<@ sustainability

Article

Corporate Social Responsibility in South Europe during the
Financial Crisis and Its Relation to the Financial Performance
of Greek Companies

Ioannis Ziogas

check for

updates
Citation: Ziogas, I.; Metaxas, T.
Corporate Social Responsibility in
South Europe during the Financial
Crisis and Its Relation to the Financial
Performance of Greek Companies.
Sustainability 2021, 13, 8055. https://
doi.org/10.3390/5u13148055

Academic Editor: Marek Vochozka

Received: 17 May 2021
Accepted: 13 July 2021
Published: 19 July 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral
with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses /by /
4.0/).

and Theodore Metaxas *

Department of Economics, University of Thessaly, 38333 Volos, Greece; iziogas@uth.gr
* Correspondence: metaxas@uth.gr

Abstract: This paper aims at presenting the notion of corporate social responsibility in Europe
by examining its application in Southern European countries, Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal.
These major Mediterranean countries, beside the geographical proximity and common features,
were at the center of the financial crisis in Europe in 2009. The aforementioned countries are
under evaluation on the one hand as a European region and on the other hand as independent
ones. Considering the complexity of CSR, its aspects through time, its diversity depending on the
geographical position and the necessity of ethical CSR as part of business activity, this paper presents
a new categorization of existing quantitative indicators and a method of evaluation that covers the
multidimensional notion of CSR. The new model, which combines quantitative indicators, is used to
measure CSR during the period from 2009 until 2016 and reflects companies’ ethical policy, the degree
of understanding their moral obligations. The longitudinal comparative analysis is the starting point
for further improvement as the countries, except for Portugal, are fluctuating within low levels and
the Mediterranean region as a whole in average ones. Furthermore, having estimate CSR index, the
examination of the financial performance of Greek companies within the period 2015-2016 confirms
the majority of the literature that the adoption of CSR’s good practices, is not only a moral rule, but
contributes at least partly, to the development of their effectiveness. As a conclusion, the structure of a
commonly acceptable measurement model of the National Social Responsibility and the longitudinal
measurement will be a useful tool for all involved institutions, with immediate results to both the
society and the companies.
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1. Introduction

Over the last decade, due to financial crisis that appeared in America and European
countries, climate change, moral dilemmas and issues that arise social concern, the interest
in corporate responsibility in society, as well as the benefits offered to the community
at large, have increased. Executives have comprehended that in effort to increase their
income they have a responsibility towards society [1]. There have been numerous studies
and concepts developed relating to how corporations can include matters of corporate
responsibility within their entrepreneurship [2].

The notion of CSR is complex, multidimensional, related to many similar definitions
and has evolved through years, differentiated among geographical areas. It appeared
60 years ago [3] as charity of traders and industrialists and up until now, several definitions
have been put forward and many efforts have taken place so as to present a clear and
definite definition [4]. The scientific community is not to be blamed for its ambiguity, but
numerous other factors, besides language, such as historical, cultural and socio-economical
ones [5] and the fact that CSR is being formed by new tendencies of globalization as well
as national political-economic systems [6]. Same core value, though, of all notions is that
they reflect the social benefits of business success and they are comprised of methods
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and practices that contribute to the amelioration of society in a corporate responsibility
framework [7]. According to Moon [8], five common features of the definitions of CSR
that govern the operation of corporations are (a) the responsibility towards society (b) the
responsibility for society (c) ethical rules and responsibility (d) initiatives for society and
for environment and (e) managing relations with society. Taking into consideration that
corporations play the dominant role in the notion of CSR, it is worth noting that the rest of
the affiliated members of this notion such as the governments are contributing parties to
its development [9]. Companies have moral obligation to adopt ethical policies and CSR
practices in their daily operation.

Global accepted indicators measure one or more aspects of CSR, try to record and
highlight CSR practices, but individually they cannot cover all the aspects of CSR. Common
CSR characteristics in Europe contribute to group European countries in four parts [10].
Taking into account existing individual indicators of CSR and previous efforts of devel-
opmental measurement models, an effort has been made to examine the “Agora”, one of
the four CSR parts in Europe, which includes the Mediterranean countries [10]. The main
characteristic of this area is the public dialogue among all social agents, which produces
CSR policies defined by the governments [10]. These countries were the latest to introduce
CSR policies. In addition, features of CSR are analyzed, the ethical actions and behavior
of business in the Mediterranean compared to the rest of Europe as well as individual
evidence—tendencies of Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal, which besides the geographical
attribution and other features they share in common, were the center of interest during the
financial crisis in Europe in 2009. The CSR index is a result of combining global qualitative
measurement indicators, takes into account the size of the countries and can easily be
used for all the nations. Furthermore, considering the CSR index of Greece, it is examined
how the CSR relates to the effectiveness and viability of the Greek companies, when the
country was on the peak of financial crisis and in the center of negative predictions. It is
a step, by knowing national CSR index, to relate CSR with financial performance of each
country’s companies. The results confirm the differentiation of CSR’s application that is
affected by the individual structural particularity of each country, in matters of culture,
finance and politics as well as the differentiation of the Mediterranean compared to the rest
of Europe. CSR contributes to partly ameliorating the companies” effectiveness and the
future examination of the rest of the European countries within a commonly acceptable
model that will combine qualitative and quantitative features and will shape the National
Indicator of CSR, thus benefits all interested parties.

