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Abstract: The present paper empirically examines the relation between corporate social responsibility
(CSR) practices and company financial performance (CFP) for firms listed on the Bucharest Stock
Exchange. Likewise, the paper analyzes the CSR policies adopted by the companies as CSR
practices towards six types of stakeholders that influence the CFP. Using principal component
analysis, we developed a CSR index and several specific indices for CSR practices. By estimating
cross-sectional regression models, our study provides support for a positive link between CSR and
CFP, when companies implement CSR policies regarding employees, environmental protection,
and ethics as social practices. Further, empirical findings show that companies responsive to the
CSR concept and those considering international standards and regulations for quality products and
services in their business strategy enhance CFP.

Keywords: corporate social responsibility; company financial performance; Romania; principal
component analysis; cross-sectional regression models

1. Introduction

During recent years, corporate social responsibility (CSR) has become a widely and frequently
debated topic in the academic community given the effects that business-environment activities
have on employees, clients, authorities, society, business partners, investors, environment, and local
communities [1]. In this sense, an ever-heftier number of companies aim at including CSR practices in
their business strategies through sustained efforts. Companies adopt these practices voluntarily [2].
Companies are more and more aware of the fact that they must accept the responsibility regarding
the impact of their business activity on all the stakeholders and support, through voluntary actions,
the communities where they perform their economic activity [3]. CSR has existed in business practices
for a long time. However, only a handful of companies have chosen to play a more active role in
promoting the CSR policies. Such social responsibility practices are adopted because of either the
pressure exercised by the government and society, or the benefits such practices have on the companies.
Thus, social responsibility encourages companies to balance social responsibilities and environmental
responsibilities with profit. Consequently, profit maximization or a continuous market-share increase
should be the main objective for companies [4]. As businesses evolve, others objectives keep on adding
as well, to an ever-bigger extent, so as to lead to synergic effects. These objectives must also consider the
effects of business decisions on stakeholders. The development of the relationship between companies,
the state, and society, over the past two decades, has led to an increase in the pressure on the business
environment to make serious efforts to adopt and/or implement a wide range of CSR activities [5].
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The ever-growing interest in CSR has drawn the attention of researchers and of the business
environment on its legitimacy and its effects on company performance. Stakeholders play an
important role in the financial performance of a company [6]. Thus, companies have adopted CSR
practices in nontax fields such as human rights, environmental protection, corporate contributions
(sponsorships and philanthropic actions), local-community development, and workplace-related
matters. Companies implementing CSR activities in their business strategy can strengthen clients’
loyalty [7], boost the company image and reputation [8,9], offer a competitive advantage [10],
and attract and maintain the best employees [11]. Thus, companies adopting CSR practices can increase
their financial performance. Companies implementing CSR in their business strategy adopt different
social-responsibility practices. Several factors influencing the decision-making of the companies
in adopting CSR activities are as follows: company size, organizational culture, the stakeholders’
requirements, the labor market conditions, the industry in which the company operates, and the
geographical area in which the company performs its economic activity [12–15]. The specialized
literature also highlights the fact that CSR practices create additional costs for companies [16]. Unless
such costs produce positive elements reflected in added company performance, such costs can affect
the company results, which, in turn, may lead to a competitive disadvantage [17]. Friedman [4]
underlined that the only responsibility a company has is to increase shareholder wealth. Friedman
followers argued that CSR only brings additional costs to the company, thus reducing shareholder
wealth [18]. Moreover, Winchester, et al. [19] found not only a negative relation between CSR and
company financial performance (CFP) but also showed that companies adopt CSR practices whenever
their brand or image is affected. Researchers found a negative relation between CSR and CFP when
market base measures were included in their analyses [20], different control variables, as well as
multiple-industries inclusion in the regression models [21]. Hence, CSR activities continue to elicit
doubts as to whether such initiatives may lead to an improved company performance and whether
they are a source of sustainable competitive advantage.

Most studies analyzing the relationship between CSR and company performance are performed
in the case of developed countries and very few studies were performed in the case of developing
or emerging countries. CSR in developing countries or emerging countries is understood as a
philanthropic, public-relation, or marketing activity [22]. Corporative responsibility should be
explicitly understood as a responsibility toward stakeholders. The problem of understanding CSR
was identified by Freeman et al. [23] as being nothing else than efficient stakeholder management.
In another conception, CSR regards those practices meant to alleviate stakeholder suffering caused by
capitalism and left unresolved by governments [24].

Pan et al. [25] analyzed the relation between CSR and CFP on listed Chinese mineral companies
from 2010 to 2013. Their results showed a positive and significant relation between CSR and
CFP. Moreover, the authors’ empirical study demonstrates that CSR practices toward shareholders,
employees, the environment, suppliers, customers, and consumers increase CFP. Similarly,
Chou et al. [26] found that listed companies from Taiwan adopting CSR practices enhanced their
financial performance. The study of Senyigit and Shuaibu [27] on emerging countries showed mixed
results. The authors examined listed banks from Turkey and Nigeria over the period from 2009 until
2014. Their results showed that CSR activities positively influenced listed banks in Nigeria, whereas in
the case of Turkey the results did not hold.

Romania is a developing country [28] and it is included in the Secondary Emerging Market
category [29]. Therefore, the current paper aims at identifying existing CSR practices and at empirically
investigating the relation between CSR and CFP for firms listed on the Bucharest Stock Exchange
(BSE) implementing such activities. CSR practices are already being implemented by a vast number
of companies listed on the BSE, in various fields of economic activity. A part of these companies
reports their CSR activities. We notice the existence of various CSR indices worldwide, such as
the Dow Jones Sustainability Index series (DJSI), Calvert Social Index (CSI), FTSE4GOOD series,
FTSE Johannesburg Stock Exchange Socially Responsible Index (JSE SRI), Sao Paolo Stock Exchange
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Corporate Sustainability Index (ISE), and KLD Global Sustainability Index Series (GSI). Nevertheless,
as the companies listed in Romania are not bound to report CSR practices, and a CSR index is
not reported at BSE, few papers have been able, so far, to precisely identify what this concept
represents in the Romanian context and whether companies truly increase their financial performance
by implementing these activities. Thus, the present paper in this respect is found to be insufficient
research for the companies listed on the BSE regarding the relationship between CSR and company
performance. Unlike other studies that analyzed this relationship on the case of Romania, where
CSR was considered a dummy variable or a financial indicator as proxy variable, this study aims
to develop a CSR index in order to examine whether these practices influence CFP. Moreover, for a
comprehensive understanding, we developed not only a CSR index for companies listed on BSE,
but we also developed specific indices for CSR policies based on practices adopted by the companies in
relation to the company stakeholders. The study of the CSR-CFP relation has shifted toward analyzing
the aspects that link these two concepts [30]. Our study shows that CSR practices with employees,
environmental protection, and ethics enhance CFP.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 approaches the literature review, Section 3
describes the paper methodology, Section 4 discusses the empirical results, and the final section
presents the paper conclusions.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

