authors Year Journal Correlation Sample Sector of Activity

Luethge and
Guohong Han 2012 Social Responsibility

Journal 0.030 181 Transportation, energy, chemicals, industrial
manufacturing, and other materials

Lundholm and
Myers 2002 Journal of Accounting

Research 0.039 4478 Thirty-three sectors

Lungu et al. 2011 The Amfiteatru Economic
Journal −0.291 33 Unspecified

Luo et al. 2006 Pacific-Basin Finance
Journal −0.044 516 Eight sectors

Magness 2006 Accounting, Auditing,
and Accountability Journal −0.174 41 Mining sector

Mallin et al. 2014 Journal of Economic
Behavior and Organization 0.043 90 Financial sector

Mallin et al. 2013 Journal of Business Ethics 0.120 221 Unspecified

Menassa 2010 Journal of Applied
Accounting Research 0.725 24 Financial sector

Meng et al. 2013 Journal of Business Ethics −0.010 2259 Manufacturing sector

Mia and
Al-Mamun 2011 International Journal of

Economics and Finance 0.054 48 Utilities and industrial companies listed on the
Australian stock exchange

Michelon 2011 Corporate Reputation
Review −0.021 114

Fifty-seven companies listed on the Dow Jones
Sustainability Index (DJSI) and 57 companies

listed on the Dow Jones Global Index

MohdGhazali 2007 Corporate Governance 0.320 87

Non-financial companies listed on the Bursa
Malaysia composite index: technology,

consumer products, industrial products,
trading and services, construction,

infrastructure project companies, properties,
and plantations

Ngwakwe 2017 Journal of Accounting and
Management 0.821 7 Unspecified

Oeyono et al. 2011 Journal of Global
Responsibility 0.171 48 Top corporations in Indonesia (i.e., Global

Reporting Initiative)

Patten 1991 Journal of Accounting and
Public Policy 0.432 128 Environmentally sensitive sectors: chemicals,

metals, paper, and petroleum

Patten 2002 Accounting, Organizations
and Society 0.126 131 Environmentally sensitive sectors: chemicals,

metals, paper, and petroleum

Platonova et al. 2018 Journal of Business Ethics 0.229 24 Banking

Reverte 2009 Journal of Business Ethics 0.110 56

Companies listed on the Spanish stock
exchange except financial services: consumer
goods, oil and energy, basic materials, utilities

and construction, consumer services, real
estate, technology, and telecommunications

Roberts 1992 Accounting, Organizations
and Society −0.014 130

Automobile, food, health and personal care,
airline, oil, hotel, and appliance and household

products

Rouf 2011 Business and Economic
Research Journal 0.607 93 Publicly listed companies in Bangladesh

Salem et al. 2012
International Journal of

Management and
Marketing Research

0.342 40 Manufacturing, mining, banking and
insurance, and services

Scaltrito 2016 EuroMed Journal of
Business 0.06 203 Italian listed companies

Sharma and
Davey 2013 International Journal of

Economics and Accounting 0.053 15

Companies listed on the South Pacific Stock
Exchange in Fiji: food and household,

beverage, insurance, telecommunications,
transportation, manufacturing, timber,

and natural resources
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Table 2. Cont.

Authors Year Journal Correlation Sample Sector of Activity

Sierra et al. 2013

Corporate Social
Responsibility and

Environmental
Management

−0.038 35

Companies listed on the Spanish stock
exchange: consumer goods, oil and energy,
basic materials, utilities and construction,

consumer services, financial services and real
estate, technology, and telecommunications

Siew et al. 2013 Smart and Sustainable
Built Environment 0.033 44 Construction

Siregar and
Bachtiar 2010

International Journal of
Islamic and Middle Eastern
Finance and Management

0.341 87 Firms listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange

Stanwick and
Stanwick 1998

International Journal of
Commerce and
Management;

−0.115 24 Chemicals

Sulaiman et al. 2014
International Journal of

Economics, Management
and Accounting

0.011 164

Environmentally sensitive sectors: industrial
products, consumer products, plantations,

property, trading and services, construction,
mining and infrastructure project companies

Uyar 2011 African Journal of Business
Management −0.006 96 Corporations listed on the Istanbul Stock