2. Complexity of CSR
Definitions and Aspects of CSR

As it is conceived from the plethora of definitions, notions and aspects, despite the
numerous publications, the CSR remains a notion that lacks clarity [11]. The fact that CSR
occurs in different places, for different people and for different reasons [12] contributes
to its complexity. The variations and the diversity of its aspects affect implementation,
management and orientation on behalf of corporations, bearing in mind the factors in
regional and national framework [13]. Every business domain in every environment sets
different goals, different interests, different ability or knowledge to comprehend the notion
of CSR and to turn it into action [14].

Different political-economic systems create a different functioning environment for
corporations, such a fact is affecting the notion of CSR [6]. In addition, the different
cultures, languages, legislations and policies promoted by the public sector, motivations
and goals of each company influence the final form of CSR. Companies cannot function on
an individual level [14], but it cannot be set aside the fact that higher corporate executives
play a significant role on its outcome, as individual entities, as with their decision-making,
strategies are formed, decisions are made and initiatives applied based on the CSR [15].
Finally, except for the corporate executives, the motives of basic parties involved form
CSR [7]. According to Argandona and Hoivic [5], besides corporations” moral, governments’
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moral, public organizations” moral, the press, the consumers and generally all parties
involved must be under consideration.

The notion of CSR is even more complex and wider if one takes into account that
relates with similar, but not the same, meanings, which most of them complement each
other. A particular characteristic is the notion of corporate ethics [16], corporate governance
and corporate viability. Moreover, notions which do not contain the word ‘corporate’-
such as human rights, globalization, protection of the environment, education, corruption,
supply chain management, professional conduct and many more—are related more or less
to CSR.

Business ethics is a notion that relates to CSR and according to Goel and Ramanathan [17];
CSR is a subject of business ethics. Keeping in mind that CSR is both complex and complicated,
Sheehy [18] points out that CSR is not only a private business regulation of harms but also a
public good. Firms do not only have rights but also duties and obligations to the environment
they operate and these duties must be part of business ethics, of the firm’s behavior and of
business plan [19]. Not all the actions of a firm can be profitable but sometimes actions should
be taken just because are right [20]. Right actions that pertain to investments, sustainability,
environment, finance, employees and stakeholders are related to CSR. Ethical CSR based
on the motion of ethical duties and responsibilities is mandatory [21]. Ethical CSR practices
should take place not because of the law or the competition but due to the code of conduct,
the continuous effort to improve in all areas and to show an overall good image in all aspects
and dimensions.

According to Dahlsrud [4], most of the CSR definitions include one or more of the
following aspects: (a) parties involved (b) social aspect (c) financial aspect (d) volunteering
and (e) environmental. For Rahman [22] all definitions cover one or more of the domains
below: (a) obligation towards society (b) participation of parties interested (c) amelioration
of the quality of life (d) economic growth (e) moral entrepreneurial practice (f) legislation
(g) volunteering (h) human rights (i) protection of the environment and (j) transparency
and accountability. A clear definition will be useful for organizations and public policies
to go a step forward [18], but unfortunately the definitional problem of CSR seems to
be unsolved.

3. Qualitative Measurement Indicators

The more prevalent definitions of CSR are not suitable as a base for contrastive
measurement of its practices [6]. The inability to define CSR precisely and the wide range
of practices and aspects it contains, make it difficult to record, to be measured and to export
comparable data. By measuring CSR, corporations can define their strong points and
weaknesses, form a strategy and seize opportunities [23]. Meanwhile, the configuration of
a national indicator of CSR per country or regional area, contributes to forming strategies
on behalf of governments and public authorities, recording tendencies and issues that arise
as well as analyzing phenomena. The utilization of qualitative measurement indicators is
an attempt to record CSR practices. Concurrently their data are comparable and can be
exported to a measurement data base. The development of valid and reliable indicators is a
significant factor in the process of measurement [24]. Each indicator collects evidence and
contributes to the assessment of CSR of one or more of the above aspects. Participating
in the formation of indicators from different categories, as result of values, norms, ethical
practices and principles that guide a business, leads to a comprehensive representation of
CSR. The number of corporations implementing variables of indicators or those certified
shapes the national indicator [25]. Composite indicators are an adequate approach to
synthesize and summarize all the information that represents different dimensions [26].
Some of the most prevalent indicators, which if combined a, respectively, full picture of
social is being shaped, are the following:

(a) Global Reporting Initiative, a series of essays, reports and notifications from orga-
nizations irrespective of size and domain, relating to the governance way and the
environmental, social and economic achievements.
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(b) UN Global Compact, initiative developed by the United Nations which reaches
out to companies in order to support and adopt within their function ten generally
acceptable principles that concern, among others, the protection of human rights,
working role models, environmental management and measures against corruption.

() KPMG'’s Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting, regarding non-profitable
corporate essays of 100 and 250 largest companies, including an analysis of the state,
evaluations and comparative data.

(d) Dow Jones Sustainability Index which is based on the analysis of corporate finances,
environmental and social achievements, estimating matters such as corporate gov-
ernance, risk management, climate change, standards of supply chain and working
practices. There are criteria concerning choice of the greatest companies and it in-
cludes companies having the best practices.

(e) FTSE4Good, measures the efficacy of companies that suffice the global acknowledged
standards of CSR.

(f) Global 100, a list of 100 worldwide most viable companies in the world which is
annually announced in the Global Economic Forum in Davos, developed by the
Canadian magazine ‘Corporate Knights’ in cooperation with the research company
“Innovest Strategic Value Advisors”.