Corporate social responsibility is defined as the actions carried out by companies positively
influencing society where they perform their economic activity [31]. CSR is a concept encouraging
certain volunteering-based social activities or responsibilities towards the stakeholders of a
company [8]. Such social activities undertaken by the companies are not directly linked to the
business, but their effects have an indirect positive impact on company activity [32–34]. For instance,
as a result of these social activities, the stakeholders can have a positive image of the company
practicing such social activities, the morale of the employees working in such a company can be
amplified, and all these can generate a positive effect on company productivity [32,35]. Moreover,
companies implementing CSR activities increase not just their performance but the firm value as
well [36,37]. Although various definitions have been put forward for the CSR concept, there is still
no unanimously accepted definition [38]. Consequently, some researchers question the applicability,
standards, and principles of the CSR, as well as its legitimacy, since no clear CSR limits exist [39,40].
The numberless attempts at precisely defining the CSR field has led to increased confusion in the
field [41]. CSR study is difficult in the absence of a well-defined analytical framework [42]. The lack of
an unanimously accepted definition of the concept of CSR and of its norms, regulations, and study
methodologies has led to different results as regards to the analysis of the relationship between CSR
and CFP.

We say that CSR is a commitment undertaken voluntarily by companies in order to respond to
the expectations coming from the employees, clients, environment, local communities, as well as to
the commitment to support education and healthcare performance, aiming at increasing the financial
performance in the long run, but also sustainable business development. Thus, the effects of CSR
activities determine the investment strategy accruing to projects such as the CSR.

As mentioned previously, the paper objective is to analyze the relation between CSR and CFP.
Furthermore, the study aims at thoroughly researching the relation between policies adopted by
companies in the form of CSR practices and CFP. In this paper, we will refer to a policy as a set
of practices adopted by the companies toward stakeholders in order to reach their long-term goals.
Thus, this paper aims at investigating the effects of the CSR policies adopted by the companies as
practices from a multidimensional perspective, namely focusing on the six types of stakeholders (four
direct stakeholders and two indirect stakeholders). The direct stakeholders are employees, clients,
the environment, and local communities. The CSR practices of companies completing government
activity in activity areas related to education (hereinafter referred to as education-related CSR practices)
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and to healthcare (hereinafter referred to as healthcare-related CSR practices) are in this paper
identified and considered to be indirect stakeholders, being important in a wider concept to CSR
activity, alongside the four previously mentioned stakeholders. Healthcare- and education-related
CSR practices strengthen the commitment of employees and local communities as they start to identify
themselves with the company [43]. Therefore, according to Dumitrescu and Simionescu [43] this
leads to a higher performance of the companies. The understanding and development of these six
types of stakeholders make up a complete CSR matrix, resulting in increased competiveness [44] and
sustainable company development in the society where it performs its activity [45]. A comparison is
therefore required of the effects various CSR policies have in relation to the six types of stakeholders
on company performance by establishing some connections between the CSR and the CFP for the
companies making up the basis of this scientific paper.

Previous studies have shown the existence of a positive relation between CSR and CFP [15,46–52],
as well as a negative relation or the lack of a statistically significant relation [53,54]. Thus, the following
hypothesis is developed:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). There is a positive relation between CSR and CFP in the case of companies listed on the
BSE, ceteris paribus.

Numerous researchers have considered, along the years, many elements of the CSR
concept [55–61]. In their studies, these authors examine CSR activities regarding their impact on
company employees. These study results have shown that the companies performing CSR activities
relate better to the employees, clients, shareholders, environment, suppliers, and the local communities.
According to the same authors, companies create added value through an appropriate communication
and understanding of the company stakeholders’ requests. From country to country, the pattern of
communication and performance of the CSR-type activities is certainly different in terms of economic
development, culture, religion, traditions, government actions, and the severity of the social and
environmental problems the country faces [62,63].

The employees, the human element of a company, are an important resource in implementing the
company strategy [64]. Volunteering Australia [65] emphasized that almost half of the world’s largest
companies believe that motivating employees is key to the CSR actions and their involvement [65].
Each employee in a company is not only an important resource to it, but is also considered a valuable
player in the company. The employee value resides in their competence, in the absence of which
the company would lack both the performance and the competitive advantage [66]. Davenport [67],
Graves and Waddock [68], and Wood [69] consider the following to be CSR initiatives for and related to
the employees or practices ensuring an agreeable working environment: responsible human-resources
management (nondiscrimination at the workplace, promotion at the workplace), granting fair rewards
and a correct employee waging system, open and flexible communication with the employees, and
investment by the company in the employees’ personal development.

Companies can attain a competitive advantage through strategies such as cost leadership,
marketing differentiation, and innovative differentiation [13]. These are strategies used by corporations
in order to improve their employees’ commitment, and to include factors such as closer community,
better collaboration, employee loyalty and dedication to the company, and more active involvement
initiatives at the workplace. Furthermore, the costs the companies bear with CSR practices are
overcompensated by the benefits they gain as an effect of boosted morale and increased productivity
of the company employees [70–72]. Post et al. [73] recommend that companies should develop the
employees’ human capital, this being a specific action related to the competitive advantage. Thereafter,
the same authors show that dedicated employees can help reach the company objectives. Managers
and employees determine the quality of the work reflected in the company product and services,
which further expresses the company competitive advantage [74]. Thus, this paper develops the
following hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 2 (H2). Employee-related CSR practices have a positive influence on the CFP.