Exchange-100 Index

Vurro and
Perrini 2011 Corporate Governance 0.086 38 Worldwide companies included in

accountability ratings

Wang et al. 2008
Journal of International
Accounting, Auditing,

and Taxation
0.215 109

Agriculture, chemicals and allied products,
conglomerates, construction, electronics, food

and beverage, industrial and commercial
machinery, information technologies, mining
and metal productions, paper and printing,
pharmaceuticals, real estate, social services,
textiles and apparel, transportation, utilities,

and wholesale and retail trade

Wiseman 1982 Accounting,
Organizations, and Society −0.022 26 Environmentally sensitive sectors: steel, oil,

and pulp and paper

Yekini and
Jallow 2012

Sustainability Accounting,
Management, and Policy

Journal
0.155 27 Twenty-seven UK companies from top 100 firms

in BITCH ranking for corporate responsibility

Yuan 2011 Management and
Engineering 0.099 291 Companies listed on the Shanghai and

Shenzhen stock exchanges

Yuen et al. 2009 Asian Journal of Finance
and Accounting 0.159 200

Mining, manufacturing, utilities, transportation
and warehousing, information technology,
wholesale and retail trade, and real estate

Zorio et al. 2013 Business Strategy and the
Environment 0 690

Companies listed on the Spanish stock
exchange: consumer goods, oil and energy,
basic materials, utilities and construction,

consumer services, financial services and real
estate, technology, and telecommunications

3.3. Statistical Analysis

To conduct our statistical analysis, we chose the method developed by Hunter and Schmidt [150],
which is the most commonly used in the field of economics [52,53] and is the method previously
utilized in Barroso-Méndez et al.’s [151] meta-analysis. The effect size index used to measure the link
between CSRD and performance was the Pearson correlation coefficient (r). In order to estimate the
effect size, we obtained an r from each independent sample included in the work. The authors of
articles that did not provide correlations were contacted by e-mail to obtain those data.

This step involved finding the r or relevant transformation. Following Peterson and Brown’s [152]
example, the present study also included those works that only offered standardized regression
(i.e., beta [β]) coefficients. Peterson and Brown [152] suggest transforming these coefficients into
correlation coefficients with Equation (1):

r = 0.98 β + 0.05 λ (1)
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in which λ is an indicator variable that equals 1when β is nonnegative and 0 when β is negative.
The above formula can only be used with β values between −0.5 and +0.5 [152]. We then followed
Barroso-Méndez et al.’s [151] procedure to test whether the mean levels of correlations were the
same for the two groups: the documents that provided correlations directly and the articles whose
correlations were obtained indirectly from their standardized regression coefficients. To this end,
a t-test assuming equal variances was performed. The findings confirm that no significant differences
exist between the two groups for the CSRD-performance relationship, at a significance level of 5%.

Once the coefficients were obtained, we followed Hunter and Schmidt’s [150] suggestions and
carried out the series of calculations described below. We first calculated the weighted mean of the
correlations utilizing Equation (2):

r = ∑ Niri

∑ Ni
(2)

Then we computed the goodness of fit measures by defining a confidence interval of 95% using
Equation (3):

r± 1.96· 1− r2
√

∑ Ni − k
(3)

Next, we calculated the observed total variance of the empirical correlations utilizing Equation (4):

S2
r =

∑ Ni(ri − r)2

∑ Ni
(4)

Wealso estimated the sampling error variance using Equation (5):

S2
e =

(
1− r2)2

N − 1
(5)

in which Ni is the sample size of the i-th study, r is a weighted mean of the empirical correlations
obtained with Equation (2), and N is the mean sample size. N = ∑ Ni

k , k is considered the number of
studies. Publication bias was assessed by constructing a funnel plot using the trim-and-fill method,
as well as conducting the Begg and Mazumdar test [153].

After having estimated the observed variance and sampling error variance, we checked whether
the correlations were homogeneous. We verified whether the observed variance was mainly due to a
statistical artifact or part of the observed variance due to the influence of moderating variables. Hunter
and Schmidt [150] suggest a statistical test can be used for this purpose, which consists of applying the
Q-statistic using Equation (6):

Q = k
(

S2
r

S2
e

)
(6)

The Q-statistic is distributed according to Pearson’s chi-squared distribution with k − 1 degrees of
freedom. The alpha (α) is adopted as the test’s significance level so that, if the value given by Equation (6)
exceeds the 100 (1 − α) percentile of the distribution, then the homogeneity hypothesis does not hold.
In this case, moderating variables need to be found that explain the observed heterogeneity.