(g) ISO 14001, a standard system of environmental management.

(h) SA 8000, an auditing certification standard for decent working conditions (human
rights, working practices, etc.).

4. Measurement Attempts—Connection with Financial Performance

Even though the theoretical question about its definition remains until recent years [18]
and despite the CSR’s problem of measuring, a fact noted years ago [27], there have been
many different attempts since 2000 and thereafter [28]. Matten and Moon [7] and [29] were
the first to have mentioned the national indicator of CSR. According to Soana [30], the
attempts to measure the national indicator are divided into five categories, based on the
method employed (a) content analysis (b) use of questionnaires (c) use of one-dimensional
indicators (d) comparing reputation and (e) evaluating code of conduct-ethos.

All attempts to either record CSR or compare various countries concern only one
year. The longitudinal progress is not being examined and only the methodology is being
differentiated. Maugnan and Ralston [31] as well as Chapple and Moon [32] proceeded into
measuring CSR by performing content analysis, Vitell and Paolillo [33], Turker [34], Boesso
and Kumar [35], Kourula [36] tried to measure it by the use of questionnaires and factor
analysis. In addition, Jackson and Apostolakou [37] attempted with the use of various
criteria of CSR’s dimensions and Sustainable Asset Management (SAM)’s elements to form
the national indicator and compare the European Countries’ results. Midttun et al., [38]
gave their first try into measuring it by the use of multiple quantitative factors and in
2009. Gjolberg [6] combining each country’s company participation into forming nine
one-dimensional indicators, presented a new measurement model of CSR and compared
the results of twenty countries concerning and Skouloudis et al. [25] have further extended
it with the use of sixteen one-dimensional indicators and compared the results of eighty-
six countries for the year 2012. In comparison, Esteban et al. [39], in their attempt to
avoid the restrictions of Gjolberg’s model [6], evaluating twenty-two practices-initiatives
of corporations connected to their viability and CSR on a scale from 0—4, proceed with a
macro financial process, a model of configuring the national indicator of CSR and present
the findings of countries for the year 2014. One more proposal about composing indicators
at the country level has been carried out by Esteban et al. [26] by synthesizing and rating
companies’ social and environmental practices. CSR composed index at sector level [40]
can be extend and used as a measure of comparison between nations.

The results of the above surveys are useful for country comparison at a given time
and do not record CSR’s evolution over time. In addition, they do not identify the positive
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and negative aspects of the individual indicators that shape the overall result. Until now,
there is not any commonly accepted method that encompasses all its aspects.

Since 1985, Ullmann through his research realized the ambiguity and the difficulty
of investigating the relation between the CSR and the financial development-position of
the companies. Many factors create difficulties towards this effort, mainly some having
to do with the methodology of measuring CSR, which is based on indicators, models,
questionnaires, etc. and the evaluation method of the financial status of the companies,
which is based on the stock broking value, the profit share, the financial situation, etc.
Another problem pinpointed by Karagiorgos [41] is that the relation is bidirectional in the
sense that the CSR practices are possibly leading to the amelioration of the companies’
financial status and that the companies with remarkable financial position participate in
CSR practices. According to Margolis and Walsh [42] within the majority of the studies,
CSR is the independent variable. The ambiguity and uncertainty concerning the existence
of possible positive or negative relation is confirmed more recently by Mercedes [43], as
a plethora of studies, depending on the methodology, has drawn different conclusions,
either a positive correlation, a negative or neutral one. Indeed, the literature of Beurden
and Gossling’ studies [44] as well as Choi et al.’s [45] shows a rather positive correlation
between CSR and effectiveness-viability of the company. A positive correlation occurs in
the studies of Wahba [46], Wang [47] and Karegiorgos [41] concerning Greek companies’
empirical analysis and Mercedes [43] relating to Spanish companies. On the contrary, Wood
and Jones [48] and Brammer et al. [49] found out a negative relation. Finally, McWilliams
and Siegel [50], Lopez et al. [51] and Mitt et al. [52] found either a neutral relationship or
their results cannot lead to clear conclusions. The results aim to differentiate according to
the methodology and the period under review and each individually country examined.

Moreover, a scope of researches is to find out whether CSR has been influenced by
the financial crisis as its consequences and impact is differentiated from one country to
another [53] but the results are still not clear. However, Charitoudi et al. [54] consider that
the crisis will have to be perceived as an opportunity to redefine the companies’ role within
society and not to be thought of as an obstacle because of the rise in implementation cost.
Having estimated the national CSR, it can be compared with the financial performance of
companies and their fluctuation during the years.

5. Methodology
5.1. Measuring Model

Data of individual indicators will be taken into consideration and establish a connec-
tion to Gjolberg [6] application model type 1, with certain differentiations, for the period
2009 to 2016, in order to form the national CSR. Is a formative measurement type because
the index is formed by global indicators (number of companies that participate) and takes
into account the counties’ size. The comparative analysis of data concerns (a) the under
evaluation countries of Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal and (b) between the above coun-
tries as an undivided geographical Mediterranean area, compared to the rest European
regions.

Type 1 Gjolberg Model [6]

h Company number indicator Xi for country A (or region A)
Z Total number of companies indicator Xi for all countries (or regions)
GDP ofcountry A (or region A)
i=1 Total GDP of all countries (or regions)

For each one of the individual indicators, the number of companies of each country (or
region) participating in its configuration is divided with the total number of the companies
of the countries that are examine. The result then is being adjusted to the GDP of each
country, which is divided with each country’s GDP to have results based on the size and
financial dynamics of each country. Afterwards, in order to prevent erroneous results and
fluctuating, National CSR is being transformed into a natural algorithm. The results over
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0 depict a positive relation of the country and the CSR’s indicator, whereas the results
lower that 0 depict the opposite. The total number of companies that participate in each
indicator collected by indicators” data center.