Clients are the most important stakeholder for the company, and they are perceived as a main
driver for corporations to adopt CSR practices. Client satisfaction can be defined as a general evaluation
regarding the purchase experience and the consumer’s total consumption, over time, of a certain
product or service [9,75]. Fornell et al. [76] stated that client satisfaction is a determining factor of
company profitability in the long run, and of its market value [77]. These reasons are considered
to be driving factors for companies implementing and applying CSR practices. Davenport [67]
and Wood [69] developed theoretical frameworks regarding the CSR activities oriented towards
the concerns of the client, such as: respecting consumers’ rights, providing quality products and
services, and providing correct information regarding the products and services offered by companies.
The specialized literature shows that the CSR actions carried out by companies manipulate market
value insofar as client satisfaction is concerned [78–80]. The same authors mentioned, however,
that some aspects of CSR practices have an innovative character, and contribute to enhancing the
quality of the products and/or services offered by the companies through CSR activities, which increase
client satisfaction. The studies carried out by Lee and Heo [81] showed that client satisfaction is
influenced by CSR practices, thus positively influencing CFP. Therefore, based on the specialized
literature, the following hypothesis is developed for companies listed on the BSE:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Client-related CSR practices have a positive influence on the CFP.

Environmental protection is considered to be of public interest [82]. Mishra and Suar [83]
highlighted that performance in the field of environmental responsibility activities is boosted by
the improvement of three aspects. These aspects regard the use of recycled materials and other
resource-saving programs in product technology; technological processes such as efficient-production
systems; and management systems such as continuous employee-training programs and environment
auditors. The researchers’ evidence suggested that proactive environmental management increases the
market value of a company, as well as its reputation and financial performance [84,85].

The organization is responsible for protecting the environment. Many organizations do this
voluntarily. Therefore, through environment-protection practices, companies must minimize the
actions that might harm natural resources. Moreover, the efficient management of pollutant emission
and waste disposal needs to be correlated to a maximization of company resource productivity and
efficiency [67,69].

Previous research that focused on studying the relation between environment performance and
the CFP highlights important arguments regarding the result of such a relation. Elsayed and Paton [86]
emphasized that the “faith of the win–win strategy followers” [87,88] is that the improvement or
protection of the environment can benefit not only the company interest, but also the company mutual
aid at a wider level” [86]. Nevertheless, Palme, et al. [89], and Walley and Whitehead [90] argued that
companies must make a compromise (at least, in the short term) between environmental performance
and the CFP. McWilliams and Siegel [3] support the argument of Elsayed and Paton [86], according to
which the “optimal level of the CSR investments for a company can be evaluated in the same way the
other investments are evaluated, by taking into account the marginal costs and benefits” [86]. Studies,
however, showed that a positive relation exists between environmental CSR practices and CFP [3,86].
Consequently, the following hypothesis is developed:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Environment-related CSR practices positively influence the CFP.

The companies take the opinion of the public at large into consideration when evaluating their
social activities. The community is one of the most important CSR activities [2]. The stakeholders’
education, healthcare, housing, and security are CSR activities related to the local community. Unlike
the categories of stakeholders consisting of employees, clients, and the environment, local communities
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are a more important category for the companies’ stakeholders, since they consist of members of
the public at large, of the society where the company performs its economic activity. Lesser [91]
showed that, once a company grows in size, geographical expansion, and complexity, increased
attention is granted to the practices supporting the communities, which could improve the company
performances. Husted [92] proved that, when companies take social-responsibility actions directed
at local communities, they benefit of advantages such as image improvement. Unlike this opinion,
Berman et al. [93] underlined that the empirical evidence shows a negative relation between CSR
practices addressed to the local communities and CFP. Considering these insights, the following
hypothesis is elaborated:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). There is a positive relation between CSR practices related to local communities and CFP.

Many companies in Romania perform CSR activities in the field of education and healthcare.
This study identified these two activities as separate CSR elements, CSR activities related to education
and to healthcare, respectively. The companies develop social practices in activity sectors supporting
or/strengthening business strategies in fields such as education and healthcare. Thus, the following
hypotheses are developed:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). There is a positive relation between education-related CSR practices and CFP.

Hypothesis 7 (H7). There is a positive relation between healthcare-related CSR practices and CFP.

3. Research Methods

3.1. Multivariate Analysis

This paper aims at empirically analyzing the relationship between the CSR and the CFP. Moreover,
we investigate which of the policies developed by the companies in the form of CSR practices
influence the CFP. Therefore, this study investigates the effects of CSR policies from a multidimensional
perspective, namely towards the employees, clients, environment, local communities, social activities
in relation to education and healthcare, on CFP.

In this sense, a questionnaire was developed as a means to collect the data identifying the policies
regarding the social-responsibility practices of the companies listed on the BSE and to understand
which amongst the CSR activities influences CFP.

The questionnaire comprises 44 questions and is in accordance with the previous studies carried
out by international organizations, namely, the World Bank [94,95], United Nations Development
Program [96], and the European Commission recommendations [97] regarding CSR awareness in
developing and emerging countries. The questionnaire was sent by email to all the companies listed
on the BSE. The data were collected November 2014–July 2015. From 83 companies listed on the BSE
in the financial year 2014, only 65 answered our survey. From this sample, we did not consider the
answers of three companies, as they were incomplete. Thus, our sample consists of 62 companies, and,
respectively, our observations.

The survey was divided into seven sections, respectively on the types of CSR policies. Section
1 examines companies’ perspectives related to the CSR concept. This section was composed of
12 questions with YES and NO response variants. Within these 12 questions, 4 had multiple-answer
questions in order to capture the companies’ vision regarding the CSR concept and their suggestions
related to CSR practices. The rest of the sections, namely 6, had response variants with YES and
NO only and their focus was on CSR policies adopted by the companies as CSR practices in relation
with the 6 types of stakeholders (employees, clients, local communities, environment, education,
and health). Thus, Section 2 analyses the CSR policies related to companies’ employees and was
composed of 7 questions; Section 3 regarded polices related to actual and new employees of the
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company—4 questions; Section 4 referred to polices related to actual company customers—8 questions;
Section 5 underlined polices related to environment protection—5 questions; Section 6 cached
polices related to local communities—6 questions; and Section 7 showed polices related to health—2
questions. Answers with Yes were coded with 1 and answers with No with 0. Consideration of the
multiple-answer questions resulted in 78 variables, namely questions.