In the present study of the CSRD-performance relationship, the following types of calculations
were carried out:

1. Estimates with and without large samples to verify the impact of large samples on research results
2. Subgroup analyses of the following moderating variables: performance dimensions, CSRD

dimensions, sector of activity, region, type of organization, and measures of organization size.

In the next section, the results of the current research are discussed. All the statistical analyses
were programmed in Excel specifically for this study.

4. Results

The findings for each of the relationships considered in the meta-analysis are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Meta-analysis results.

Link Number of
Effects

Sample Effect Size 1
Confidence Intervals Observed Total

Variance
Sampling Error

Variance
Q-Statistic 2

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Corporate social responsibility
disclosure (CSRD)↔Performance 97 29,098 0.046 * 0.03 0.05 0.017 0.003 499.21 ***

CSRD↔Performance
(without large samples) 92 13,809 0.084 * 0.06 0.10 0.033 0.006 471.93 ***

Measures of performance

Financial performance 76 10,425 0.082 * 0.06 0.10 0.023 0.007 250.99 ***

• Accounting-based measures 78 10,645 0.094 * 0.07 0.11 0.021 0.007 235.94 ***

•Market-based measures 16 2491 −0.013 * −0.012 −0.014 0.018 0.006 46.06 ***

Environmental performance 22 3272 0.061 * 0.02 0.09 0.032 0.006 105.75 ***

Type of disclosure

Social disclosure 5 563 0.131 * 0.04 0.21 0.039 0.008 23.04 ***

Environmental disclosure 33 4728 −0.0006 −0.02 0.02 0.021 0.007 98.60 ***

Economic disclosure 4 599 0.087 * 0.007 0.16 0.006 0.006 3.69

Type of organization

Private 70 9788 0.053 * 0.03 0.07 0.025 0.007 254.06 ***

Public 3 342 0.045 −0.06 0.15 0.021 0.008 7.48 **

Mixed 5 540 0.034 −0.04 0.11 0.017 0.009 9.56 **

Sector

Environmentally sensitive sector 25 3196 0.045 * 0.01 0.07 0.017 0.007 56.62 ***

Non-environmentally sensitive sector 19 2404 0.072 * 0.03 0.11 0.020 0.007 50.22 ***

Region

The Americas 20 3427 0.133 * 0.10 0.16 0.065 0.005 232.50 ***

Asia 31 4789 0.117 * 0.08 0.14 0.022 0.006 111.22 ***

Europe 19 3282 −0.008 −0.04 0.02 0.012 0.005 40.93 ***

Oceania 7 656 0.152 * 0.07 0.22 0.007 0.010 4.88 *
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Table 3. Cont.

Link Number of
Effects

Sample Effect Size 1
Confidence Intervals Observed Total

Variance
Sampling Error

Variance
Q-Statistic 2

Lower Bound Upper Bound

Measures of organization size

Log of total assets 27 4653 0.079 * 0.051 0.108 0.037 0.005 175.48 ***

Total assets 14 1728 0.159 * 0.113 0.205 0.038 0.007 69.32 ***

Log of total sales 4 685 0.042 −0.032 0.117 0.020 0.005 13.83 ***

Total sales 3 245 −0.173 * −0.051 −0.295 0.014 0.011 3.72

Log of market capitalization 4 217 0.136 * 0.004 0.267 0.013 0.018 3.08

Market capitalization 4 577 0.119 * 0.038 0.200 0.019 0.006 11.41 ***

Log of revenues 5 556 0.145 * 0.064 0.227 0.026 0.008 15.43 ***
1* in the effect size column means that the mean correlation is significant. 2*, **, and *** in the Q-statistic column means significance at p < 0.1, p < 0.05 and p < 0.01, respectively.
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The CSRD-organizational performance relationship has an average effect size of 0.04 for the
97 effect sizes in the sample, which corresponds to 29,098 organizations. Five large samples represented
a total of 15,289 organizations, so we verified their impact on the average r coefficient. We found that
including these samples resulted in a decrease in sampling error variance (i.e., less homogeneity).
Thus, the five samples were deleted from our results.

For the general data without the large samples, we obtained a correlation coefficient of 0.08.
Although this effect is statistically significant (see the confidence intervals column in Table 3 above), we
chose to apply the scale developed by Cohen [154] for social science research. According to the cited
author, correlations with values of r close to 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5 correspond to low, moderate, and high
effect sizes, respectively. Based on this scale, the general data’s correlation coefficient is not large
enough to be considered significant for practical purposes (<0.1).