5.2. Categorization of Indicators

Based on its complex nature, there needs to be an implementation of the “multiple
indicators, multiple causes (MIMIC) model” [55]. Combining the categorization of CSR
indicators of Midttun et al. [38] and Zhen-Yu Zhao et al. [56], four grouped categories are
shaped, as Table 1 illustrates, from which the most important and representative ones have
been chosen. They are considered as the most suitable ones for the current longitudinal
study as they: (a) are universal indicators and the under examination countries can be
included (b) are representative of the different aspects of CSR and their combination allows
for examination of CSR as a total notion (c) offer data for all the years of the time period of
the financial crisis 2009-2016, except for the KPMG'’s Survey and FTSE4Goodindicators, as
there is no evidence for the years 2010, 2012 and 2014. Regarding the indicators of these
years, the average has been used between previous and following year. The new model
presents limitation associated with the fact that the indicators are based on participation and
underwriting in CSR practices. The new proposal of composite qualitative measurement
indicators is an attempt to synthesize and involve different aspects of CSR, so the exported
index to be representative of CSR. It is pointed out that (a) many companies may adopt
CSR policies but not participate, for many reasons, to CSR indicators (b) many companies
could not participate to all indicators of the same category and (c) the indicators have not
been checked for their quality characteristics.

Table 1. Categorization of Indicators.

Category Indicators
Socially Responsible Investment (SRI) FTSE4Good, Dow Jones Sustainability Index
Initiatives UN Global Compact, Global 100
Reporting GRI, KPMG
Standard—Guidelines 1SO 14001, SA 8000

5.3. CSR and Financial Performance

Concerning the period 2015 to 2016, where based on the above model, CSR has an
upward tendency in Greece, will examine if the Greek companies belong to “CSR Hellas”,
the most famous organization for CSR and member of “CSR Europe” from 2000, and
adopted CSR actions, appear in their financial performance important statistical difference
concerning efficiency and viability, to those that not participate to the organization.

For the examination of the existence of the positive relation of the financial per-
formance of the Greek companies and CSR, a statistical hypothesis inspection will be
implemented, based on the existence significant difference between the mediums of the
two independent samples that will be examined [54,57]. The statistical analysis is basic and
descriptive. More specifically, the two-sample t-test hypothesis test will be used [58] with
confidence intervals of 1%, 5% kot 10%:

Hypothesis 1. the average efficiency and viability, as that appears by financial performance,
of corporations having adopted CSR does not differ from those of corporations that have not
adopted CSR.

Hypothesis 2. the average efficiency and viability, as that appears by financial performance, of
corporations having adopted CSR is greater than those of corporations that have not adopted.

Griffin and Mahon [59] conclude that of the most popular indicators for measuring
the financial efficiency of the companies are the following, which have repeatedly used in
surveys of comparison and measurement [27,60]:
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(a) Return on assets—ROA (Net Income/Total Assets)
(b) Return on Sales—ROS (Operating Profit/Net Sales)
(c) Return on equity—ROE (Net income/Shareholders Equity)

5.4. Sample Data

The sample is consisted of Greek companies that are members of “CSR Hellas” and
companies that belong to the Greek stock market as shown in Table 2. Stratified random
sampling is the method of sampling and so all companies have been divided into seven
homogeneous subgroups as Table 3, according to their activity. The Banks, due to their
unique characteristics and the different financial performance that they present, have been
excluded. From the companies of the Greek stock market, companies belonging to the
“CSR Hellas” were excluded, ensuring the independence of the two populations. No
sample was taken from the category “Others”, as the diversity of the companies and the
unique characteristics of certain working sectors present dissimilarity, in order to achieve
less dispersal. The sample’s size was chosen randomly (same sample number from both
populations), 4 to 5 companies from each category and 10 companies from the category
“Services”, as they consist of about 30% of the total population and in this way they still
consist of about 30% of the sample, as presented in Table 3.

Table 2. Greek Company Population.

CSR Hellas Stock Market
total members 130 total members 211
. population except for banks and
population except for banks 125 members of <CSR hellas» 177
population except for 71 population except for 102
“others” category “others” category
Source: [61,62].
Table 3. Sample categorization.
CSR Hellas Stock Market
Category Population Sample Population Sample
raw materials 17 5 19 5
food-drinks 10 5 18 5
house appliances 7 4 10 4
technology-software 5 4 15 4
services 23 10 33 10
health-personal hygiene 9 5 7 5
Total 71 33 102 33

Source: [61,62].

6. CSR Analysis and Findings
6.1. CSR from 2009 until 2016

Considering the categorization of indicators, as in Table 1, and according to the
averages of the period as Table 4, Greece is on a positive level only in Reporting category.
In SRI and Standards is in the last place, Greek firms do not care about socially investments
and certifications. Italy is the only country at negative level in Reporting category and the
only one on a positive level about issuing certifications and following global standards.
Spain ranks first in terms of SRI and Initiatives but very low in the Standards category.
Finally, Portugal ranks first in Reporting and almost zero in socially investments and
participating in initiatives.
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Table 4. Country Average of Indicators Categorization.