In line with References [98–106], the questionnaire data were processed using Principal
Component Analysis (henceforth “PCA”) and a tetrachoric matrix in STATA in order to develop
a CSR global index (CSRGI) and specific CSR indices. Poroy Arsoy, Arabaci, and Çiftçioğlu [106]
acknowledged the concerns when developing an index, namely: choosing component indicators (since
the majority indices employ merely not many variables and it is regularly crucial to utilize further
variables), core variables must be transformed to well-suited scales with the purpose of joint, as well as
the selection of weights for every of the original variables. Therefore, PCA appears a suitable method
given that it allows for a huge number of variables to be engaged and to exploit correlation matrix.
Thus, all CSR policies were calculated as CSRGI and every single policy was calculated in the form of
specific CSR indices. One CSR policy regards one stakeholder. Thus, there would be six CSR policies
as there are six stakeholders.

The multivariate technique of principal component analysis aims to condense the 78 variables,
depicting the questions out of the survey to a smaller number of uncorrelated variables, titled principal
components (henceforth “PC”), which cover most of the information. The first PC accounts for the
maximum variance in the survey dataset, being a linear combination of the original predictor variables,
the second PC takes the remaining variance in the survey dataset and is uncorrelated with the first PC,
while the algorithm is analogous for the following PC. The initial causal space covers 78 variables (q1,
q2, ..., q77, q78), namely, the questions of the questionnaire that are employed towards development of
a CSR global index and specific CSR indices. For instance, every company that replied to the survey is
featured by 78 variables. Hence, the principal components are described via a vector labelled with w,
as follows:

w =


w1

w2

. . .
w77

w78

 (1)

The linear combination corresponding to a principal component can be represented as below (wi
signifies each vector coordinate, as described previously):

wi = α
(i)
1 × q1 + α

(i)
2 × q2 + . . . + α

(i)
77 × q77 + α

(i)
78 × q78 i = 1, 2, . . . , 77, 78 (2)

where i represents the number of questions from the survey, coefficients α
(i)
j are the eigenvectors of

the correlation matrix related to the former variables q1, q2, ..., q77, q78, whilst the eigenvalues of the
correlation matrix are the variances of the principal components.

The coefficients (α(i)1 , α
(i)
2 , . . . , α

(i)
77 , α

(i)
78 ) of the linear combination showed previously are the

coordinates of the vector α(i):

α(i) =


α
(i)
1

α
(i)
2

. . .

α
(i)
77

α
(i)
78

 i = 1, 2, 7 . . . 77, 78 (3)
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The vectors α(i) depict the columns of the matrix A 78 × 78, as follows:

A =


α
(1)
1 α

(2)
1 . . . α

(77)
1 α

(78)
1

α
(1)
2 α

(2)
2 . . . α

(77)
2 α

(78)
2

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

α
(1)
77 α

(2)
77 . . . α

(77)
77 α

(78)
77

α
(1)
78 α

(2)
78 . . . α

(77)
78 α

(78)
78

 (4)

Further, the linear combinations of the principal components are presented through the following
system: 

w1 =∝(1)
1 ×q1+ ∝(1)

2 ×q2 + . . .+ ∝(1)
77 ×q77+ ∝(1)

78 ×q78

w2 =∝(2)
1 ×q1+ ∝(2)

2 ×q2 + . . .+ ∝(2)
77 ×q77+ ∝(2)

78 ×q78

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

w77 =∝(77)
1 ×q1+ ∝(77)

2 ×q2 + . . .+ ∝(77)
77 ×q77+ ∝(77)

78 ×q78

w78 =∝(78)
1 ×q1+ ∝(78)

2 ×q2 + . . .+ ∝(78)
77 ×q77+ ∝(78)

78 ×q78

(5)

In a reduced form, the PCA is depicted as follows:{
maxVar(w)

w = Atq
(6)

3.2. Regression Analysis

After analyzing the questionnaire data using the PCA method, the CSRGI was developed, as well
as the CSR specific indices that would be included in the multivariate regression model to examine
the CSR-CFP relation. In the literature review, the researchers reported mixed results on the relation
between CSR and CFP (positive, negative, or no relation at all). Hillman and Keim [107] state that
researchers used in their models accounting measures or market measures for CFP give an explanation
in this sense. For this reason, we considered in our regression model both accounting and market
profitability indicators for the companies in our sample. These indicators are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Variables considered for corporate financial performance (CFP).

Indicators Subindicators Symbol

Profitability
Return on assets ROA
Return on equity ROE

Return on invested capital ROIC

Company performance based on market indicators Earnings per share EPS
Price to book value PBV

Source: authors’ own work.

Table 2 presents variables that would be used in the regression model as well as their symbol
and type (dependent or independent). In order to measure the company size, several authors have
proposed different proxy variables when analyzing the CSR-CFP relation, such as total assets [108,109]
and total number of company employees [110]. Thus, we considered two variables for the company
size, namely: total assets (TA) and total number of employees (TNE). According to previous research,
company leverage is important as a control variable when analyzing the relation between CSR and
CFP [15]. In this respect, the most frequently used variable as a proxy for company leverage is the ratio
between long-term debts and shareholders’ equity—TLD/SE [53]—or total debts to shareholders equity
(TD/SE), as well as total assets to shareholders equity—TA/SE [111]. Consequently, we considered
three variables for the company leverage.



Sustainability 2018, 10, 3141 9 of 23

Table 2. Variables description used in the regression models.

Variable Symbol Type of Variable

Return on equity ROE Dependent
Return on assets ROA Dependent

Return on invested capital ROIC Dependent
Earnings per share EPS Dependent
Price to book value PBV Dependent

Corporate social responsibility CSR Independent
Turnover/employee TO/E Control

Company size—total assets TA Control
Company size—total number of employees TNE Control

Years since listing on Bucharest Stock Exchange (BSE) Tenure Control
Leverage—long-term debt/shareholders’ equity LTD/SE Control

Leverage—total debt/shareholders’ equity TD/SE Control
Leverage—total assets/shareholders’ equity TA/SE Control

Source: authors’ own work.

The employees who are fairly treated and respected by the company enhance their performance
at their workplace, thus leading to an increase in CFP [43]. For this reason, we considered that
a variable such as the ratio of turnover to total number of employees (TO/E) is important when
analyzing the CSR-CFP relation. This variable can explain the relation between CSR policies with
company employees and the CFP. The number of years since a company is listed (tenure) can explain
CSR policies toward all the six stakeholders, as well as the awareness and importance a company
gives to CSR practices [112–114]. Therefore, this variable is considered to be a control variable in our
regression models.