To assess whether publication bias might be a threat to the validity of the meta-analysis’s results,
a funnel plot was constructed. Figure 1 shows the funnel plot applied to the 97 effect sizes. An absence
of clear asymmetry in a funnel plot can be interpreted as evidence against publication bias. As can
be seen, the funnel plot below does not show clear asymmetry on the left side. In addition, when the
trim-and-fill method for imputing missing effect sizes was applied to this funnel plot, no missing data
were imputed to summarize the funnel plot. However, the Begg and Mazumdar test’s [153] results
were statistically significant (tau = 0.13; p = 0.049). Regardless of this test’s significant results [153],
publication bias can be discarded as a threat against the validity of the present meta-analysis’s results.
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Figure 1. Funnel plot of Pearson correlation coefficients. Note: to construct this figure, Fisher’s r-to-z
transformation of the correlation coefficients was applied.

Due to the high variability in the correlations of the studies included in the final sample, we
rejected the null hypothesis of homogeneity (see the Q-statistic column in Table 3 above). This finding
suggested further analysis of moderating effects was needed. For this purpose, we grouped the studies
according to their similar characteristics in terms of the moderator variables discussed previously.

The first group reflected how the findings on a CSRD-performance link are likely to be influenced
by the type of performance measure employed. The two performance measures considered—financial
performance and environmental performance—have similar effect sizes, which are slightly lower
than the global effect size (0.082, 0.061 < 0.084), and statistically significant for both measures (see the
confidence intervals column in Table 3 above). Although these effect sizes are statistically significant,
according to Cohen’s [154] scale, these correlations are not strong enough to be considered significant
for practical purposes (<0.1).
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In addition, some studies focused on financial performance have used accounting-based measures,
while other researchers have applied market-based measures. The present results show that
accounting-based measures have a higher effect size than the global effect size (0.094 > 0.084), but
market-based measures have a lower effect size than the global effect size (−0.013 < 0.084). These
findings coincide with other researchers’ conclusions in the literature. For example, Allouche and
Laroche [52] conducted a meta-analytical investigation of the relationship between corporate social
and financial performance. The cited authors confirmed that studies using accounting-based measures
tend to find a stronger link between the variables under study than do studies utilizing market-based
measures, in which the effect size obtained is close to zero. Although the reported effect sizes are
statistically significant, Cohen’s [154] scale again indicates that the correlations are not strong enough
to be considered significant for practical purposes (<0.1).

Regarding the second group of studies in the present meta-analysis’s sample, the CSRD-performance
relationship is also likely to be influenced by the type of CSR information disclosed. The results show that
social disclosure’s effect size is higher than the effect sizes obtained using environmental and economic
disclosure (0.087, 0.131 > −0.00006). Moreover, according to Cohen’s [154] scale, social disclosure’s
effect size is the only one strong enough to be considered significant for practical purposes (>0.1).

In terms of the third group, Table 3 above shows moderation of the CSRD-performance
relationship by type of organization and sector of activity. On the one hand, the two types of sectors
considered in the current study—environmentally and non-environmentally sensitive sectors—have
lower effect sizes than the global effect size (0.045, 0.072 < 0.084), and these are statistically significant
in both types of sectors. Nonetheless, these correlations are again not strong enough to be considered
significant for practical purposes (>0.1). In contrast, different types of organizations—private,
public, and mixed—have similar effect sizes that are lower than the general effect size (0.053, 0.045,
0.034 < 0.084). As in the previous case, Cohen’s [123] scale indicates that these correlations are not
strong enough to be considered significant for practical purposes (<0.1).

In the fourth group of moderation by the variable region, the regions—with the exception of
Europe—(i.e., the Americas, Asia, and Oceania) present larger effect sizes than the general effect size
(0.133, 0.117, 0.152 > 0.084). These regions’ correlations are also statistically significant and strong
enough to be considered significant for practical purposes (>0.1).

Regarding the last group, the CSRD-performance relationship is also likely to be influenced
by the measures of organization size utilized. With the exception of the logs of total assets and of
total sales, the measures considered (i.e., total assets, total sales, log of market capitalization, market
capitalization, and log of revenues) present larger effect sizes than the general effect size (0.159, −0.173,
0.136, 0.119, 0.145 > 0.084). The correlations of these size measures are statistically significant, and they
are significant enough for practical purposes (>0.1). Notably, when organization size is measured by
total sales, the CSRD-performance relationship is negative, which can be considered a finding of vital
importance to organizations’ managers.