Average
Country
SRI Initiatives Reporting Standards
Greece —1.62 -1.15 1.26 —2.61
Italy —0.64 —2.63 —1.34 0.64
Spain 0.58 1.15 0.20 —2.40
Portugal 0.35 —0.009 1.98 —1.68

Regarding the examined areas and the averages of Table 5, the Mediterranean is the
only area on a positive level in the Standards category, with a significant difference from
the other regions. In addition, the Mediterranean is on a positive level only in Reporting
category. Considering that these two categories are defined by organizations’ standards and
public policies, is confirmed the active involvement of governments of “Agora” model [10].
The Northern European countries show high positive averages, except the Standards
category that show a negative sign. Only UK countries are on the positive level in the SRI
category and finally the Central European countries are at negative level on all categories.

Table 5. Region Average of Indicators Categorization.

Average
Region
SRI Initiatives Reporting Standards
Mediterranean —0.94 —0.93 0.12 1.82
Northern 1.11 1.52 212 —2.73
UK 1.25 —0.39 —0.50 —2.82
Central —0.70 —0.40 -1.31 —4.11

In the SRI category, as Figure 1 and Table 6, Greece is showing significant fluctuations
over the period under review, with the most significant drop during the period from 2012
to 2013. Since then and until 2016, Greece has remained in the last place, just below from
Italy, which remains at steady negative levels. Portugal, while in 2009 ranking third and at
negative levels, managed to have a positive sign as well as the first place in 2014, but since
then has declined. Finally, Spain has positive steady course throughout the years.

SRI of Mediterranean countries

Variable
—@— GREECE
—m— ITALY

SPAIN
—A - PORTUGAL

1.0+

0.5+

0.0+
-0.54
-1.04
-1.54
-2.04
-2.5-
-3.04
-3.54
-4.04
-4.54

Natural logarithm

2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Year

Figure 1. SRI of Mediterranean Countries.
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Table 6. SRI of Mediterranean Countries.

Descriptive Statistics: SRI

Variable Total Count Mean SEMean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Greece 8 —1.627 0.556 1.571 —4.006 —1.153 —0.148
Italy 8 —0.6472 0.0618 0.1749 —0.8719 —0.6953 —0.3895
Spain 8 0.5887 0.0277 0.0784 0.4596 0.6008 0.6928
Portugal 8 0.355 0.240 0.679 —0.584 0.563 1.031

In the same category, the regions of Europe, as Figure 2 and Table 7, show significant
differences between them. The Mediterranean and the Central European countries are
continuously moving to negative levels, with the difference that the Central European
countries show an increasing trend while the Mediterranean a decreasing. The UK was in
the first place until 2015, but, since then, both their downward trend and the rising trend of
the northern European countries brought them to the second place.

SRI of EU -15 Models
Variable
1.54 —@— AGORA (MEDITERRANEAN)
™ —l— PARTNESHIP (NORTH EUROPE)
y s _ —u - BUSINESS (UK & IRELAND)
1'0_ - — -— — = - e - — - SUSTAINABILITY (CENTRAL EUROPE)
£
£ 05
™
[}
(=]
8
r 0.0
™
=
el
2 s A
_
A— - —A - —A Sl
-1.0-
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Year

Figure 2. SRI of EU Regions.

Table 7. SRI of EU Regions.

Descriptive Statistics: SRI

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Mediterranean 8 —0.9424 0.0705 0.1994 —1.2465 —0.9338 —0.6856
Northern 8 1.1168 0.0388 0.1099 0.9576 1.1033 1.3190
UK 8 1.2510 0.0601 0.1700 0.8900 1.2780 1.4942
Central 8 —0.7051 0.0449 0.1271 —0.8193 —0.7384 —0.4299

In the Initiatives category, as Figure 3 and Table 8, all the countries have shown
significant fluctuations, however, except Portugal, all other countries in 2016 are almost at
the same level as in 2009. Portugal, in 2012, showed a steady upward trend and managed
to keep positive levels near the level of Spain. Italy and Greece are continuously at
negative levels.

In the same category, for the regions of Europe, as Figure 4 and Table 9, only northern
European countries are moving at positive levels, with very little growth. The Mediter-
ranean and the United Kingdom countries are changing significantly, while the Central
European countries from 2010 onwards show a slight increase and from 2013 are in sec-
ond place.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 8055

10 of 20

Initiatives of Mediterranean countries

2.0+

1.5 —

1.0 A
0.5 /

0.0 ,
0.5 /
-1.04
1.5 &7

2.0 ~a_

-2.5 T N
3.0 \ 7 N
554
4.0 \
4.5 \
-5.0 v
5.5

Natural logarithm
|
"

Variable
—&— GREECE
—B— ITALY

SPAIN
—& - PORTUGAL

2012 2013 2014

Year

2009 2010 2011

2015

2016

Figure 3. Initiatives of Mediterranean Countries.

Table 8. Initiatives of Mediterranean Countries.

Descriptive Statistics: Initiatives

Variable Total Count Mean SEMean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Greece 8 —1.152 0.115 0.325 —1.677 —1.185 —0.659
Italy 8 —2.638 0.417 1.179 —4.982 —2.188 —1.575
Spain 8 1.155 0.127 0.360 0.400 1.202 1.545
Portugal 8 —0.0092 0.489 1.384 —1.488 —0.109 1.620
Initiatives of EU - 15 Models
2.0 —— er:;r (MEDITERRANEAN)
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Figure 4. Initiatives of European regions.
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Table 9. Initiatives of European regions.