Dependent and independent variables with more than one measure were considered one by one
in all our regression models. In this way, a better understanding and interpretation of the results is
given, as well as the comparison in using different measures for one variable (leverage, company size,
and CFP).

Figure 1 illustrates summaries of the relation between the variables employed in the
empirical analyses.
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The regression method used is OLS for companies listed on the BSE that answered to our
questionnaire. The financial data were collected from BSE for the analyzed period, respectively,
for the financial year 2014. In order to analyze the CSR-CFP relation, the indices resulted from PCA
will be estimated in the cross-sectional regression models by replacing CSR with CSRGI and CSR
specific indices:

CFPi = α + β1CSRi + β2TO/Ei + β3Tenurei + β4Leveragei + β5Sizei + ei (7)

where CFPi is the company financial performance (return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE),
return on invested capital (ROIC), earnings per share (EPS), and price to book value (PBV)); α is the
intercept term; β1, β2, β3, β4 are the independent variables coefficients; CSRi is the variable for CSRGI
and its specific indices (as will result from the eigenvalue of the tetrachoric correlation matrix); Tenurei;
Leveragei, and Sizei are the controlled variables, and ei is the error term.

Thus, each dependent variable was estimated five times from the consideration of three different
measures of company leverage (LTD/SE, TD/SE, TA/SE) and two measures of company size (TA,
TNE). Moreover, each of these five models was estimated in separate models by taking, in turn, the five
dependents variables for CFP (ROA, ROE, ROIC, EPS, PBV). Beside the different measures of company
profitability, leverage, and size, all the models were regressed again by including in the models of the
indices that resulted from the PCA.

4. Empirical Findings

4.1. The Outcome of Principal Component Analysis

This paper analyses the CSR-CFP relation. Our sample consists of 62 companies listed on the BSE
and that answered our questionnaire. The period considered in our paper is the financial year 2014.
In order to obtain CSRGI- and CSR-specific indices and to integrate them in the multivariate regression
model, we used the PCA method.

Table 3 shows the eigenvalue of the tetrachoric correlation matrix of the present paper
questionnaire data. We can see from Table 3 that the first principal component explains 26% from
the total variance, the second PC explains 10.48% of the total variance, the third PC 8.70%, the fourth
PC 7.66%, the fifth PC 6.76%, the sixth PC 5.56%, and the seventh PC 5.07%. According to the Kaiser
criterion [115], the PC to retain should be the one with the eigenvalue higher than 1. Thus, the present
paper considered 16 PC.

The eigenvalue of the correlation matrix from Figure 2 shows that after the second point,
which corresponds to the second PC, the slope reduces [116]. We retained the first seven PC as
they cumulated 70.24% from the total information.

Because of the lack of high correlation between PC and the original variables, we applied
Promax oblique rotation. The results showed that the first PC is strongly correlated with the CSR
policies regarding companies’ employees and environmental protection. Because these policies reflect
company concerns regarding social practices toward the environment, we called this CSR specific
index IEnvironment. The second PC is correlated with the period (less than one year) since companies
start to implement CSR practices such as environmental protection, human rights, health, and local
communities. Because these CSR practices reflect more the local communities’ needs and requirements
implemented by the companies not from a longer period, but a shorter period, we labeled this specific
CSR index IComunity1. The third PC is correlated with the CSR practices that regard employees’ health
and safety at their workplace. We defined this specific CSR index IEmployees. The fourth PC is correlated
with CSR policies toward feedback and company dialog with all stakeholders. Because this specific
CSR index regards companies’ CSR practices toward transparency and business ethics, we entitled it
IEthics. The fifth PC is correlated with the company understanding and knowledge of, and information
about, CSR, with regard to existing European regulations in promoting the implementation and
importance of CSR practices. We identified this specific CSR index as the awareness of the CSR
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concept IAwarenessCSR. The sixth PC is correlated with the future period concerning CSR-practices
implementation. Thus, this PC regards CSR practices with environmental protection, health, and local
community needs and requirements. We named this specific CSR index IComunity2 because it regards
the companies’ periods since they started to implement social activity for longer than one year in this
case. Thus, IComunity1 and IComunity2 are two indices that also relate with the period since companies
start to adopt social practices. The last PC, the seventh, is correlated with types of CSR regulations and
international standards followed by companies when implementing these practices. We labeled this
specific CSR index IStandards.

Table 3. Eigenvalue of the tetrachoric correlation matrix.

Principal Component Eigenvalue Difference % Proportion Cumulative—%

Comp1 19.2433 11.4879 0.26 0.26
Comp2 7.75538 1.31433 0.1048 0.3648
Comp3 6.44105 0.772734 0.087 0.4519
Comp4 5.66832 0.664356 0.0766 0.5285
Comp5 5.00396 0.891264 0.0676 0.5961
Comp6 4.1127 0.361086 0.0556 0.6517
Comp7 3.75161 0.768874 0.0507 0.7024
Comp8 2.98274 0.142611 0.0403 0.7427
Comp9 2.84013 0.584543 0.0384 0.7811

Comp10 2.25558 0.285681 0.0305 0.8116
Comp11 1.9699 0.116186 0.0266 0.8382
Comp12 1.85372 0.166824 0.0251 0.8632
Comp13 1.68689 0.453365 0.0228 0.886
Comp14 1.23353 0.081975 0.0167 0.9027
Comp15 1.15155 0.0499443 0.0156 0.9182
Comp16 1.10161 0.110489 0.0149 0.9331
Comp17 0.991118 0.336109 0.0134 0.9465
Comp18 0.655008 0.0548978 0.0089 0.9554
Comp19 0.600111 0.0978576 0.0081 0.9635
Comp20 0.502253 0.0159207 0.0068 0.9703
Comp21 0.486332 0.0544839 0.0066 0.9768
Comp22 0.431848 0.0967198 0.0058 0.9827
Comp23 0.335129 0.0646087 0.0045 0.9872
Comp24 0.27052 0.0665215 0.0037 0.9909
Comp25 0.203999 0.0504467 0.0028 0.9936
Comp26 0.153552 0.0188292 0.0021 0.9957
Comp27 0.134723 0.0598185 0.0018 0.9975
Comp28 0.0749042 0.00860623 0.001 0.9985
Comp29 0.0662979 0.0266169 0.0009 0.9994
Comp30 0.039681 0.037094 0.0005 1
Comp31 0.00258702 0.00258702 0 1
Comp32 0 0 0 1
Comp33 0 0 0 1
Comp34 0 0 0 1