After analyzing these results, we rejected hypothesisH1 because the link between CSRD and
organizational performance is insignificant for all practical purposes. Hypotheses H2, H3, H5, and H6
were also rejected because the methods used to measure overall or financial performance, type
of organization, and sector of activity have no moderation effect. However, the results confirm
hypotheses H4, H7, and H8, which posited the moderating role of type of disclosure, region under
study, and measures of organization size.

5. Conclusions

The general impression persists even now in the literature that researchers’ results are, in the
aggregate, inconclusive regarding any theoretical findings about the CSRD-performance relationship.
The results of the present meta-analysis confirm that the correlation between CSRD and performance
is not significant enough for practical purposes, which coincides with previous studies’ results [72–76]
that found no clear relationships between the variables under study. However, in order to delve more
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deeply into the nature of the CSRD-performance link, the current research included an analysis of
moderating variables.

First, our results demonstrate, in line with previous studies [54,153], that the type of disclosed
information moderates the relationship between CSRD and performance. However, in contrast to
Miras-Rodriguez et al.’s [54] findings, which highlight the importance of disclosing environmental
information, the present meta-analysis’s results emphasize the value of disseminating social
information. This finding could shape managers’ approach by encouraging them to pay more attention
to disclosing the latter type of information.

Second, our results are also consistent with different authors’ suggestion [54,155,156] that the region
under study moderates the CSRD-performance connection. More specifically, the current research found
that, in the three regions of the Americas, Asia, and Oceania, the relationship can be considered
significant for practical purposes. This finding could be quite important to different organizations’
managers. Given regional cultures’ influence on the relationship under study, administrators need to
develop strategies to manage these differences.

Last, our results show that organization size measures moderate the relationship between CSRD
and performance. More specifically, we found that five measures—total assets, total sales, the log
of market capitalization, market capitalization, and the log of revenues—present correlations with
a magnitude considered significant enough for practical purposes. Therefore, the choice between
employing one or another of these five measure has theoretical and empirical implications even when
all the measures of organization size are suitable. More specifically, given the effect sizes obtained
in our meta-analysis, the most appropriate way to assess organization size in this field of research is
“total assets” because of this measure’s higher effect size in relation to the remaining measures studied.

Therefore, our study makes important empirical contributions to the discussion of the relationship
existing between the two main variables, as well as key moderating variables that can explain the
variable results of previous research.

This study also has important practical implications. Our findings are extremely useful because
managers can use this deeper understanding of the connection between CSRD and organizational
performance to guide their plans for—and implementation and maintenance of—initiatives seeking to
strengthen both variables. In addition, this research’s results also have important policy implications
for standard setters that seek to define internationally accepted reporting standards for companies and
institutional investors worldwide, thereby potentially affecting companies’ future performance.

Regarding this study’s limitations, we need to highlight that meta-analytic studies have inherent
shortcomings [157]. First, the main research objectives were to determine whether a relationship exists
between CSRD and performance and, more specifically, whether the connection is positive or negative,
as well as determining its magnitude. To this end, we opted to carry out a standard meta-analysis.
In this type of meta-analysis, the effect size index used to measure the links between the variables under
study is the Pearson correlation coefficient. Given that this correlation does not imply causality, we did
not need to include any empirical treatment to deal with the problem of endogeneity. However, future
papers may want to test competing directions in the CSRD-performance relationship by employing a
multivariate model and regression analysis (i.e., meta-regression), which is more appropriate for this
specific objective. This type of study should consider Li’s [158] suggestions for how to mitigate—to
the extent possible—the problem of endogeneity.

Second, the present research, similar to other meta-analyses [151], included only works that
reported Pearson correlation coefficients and standardized β coefficients. The current research could be
developed into future analyses that include studies that, although they do not disclose these statistical
data, still offer sufficient information for adequate processing.

Further research is also needed to continue extending the understanding of CSRD and
organizational performance’s links to the variables included in the current study, which were those
most extensively examined in the literature. Future research could also include the connections that
have been less frequently analyzed, for example, between the different subdimensions of the main
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variables under study (i.e., CSRD and performance). As already noted previously, the heterogeneous
results for these two variables—even after including different aggregates as moderating variables—also
underline the need for additional research. More studies are thus needed to examine if other
moderating variables are relevant to the CSRD-performance relationship. For example, corporate
governance’s impact on organizations’ performance and dissemination of information has been
demonstrated by different authors [42,45,50], so this variable would be interesting to include.
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