Descriptive Statistics: Initiatives

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Mediterranean 8 —0.939 0.118 0.333 —1.533 —0.852 —0.512
Northern 8 1.5257 0.0329 0.0929 1.3825 1.5582 1.6194
UK 8 —0.399 0.117 0.332 —0.797 —0.424 0.159
Central 8 —0.4043 0.0597 0.1688 —0.6773 —0.3833 —0.2106

In Reporting category, as Figure 5 and Table 10, Italy is the only country that is
continuously at negative levels. Greece managed to climb up and reach in 2016 Portugal at
the first place. Finally, Spain, although continuously on a marginal positive level, shows a

small but downward trend since 2011.

Reporting of Mediterranean countries
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Figure 5. Reporting of European Regions.

Table 10. Reporting of European Regions.

Descriptive Statistics: Reporting

Variable  Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Greece 8 1.264 0.138 0.391 0.656 1.349 1.818
Italy 8 —1.3420 0.0548 0.1551 —1.5719 —1.3470 —1.1227
Spain 8 0.2036 0.0541 0.1531 —0.0384 0.2270 0.3879
Portugal 8 1.9896 0.0381 0.1077 1.8389 1.9986 2.1615

In the same category, as Figure 6 and Table 11, Northern European countries show
a significant difference from the rest of the regions, moving continuously to high levels.
The simultaneous downward trend of the Mediterranean and the upward trend of the
UK countries led them to be at marginally negative level in 2016. The Central European
countries, since the beginning of the period, have been on the rise, but have not managed

to reach positive levels.
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Figure 6. Reporting of European Regions.

Table 11. Reporting of European Regions.

Descriptive Statistics: Reporting

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Mediterranean 8 0.1250 0.0917 0.2592 —0.2186 0.0858 0.5231
Northern 8 2.1264 0.0369 0.1043 1.9622 2.1361 2.2513
UK 8 —0.5004 0.0775 0.2193 —0.7529 —0.5397 —0.1958
Central 8 —-1.317 0.163 0.460 —2.034 —1.223 —0.746

In Standards category, as Figure 7 and Table 12, Italy is the only country that remains
continuously to positive levels. The countries of Greece and Spain since 2012 and then,
present an opposite trend, Greece rising and Spain decreasing. Portugal is always in the
second place, with a steady upward trend, but still at negative levels.
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Figure 7. Standards of Mediterranean Countries.
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Table 12. Standards of Mediterranean Countries.

Descriptive Statistics: Standards

Variable Total Count Mean SEMean StDev Minimum Median Maximum

Greece 8 —2.611 0.142 0.400 —3.028 —2.625 —2.067
Italy 8 0.6473 0.0410 0.1161 0.5194 0.6041 0.8214
Spain 8 —2.4041 0.0921 0.2606 —2.9867 —2.3707 —2.1512

Portugal 8 —1.6839  0.0909 0.2570 —2.1897 —1.5751 —1.4551

In the same category, as Figure 8 and Table 13, Mediterranean has a significant positive
difference from the rest regions. The remaining regions, despite the slight fluctuations
during the period, are in 2016 almost at the same negative level as in 2009.

Standards of EU - 15 Models
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Figure 8. Standards of European Regions.

Table 13. Standards of European Regions.

Descriptive Statistics: Standards

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Mediterranean 8 1.8290 0.0211 0.0597 1.7365 1.8519 1.9188
Northern 8 —2.7382 0.0513 0.1451 —2.8821 —2.7833 —2.5097
UK 8 —2.823 0.115 0.325 —3.460 —2.733 —2.481
Central 8 —4.1154 0.0675 0.1909 —4.3580 —4.1053 —3.8911

According to the index that combines all of the above, as Figure 9 and Table 14,
Portugal, despite of the initial negative levels and the second place, manage to draw ahead
Spain in 2012 and remain in the first place despite its downward course since 2014. Greece
and Italy, especially from 2012 and then, present significant fluctuations and, at the same
time, a slight improvement in 2016 compared to their 2009 levels. Researches [6,25] confirm
the first place of Spain until 2012 but they present Greece at the last place.

As a Mediterranean region, as Figure 10 and Table 15, they are consistently in the
second place, behind the northern European countries, with a negative sign from 2013
until 2015 and then a recovery effort is taking place. Even though Mediterranean countries
were the latest to introduce CSR [10] they score higher than more developed and more
sustainable economies. The Central European countries, although constantly in the last
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position, are steadily rising, but they need to move faster in order to reduce the distance. It
is impressive that the countries of Central Europe, which role in the functioning of Europe
is important, show very low levels of CSR.

Combined index of Mediterranean countries
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Figure 9. Combined Index of Mediterranean Countries.

Table 14. Combined Index of Mediterranean Countries.