For Comp35–Comp74: Eigenvalue = 0, Difference = 0, Proportion = 0, Cumulative = 1. (Source: Authors
calculations.).
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After obtaining the PC scores in STATA, their linear combination with its original values
have resulted in the seven specific CSR indices detailed above. Given the information content,
we calculated the importance coefficients for each of the seven PC, in line with Reference [117].
Thus, the coefficient of importance for the first factor is noted with CI1, respectively the variance of
the first PC with var(w1), CI1 = var(w1)/ ∑7

j=1 var
(
wj
)
. The following values have resulted for the

coefficient of importance: CI1 = 0.370159; CI2 = 0.149203; CI3 = 0.123861; CI4 = 0.109055; CI5 = 0.096241;
CI6 = 0.079157; CI7 = 0.072181. The CSRGI for companies that answered our survey and were listed on
the BSE for the fiscal year 2014 resulted as follows: CSRGI = ∑7

j=1 Ci(j)× wj.

4.2. The Output of Cross-Sectional Regression Models

Table 4 shows the regression result models with ROA as dependent variables having as an
independent variable for CSR, the CSRGI, and specific indices. The control variable TNE for the
company dimension is statistically significant, whereas TA is not statistically significant in any
of the models, even when we took into consideration robust standard errors. Company leverage
is the other control variable from the three different measures we used, of which only two are
statistically significant, i.e., LTD/SE and TA/SE, in all the models having ROA as the dependent
variable. The statistically significant controlled variables remained as such even after we considered
for heteroskedasticity as well.

The first model estimations (1) show a positive and statistically significant relation between
IEnvironment and ROA. Thus, an increase of 1% of CSR practices with environment protection would
increase CFP by approximately 16.5%. In this model, all independent variables remained statistically
significant even after we considered robust standard errors. The coefficient variable of the specific CSR
index IComunitty1 is statistically significant but has a negative influence on ROA (the second model—2).
Our result reinforces the Berman, Wicks, Kotha, and Jones [93] study. Thus, H5 is not validated when
considering ROA as proxy for CFP. This result might be explained by the lack of knowledge or
clear norms and regulations on how to successfully implement CSR practices. As underlined by
Badulescu et al. [118], CSR practices regarding communities are preferred by the companies from
all other social activities. Young companies show interest in implementing CSR activities related to
community-programs development, although their involvement in CSR practices is reduced [118].
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Table 4. The estimations of cross-sectional regression models towards the influence of CSR global index (CSRGI), CSR specific indices, and controls on ROA.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

IEnvironment
0.0165 *
(2.1209)

TNE
0.000000264 ** 0.000000105 0.000000216 * 0.000000238 * 0.000000189 * 0.000000333 * 0.000000353 *** 0.000000274 **

(3.3799) (0.9706) (2.2636) (2.4112) (2.0589) (2.6465) (3.8386) (3.4431)

LTD/SE
−0.00172 *** −0.00189 *** −0.00160 *** −0.00138 *** −0.00175 *** −0.00122 *** −0.000802 † −0.00158 ***

(−5.5425) (−6.1176) (−5.3969) (−5.8569) (−5.7358) (−4.7488) (−1.9579) (−5.9995)

Tenure
−0.00235 † −0.00197 −0.00239 † −0.00222 † −0.00138 −0.00219 † −0.00255 † −0.00137 −0.00220 −0.00122 −0.00223 †

(−1.7608) (−1.5401) (−2.0032) (−1.7199) (−1.3465) (−1.7687) (−1.9496) (−1.3894) (−1.4820) (−1.1233) (−1.7631)

TO/E
−2.36e−08 *** −3.06e−08 *** −2.77e−08 *** −2.11e−08 ** −5.87e−09 −2.46e−08 *** −1.19e−08 2.03e−09 −9.06e−09 3.06e−09 −2.38e−08 ***

(−3.7283) (−5.7960) (−4.8508) (−3.1667) (−1.1060) (−3.8448) (−1.2652) (0.3726) (−0.9979) (0.5556) (−4.1215)

TA
1.68e−10 5.53e−10 5.89e−10
(0.3945) (1.0513) (1.0778)

TA/SE
−0.0185

***
−0.0203

***
−0.0198

***
(−6.7846) (−8.0596) (−4.8635)

IComunitty1 −0.0234 **
(−3.3683)

IEmployees 0.0228 **
(3.0118)

IEhtics
0.0169 † 0.0128 †

(2.0213) (1.8652)

IAwarenessCSR
0.0212 *
(2.4265)

IComunity2 −0.00398 −0.00278
(−0.4353) (−0.3537)

IStandards
0.0193 0.00369

(1.0062) (0.2639)

CSRGI
0.0372 *
(2.5035)

_cons 0.0232 0.0381 † −0.00463 0.0277 0.0577 ** 0.0390 † 0.0659 ** 0.0857 *** 0.0390 0.0789 * 0.00459
(0.7639) (1.9276) (−0.1726) (1.1170) (2.8046) (1.8502) (3.3842) (5.3549) (1.0855) (2.2605) (0.1447)

F stat 27.68 *** 31.13 *** 16.35 *** 23.05 *** 18.05 *** 35.29 *** 18.76 *** 17.72 *** 18.97 *** 22.52 *** 23.44 ***
R2 0.271 0.339 0.341 0.212 0.418 0.278 0.103 0.358 0.156 0.358 0.297

Obs 43 43 43 43 42 43 43 42 43 42 43
† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. The figures in brackets are robust standard errors. The results in bold with no star or cross above lost their significance after we considered for
robust standard error. (Source: Authors calculations.).
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Another interpretation of this result may be relative to the period since the company started to
implement these CSR practices. In fact, IComunitty1 is a specific index regarding CSR practices
implemented by the companies for less than one year based on local communities’ needs and
requirements (environmental protection, human rights, and health).