Descriptive Statistics: Combined Index

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Minimum Median Maximum

Greece 8 —4.126 0.461 1.305 —6.691 -3.702 -3.014
Italy 8 -3.979 0.368 1.041 —6.189 —3.585 -3.184
Spain 8 —0.457 0.224 0.634 —1.411 —0.206 0.224

Portugal 8 0.652 0.600 1.696 —-1.972 0.294 2.982

Compined index of EU-15 Models
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Figure 10. Combined Index of European Regions.
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Table 15. Combined Index of Mediterranean Countries.
Descriptive Statistics: Combined Index
Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Minimum Median Maximum
Mediterranean 8 0.0724 0.192 0.544 —1.026 0.191 0.578
Northern 8 2.031 0.102 0.288 1.451 2.088 2.357
UK 8 —2.471 0.200 0.565 —3.430 —2.269 —1.686
Central 8 —6.542 0.277 0.782 —7.619 —6.328 —5.747
In order to analyze better the results of the new model indicator, one should take a
look at the results of the individual indicators, as Tables 16 and 17. There is a significant
differentiation of the averages of the individual indicators for all the countries and regions.
Portugal and Spain rank better than the other countries, but only Portugal is, according the
new model index, at a positive level. Greece and Italy are not ranked in the first place in
any single index, which shows that they need to be improved in all aspects of CSR. Italy, the
largest economy in Mediterranean by GDP, except ISO and SA, that is Standards category,
is on negative level. On the other hand, Greece, a small economy, is on positive level in a
few indicators but at the last place in combined indicator, with small distance from Italy.
Table 16. Indicators Average of Mediterranean Countries.
Average
Country
GRI KPMG G100 UN FTSE4GOOD DOW JONES ISO SA Combined
Greece 0.52 0.74 —1.04 —0.10 0.17 —1.80 —-1.22 —1.38 —4.12
Italy -0.75 —0.58 -1.20 -141 —0.34 -0.29 0.04 0.60 -3.97
Spain 0.35 -0.15 0.40 0.75 0.21 0.36 0.14 —2.55 —0.45
Portugal 0.62 1.36 0.29 —0.30 0.28 0.07 —0.80 0.80 0.65
Table 17. Indicators Average of European Regions.
. Average
Region
GRI KPMG G100 UN FTSE4GOOD DOW JONES ISO SA Combined
Mediterranean 0.06 0.06 -1.12 0.18 —0.56 -0.37 0.56 1.26 0.07
Northern 0.98 1.14 0.97 0.54 0.60 0.51 -0.12 —2.72 2.03
UK —0.22 -0.27 0.48 —0.88 0.64 0.60 0.17 —-2.99 —2.47
Central —0.50 —0.80 —0.32 —0.08 —0.34 —0.36 —0.70 —3.33 —6.54

As for the regions of Europe, the northern European countries have the best results,
with a significant difference from the rest regions. The difference would be even greater if
they had better results of the SA index. The Mediterranean has even a marginal positive
sign due to positive performance in the ISO and SA indices and a future increase in Global
100 will improve the total level. On the contrary, Central European countries have a
negative sign on all indicators. Large economies, expect of those in Northern, need to make
decisions and to set effective policies in order to improve all aspects CSR and to reach
smaller economies of Mediterranean.

6.2. Relation between CSR and Financial Performance

The findings of this sample of the Greek companies cannot lead to clear conclusions
as they differentiate, depending on the evaluation indicator of the financial performance
that being employed. In all inspection, there has been an equal inspection test of the two
fluctuations and for the ROA and ROS indicators there is indication that no equality exists
(p-value 0.00), for the ROE indicator the indications are not too strong (p-value 0.062).

Taking into consideration the ROA indicator of this sample, the “CSR Hellas” companies
that employ good CSR practices show statistically important better financial performance
(p-value 0.008) concerning their efficiency of their asset elements, as in Table 18.
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Table 18. Analysis of ROA.

Descriptive Statistics of ROA

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Variance Median
ROA CSR 66 0.2205 0.0947 0.7691 0.5915 0.0254
ROA Stockmarket 66 —0.0223 0.0131 0.1065 0.0113 —0.00355

Estimate for difference: 0.242800
99% lower bound for difference: 0.007172
95% lower bound for difference: 0.077900
90% lower bound for difference: 0.114836
t-Test of difference = 0 (vs >): T-Value = 2.46; p-Value = 0.008; DF = 67

The average efficiency of the elements of the Greek companies’ assets which employ
good CSR practices are greater than the average of the asset elements of the Greek com-
panies that do not employ in the Greek stock exchange market. With a 99% probability,
this difference is from 0.71% and more, with a 95% probability the difference is 7.79%. The
average efficiency of the asset elements of the “CSR Hellas” companies is 22.05% when the
average efficiency of those companies that do not belong to it is negative and is —2.23%.
50% of the companies which follow the CSR policies have efficiency of their assets above
2.54% compared to the companies that do not do so, resulting in 50% efficiency of —0.35%
and below.

Taking into consideration the ROS indicator and based on the current sample, we
cannot claim that the average profit margin of the companies from the two categories
is statistically different (p-value 0.438), as shown in Table 19. Therefore, the average
profit margin of the companies that are members of the ‘CSR Hellas’ is up to 3.93% and
statistically equal to the average profit margin of the companies that are not members is
up to 2.93%. 50% of the companies that are “CSR Hellas” members have a margin of net
profit over 3.61%, which is relatively close to the average, while on the contrary 50% of the
non-member companies have a margin of net profit 0.47%, which is below the average.
For the specific category of companies, there is a positive asymmetry and the greatest
percentage of the companies is being accumulated in the lower rates of the variable.

Table 19. Analysis of ROS.

Descriptive Statistics of ROS

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Variance Median
ROS CSR 66 0.0393 0.0135 0.1098 0.0121 0.0361
ROS Stockmarket 66 0.0293 0.0622 0.5050 0.2551 0.00473

Estimate for difference: 0.010000
90% lower bound for difference: —0.072290
t-Test of difference = 0 (vs >): T-Value = 0.16; p-Value = 0.438; DF =71

Taking into account, the ROE indicator of the current sample, there are significant
indications (p-value 0.016) that the average efficiency of the capitals of the member com-
panies of the “CSR Hellas” are statistically greater that the average efficiency of the same
capitals of the non-member companies, as shown in Table 20. With a 99% probability,
this difference is up to 8.46% and more, with a probability of 95% the difference is 21.74%
and over. The average efficiency of the same capitals of member companies of the “CSR
Hellas” have an efficiency of 69.90% when the average efficiency of the same capitals of the
non-member companies is fluctuated in negative signs and is —23.40%. 50% of the member
companies have an efficiency of the same capitals over than 74.10%, which is slightly above
the average, while 50% of the non-member companies have an efficiency up to 3.34%,
which is higher than the average rate, mainly meaning that the largest percentage of the
population from this category is being accumulated in the higher rates of the variable.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 8055

17 of 20

Table 20. Analysis of ROE.

Descriptive Statistics of ROE

Variable Total Count Mean SE Mean StDev Variance Median
ROE CSR 66 0.699 0.338 2.750 7.560 0.0741
ROE Stockmarket 66 —0.234 0.268 2177 4.740 0.0334

Estimate for difference: 0.933000
99% lower bound for difference: 0.084610
95% lower bound for difference: 0.217477
90% lower bound for difference: 0.376727
t-Test of difference = 0 (vs >): T-Value = 2.16; p-Value = 0.016; DF = 123

7. Conclusions

The aim has been by using only existing individual quantitative indicators and com-
bining them, to record CSR and to examine the longitudinal evolution in the big Southern
European counties of Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal, taking into account the size of
each country. The evidence has been used to compare the countries as well as to com-
pare the geographic Mediterranean region where they belong in relation to the rest of the
European countries. In addition, knowing the CSR index of Greece during the period of
financial crisis, the aim has been to investigate the relation of CSR to the efficiency of the
corporations and to find out whether the benefits of these practices are reflected in the
financial performance.

Considering the limitations of examining only quantitative indicators, which have not
been checked for their quality characteristics, the fact that is not taken into account the role
and the actions of formal and informal institutions and that GDP is used to measuring the
size and financial dynamic of each country, the results have confirmed the differentiation
and variety of CSR among different areas, even among counties that belong to the same
geographical region. At the same time, CSR is differentiating in the country during the
course and it is necessary to examine the evolution of individual indicators that shape it.
When referring to CSR one should be very specific about the aspect and dimension that
been examined, as the differentiation among them might be significant and their occurrence
might vary. Adopting CSR good practices and the implementation methods are shaped by
the individual political-financial systems of the countries and by the social and cultural
characteristics. Despite the variations in its appearance, the implementation of business
ethics practices in daily operation of the enterprise that pertain to finance, investments,
environment, employees and stakeholders, leads to a comprehensive depiction of CSR.

More specifically, combining individual indicators, Greece and Italy, two countries
that are still at the center of attention when anyone refers to financial crisis, present very
low levels and follow the same developmental course in time. The last place of these
countries is confirmed by previous researches [6,25]. The quite low levels in Standards
category and in Initiatives of Greece and Italy, respectively, show the first category that
needs to be improved. Spain follows a steadier course but within negative levels, whereas
Portugal shows a higher increase. Portugal seems to be the new leader in Mediterranean.
If Spain and Portugal improve the level in Standards category their score will be higher
in the future. The Mediterranean region should become aware of their ethical duties and
responsibilities and must have the Northern European countries as a role model in order to
escape from the roughly zero or negative levels so far and to edit their ethical practices.
The very high score in Standards category and the positive level in Reporting, show that
companies in Mediterranean do not take initiatives and do not innovate, but in contrast,
try to discipline to guidelines and rules of organizations and their governments. Italy, the
largest economy in Mediterranean by GDP, is just in a better position, with small distance,
than Greece, the smallest economy of the area. At the same time, the Mediterranean is
in a better position than larger economies in Europe. The examined countries can review
the evolution over time of the individual indicators and the overall indicator in order to
identify problems and to improve their weaknesses.
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Considering the characteristics of “Agora” model [10], the longitudinal evolution of
the aforementioned countries, both in individual indicators and in their combination, may
be a very useful tool for constitutions, institutions and governments, which have an active
role, in order to locate problems and shortages. At the same time, they can control the
efficiency of their policies, so that they can have as model the other countries, those of
Northern Europe, to make better decisions and to set effective practices. High scores of
Northern Europe, which also are the best globally [6,25,39] show the right way to other
countries. Possibly, the rise of CSR could be a step toward to the exit from the financial
crisis, as that not only benefits society, not only externalizes the adoption of unwritten
ethical rules in the implementation of corporate policy, but it also partly contributes to the
improvement of their financial performance of those companies that adopt CSR.

Future studies should look for the appropriate combination of quantitative indicators
that best represent each category of them and check for their significance. The challenge is
to expand the proposal model of measuring CRS and the present methodology of statistical
aggregation by using not only qualitative variables, but also and quantitative variables. By
adding to the model qualitative features, such as quality of reports, legislature, education,
government policies etc., which should be transformed to a comparable scale, weighing
their importance, we will have a more spherical view of CSR. That will be a significant step
to form a globally accepted CSR National indicator, that will contribute to the comparison
among countries as well as to the following up of their longitudinal evolution. Finally,
knowing CSR indices of the rest Mediterranean countries, researches may relate CSR to the
financial performance of each country’s companies during the financial crisis.
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