The specific index IEmployees strengthens the previous research results with regard to companies
that respect and treat the employees fair increase their CFP [43]. Thus, there is a positive and statistically
significant relation between IEmployees and ROA (model 3). Another specific CSR index is IEthics that
regards companies’ ethics polices. The model (5) that includes the specific index IEthics is the one that
has the highest R2, 0.418, from Table 4. Based on these results, companies implementing CSR policies
toward ethics increase their CFP and explain the model analyzing the CSR-CFP relation very well.
The second model that explain rather well the CSR-CFP relation, according to R2 (0.358), is the one that
regards the inclusion of international regulations and standards when implementing CSR practices,
i.e., IStandards. This result is in line with Sofian and Dumitru [119], who underline that companies
reporting and implementing international standards perform better.

Companies that implement international standards as CSR practices related to products quality,
employee safety at their work place, and environmental protection increase their CFP. Thus, companies
that understand the importance of CSR practices are aware of their benefits. The model (6) confirms
that there is a positive and statistical significance between IAwarenessCSR and CFP. Overall, the CSRGI
shows a positive influence on CFP when ROA is considered a dependent variable as proxy for company
performance. Thus, the first hypothesis of the study is validated, that is, that CSR positively influence
the CFP. Moreover, companies’ CSR policies related to employees, environment protection, ethics,
and international standards and regulations influence CFP. Thus, the study validates H1, H2, H3, H4,
H6, and H7 for models having ROA as a dependent variable.

Tables 5 and 6 present the regression results for models having ROE as a dependent variable
when considering CSRGI- and CSR-specific indices as explanatory variables. As in the models with
ROA as a dependent variable, the control variable TNE for company dimension remains statistically
significant, whereas TA continues to be insignificant statistically except for in model (11).

Regarding company leverage, all the measures considered are statistically significant in the
models having ROE as a dependent variable. Moreover, the statistical significance and the positive
influence of IEnvironment, IEmployees, and CSRGI on CFP are maintained for models with ROE as a
dependent variable as well. In addition, model (7) out of Table 6 shows not only a positive CSRGI-CFP
relation but also has an R2 of 0.623, meaning that the independent variables explain approximately
62% of the dependent variable variance, i.e., ROE. In other words, an increase of 1% in the CSRGI
(which comprises all the specific CSR indices) would increase ROE by approximately 25%. Therefore,
models having ROE as a dependent variable validate H1, H2, H4, H6, and H7.

The regression models having ROIC as a dependent variable were not statistically significant
based on the F (Fisher) test, whereas models with EPS and PBV as dependent variables were statistically
significant, but no relation was identified between CSRGI and specific indices and CFP based on the
Student’s t-test. The present paper presented only the results of the models that were statistically
significant regardless of their sign or high/low R2.
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Table 5. The estimations of cross-sectional regression models towards the influence of CSR-specific indices (IEnvironment, IComunitty1, IEmployees, IEthics) on ROE.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

IEnvironment
0.0482 † 0.0323 0.0156
(1.6985) (1.1392) (1.4673)

TNE
0.000000750

** 0.000000351 † 0.000000592
** 0.000000803 *

(3.0128) (1.9417) (3.4989) (2.5973)

LTD/SE
−0.00451 *** −0.00480 *** −0.00420 *** −0.00322 **

(−3.9978) (−4.8472) (−5.6181) (−3.1298)

Tenure
−0.00741 * −0.00586 −0.00352 −0.00641 * −0.00500 −0.00311 −0.00753 * −0.00582 −0.00348 −0.00719 * −0.00556 −0.00316
(−2.0308) (−1.6055) (−1.4807) (−2.0356) (−1.5731) (−1.3485) (−2.0867) (−1.5939) (−1.3865) (−2.0680) (−1.6152) (−1.3633)

TO/E
−5.61e−08 * −5.96e−08 ** 4.25e−08 −7.17e−08

***
−6.74e−08

*** 3.24e−08 † −7.04e−08 ** −7.10e−08
*** 4.27e−08 † −3.81e−08 −4.43e−08 * 5.60e−08 *

(−2.0762) (−3.2802) (1.5894) (−4.3403) (−5.9906) (1.7037) (−3.4648) (−4.4390) (1.9957) (−1.1820) (−2.2534) (2.0714)

TA
7.22e−09 −1.22e−09 7.26e−09 −1.60e−09 7.12e−09 −1.07e−09 7.77e−09 † −6.93e−10
(1.5406) (−1.2917) (1.4842) (−1.5327) (1.4627) (−1.0572) (1.7826) (−0.8207)

TD/SE
−0.00496 † −0.00503 † −0.00487 † −0.00509 *
(−1.8681) (−1.8155) (−1.7532) (−2.0540)

TA/SE
−0.102 *** −0.100 *** −0.101 *** −0.106 ***
(−6.9913) (−8.1336) (−8.2504) (−7.4122)

IComunitty1 −0.0624 * −0.0383 −0.0255 †

(−2.3879) (−1.5265) (−1.9286)

IEmployees 0.0696 † 0.0480 0.0147
(1.9369) (1.4039) (0.9484)

IEthics
0.0320 0.0148 0.00159

(1.3467) (0.6966) (0.1174)

_cons −0.00937 −0.00122 0.197 *** 0.0406 0.0333 0.206 *** −0.0994 −0.0659 0.189 *** 0.0412 0.0449 0.234 ***
(−0.1071) (−0.0155) (4.4432) (0.9275) (0.7855) (6.3216) (−0.8568) (−0.6236) (3.6091) (0.6864) (0.8570) (4.9251)

F stat 7.462 *** 5.373 *** 39.33 *** 10.52 *** 10.63 *** 54.18 *** 19.47 *** 7.053 *** 37.31 *** 6.241 *** 5.188 *** 30.55 ***
R2 0.172 0.215 0.627 0.190 0.219 0.638 0.231 0.245 0.624 0.0923 0.177 0.617

Obs 43 46 42 43 46 42 43 46 42 43 46 42
† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. The figures in brackets are robust standard errors. The results in bold with no star or cross above lost their significance after we considered for
robust standard error. (Source: Authors’ calculations.).
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Table 6. The estimations of cross-sectional regression models towards the influence of CSRGI- and CSR-specific indices (IAwarenessCSR, ICommunity2, IStandards)
on ROE.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

IAwarenessCSR
0.0518 0.0328 0.0115

(1.5078) (1.0349) (0.7746)

TNE
0.000000613 * 0.00000101 * 0.000000995

** 0.000000782 **

(2.3521) (2.4138) (3.1560) (3.0339)

LTD/SE
−0.00428 ** −0.00283 † −0.00150 −0.00408 ***
(−3.4042) (−1.9014) (−0.7188) (−4.4296)

Tenure
−0.00704 * −0.00546 −0.00326 −0.00770 * −0.00277 −0.00677 † −0.00340 −0.00708 † −0.00573 −0.00340
(−2.0541) (−1.5943) (−1.4198) (−2.1595) (−1.1577) (−1.7778) (−1.4474) (−1.9952) (−1.5823) (−1.4474)

TO/E
−5.24e−08 † −5.65e−08 ** 4.80e−08 −1.96e−08 6.10e−08 * −1.23e−08 4.61e−08 −5.62e−08 * −6.07e−08 ** 4.61e−08

(−1.8097) (−2.9631) (1.6789) (−0.4854) (2.1022) (−0.3312) (1.6245) (−2.1307) (−3.2135) (1.6245)

TA
7.59e−09 −9.48e−10 −6.60e−10 −1.06e−09 7.13e−09 −1.06e−09
(1.6539) (−1.0763) (−0.7202) (−1.1464) (1.5263) (−1.1464)

TD/SE
−0.00515 † −0.00486 †

(−1.9767) (−1.8259)

TA/SE
−0.103 *** −0.107 *** −0.102 *** −0.102 ***
(−6.9396) (−7.4539) (−6.6356) (−6.6356)

IComunity2 −0.00473 0.00964
(−0.1720) (0.4444)

IStandards
0.0768

(0.7700)

CSRGI
0.0247 ** 0.107 † 0.0751 0.0247
(1.0173) (1.6903) (1.1623) (1.0173)

_cons 0.0486 0.0375 0.222 *** 0.113 ** 0.235 *** 0.00960 0.196 ** −0.0614 −0.0400 0.196 **
(0.8565) (0.7274) (5.3463) (3.1592) (6.6264) (0.0679) (3.4656) (−0.5416) (−0.3735) (3.4656)

F stat 6.624 *** 5.014 ** 36.36 *** 4.290 ** 34.11 *** 4.842 ** 37.90 *** 8.862 *** 5.053 ** 37.90 ***
R2 0.142 0.201 0.621 0.0619 0.619 0.130 0.623 0.185 0.224 0.623

Obs 43 46 42 43 42 43 42 43 46 42
† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. The figures in brackets are robust standard errors. The results in bold with no star or cross above lost their significance after we considered for
robust standard error. (Source: Authors calculations.).
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5. Conclusions

The present paper studied the relation between CSR and CFP for companies listed on BSE over
the financial year of 2014. In order to examine in detail this relation, we investigate CSR policies
adopted by the companies as CSR practices on CFP. In this sense, we developed seven hypotheses
in order to analyze CSR-CFP (first hypothesis) and CSR practices-CFP (six hypotheses). The policies
were focused on six types of stakeholders (from where the hypotheses were developed) considered to
have influence through CSR practices on CFP. In order to validate our hypotheses, a questionnaire
was developed and implemented. The sample consists of 62 companies listed on BSE, respectively
those that answered to our questionnaire. The questionnaire data were processed by using PCA,
the tetrachoric correlation matrix from which seven PC, seven specific CSR indices, respectively,
and a CSRGI, resulted. The novelty of this paper resides in the use of incorporating qualitative with
quantitative methods in analyzing the relation between CSR and CFP, as well as CSR practices that
influence CFP.

We validated our hypothesis using OLS regression models where integrated CSRGI and CSR
specific indices were integrated. In order to detect if there were specification errors, we used in all the
models a robust standard error to control for heteroskedasticity. Thus, our results were robust.

The empirical evidence shows the existence of a positive and statistically significant relationship
between CSR practices and CFP. The companies listed on the Bucharest Stock Exchange should develop
or continue developing their understanding of and capacity to integrate CSR practices in their business
strategies, since these activities can increase performance, competitive advantage, strengthening the
company position on the addressed product and/or service market. The CSR policies implemented as
CSR practices regarding the employees and environment protection are the most important activities
adopted by the companies. These practices positively influence CFP. Moreover, CSR practices toward
employees’ healthcare, security, and safety at their workplace, as well as personal development and
social inclusion, led to added development in terms of CSR practices. The specific indices IEmployees
and IEnvironment showed a positive influence on CFP, i.e., ROA and ROE.

Companies that consider implementing quality of various products and services based on
international standards and regulations (IStandards), as well as taking into consideration the
environment in their business strategy, improve their CFP. By developing a CSRGI and specific
indicators regarding CSR practices, the benefits of implementing CSR in the company business strategy
were validated using empirical methods. According to the specialized literature, business decisions
should be governed by or should include moral principles and codes of conduct, namely, company
ethics policies (IEthics). In this sense, the specific index from our study regarding the companies’
policies ethics proved to have a significant positive influence on CFP. The way the company is
perceived by the stakeholders is very important. The companies that became aware of CSR benefits
and understood the CSR concept created a socially responsible business model. Such companies
communicate with the stakeholders, thus consolidating the company image, competitive advantage
and, implicitly, CFP [120]. Thus, the specific index IAwarenessCSR positively influences CFP.

The field of CSR is still unchartered territory, open to exploration, at an early stage of development
in Romania; consequently, the study results bring a significant contribution to the specialized literature
as regards to this topic in the context of the companies listed on the Bucharest Stock Exchange.
Thus, this paper proposed a CSR definition for emerging and developing countries, identified six
stakeholders able to influence company performance (company employees, clients, environment, local
communities, education, and healthcare), and designed a CSR index validated through empirical
methods. Moreover, our study shows the importance of the CSR practice on the company performance,
and the role the stakeholders can play in the sustainable development of a company.

According to Directive 95/2014 of the European Union [121], companies need to report their CSR
practices as well as their strategies regarding these social actives since 2017 or during 2017. Thus, in 2018
the number of companies that report CSR activities should increase or have their social responsible
practices enhanced. The current study is limited to a single year of analysis, i.e., 2014. Therefore, as a
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future research direction, this approach may be extended with a longer period of investigation given
the European Union Directive [121]. In this manner, the results can be compared, whether or not the
results hold in time. Another important comparison in future direction of research might regard the
sustainability of CSR policies, particularly the social activities adopted by the companies.
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