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The global concern about sustainability has been growing and the mining industry is 

questioned about its environmental and social performance. Corporate social responsi-

bility (CSR) is an important issue for the extractive industries. The main objective of 

this study was to investigate the relationship between CSR performance and financial 

performance of selected mining companies. The study was conducted by identifying 

and comparing a selection of available CSR performance indicators with financial per-

formance indicators.  

 

Based on the result of the study, the relationship between CSR performance and finan-

cial performance is unclear for the selected group of companies. The result is mixed and 

no industry specific realistic way to measure CSR performance uniformly is available. 

The result as a whole is contradictory and varies at company level as well as based on 

the selected indicators. The result of this study confirms that the relationship between 

CSR performance and financial performance is complicated and difficult to determine. 

As an outcome, evaluation of benefits of CSR in the mining sector could better be ana-

lyzed based on different attributes. 
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1  INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the study 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is defined by the European Commission as “a 

concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their busi-

ness operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary basis” 

(Commission of the European Communities, 2001). CSR is promoted in the European 

Union as a way to meet targets set for sustainable growth and taking into consideration 

the expectations of society as well as changing operating conditions (Commission of the 

European Communities, 2011). In this study CSR refers to activities of companies par-

ticularly addressing social and environmental issues as part of their in corporate respon-

sibility and CSR performance is used to describe the performance of a company in these 

activities.  

The actual effect of CSR performance and its connection to financial performance of 

companies have been studied intensively over the past two decades in well over a hun-

dred studies. Social issues and financial performance of companies have been studied 

since the 1970s. Studies over time have not always been in agreement and conclusions 

have been partly inconclusive and sometimes contradictory (Allouche & Laroche, 2005, 

pp. 8-14; Orlitzky, et al., 2003, pp. 423-425; Margolis, et al., 2007, pp. 22-28; Griffin & 

Mahon, 1997, pp. 5-11). A universally agreed method to study the relationship remains 

as an active subject of debate. The variation in conclusions of conducted studies may 

partly be explained by a notable spread in measured indicators that have been selected, 

mainly for measuring a company’s performance in CSR. 

Mining was greatly involved in the commodity boom of the 2000s, when rising prices 

lead to higher rates of investments into commodity production and created rapidly 

growing revenue for exporting countries (Hebling, et al., 2008, p. 10). However, in-

vestments into new mine production capacity can be both beneficial and, if poorly con-

ducted, negative for sustainability and the surrounding community (Boocock, 2002, pp. 

21-24; Borregaard & Dufey, 2002, pp. 20-21).   

The development of the commodity market, specifically in the case of metals and min-

erals, the boom can be observed through the development of metal prices. Metal prices 
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started to rise in the beginning of 2000s and have kept rising to a remarkably higher 

level than that previous to the boom, despite of the recent downturns.  

CSR has become gradually more and more important for different businesses as a reply 

to global concern over sustainability (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006, p. 272). The mining 

industry as a whole is influenced greatly by concerns about environmental and social 

performance (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006, pp. 271-272), issues that are common with 

those covered by CSR.  The volumes of waste produced are large and the areas affected 

vast. Environmental regulation has become stricter since the 1970s, especially in the 

Northern American and European countries and environmental policies have also been 

developed as a result of increased mining activities especially in developing countries. 

(Eggert, 1994, pp. 1-2,5-7) Companies have been more active in CSR related issues in 

the past few decades. 

Investments into environmental and social issues are often justified by the ‘business 

case for CSR’ which claims that companies can perform better financially when they 

are involved in ameliorating the surrounding society (Kurucz, et al., 2008, p. 84). Social 

programs of mining companies have faced more scrutiny over time as a result of chang-

ing business environment. Stock exchanges often require a standard level of CSR which 

exposes their programs to screening by social investors. (Vogel, 2005, p. 63)  

Mining companies have reacted to the change for both internal and external reasons. As 

companies are required to allocate resources into CSR, a debate on the business case of 

CSR stays active and is highlighted during downturns in economy. The actual financial 

benefit of CSR for mining companies can be questioned if costs for CSR are taken into 

consideration in the performance measures. As the financial performance and allocation 

of resources into CSR as a presumption of reducing the risks of a company remains in 

discussion, this study is a re-examination and furtherance to the debate on CSR perfor-

mance and financial performance.  

1.2 Objectives of the study 

The aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between CSR performance and 

financial performance of companies in the mining industry. Hypothetically, a company 

with high performance in CSR should benefit from CSR, as should the surrounding 
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community and environment. Studies in CSR performance and financial performance 

(when considering the value created by investments) in different industries have shown 

inconclusive results as to market appreciation of companies, while some studies find a 

positive correlation (Wirth, et al., 2013, p. 137) and some present even a notably nega-

tive one (Clarkson, et al., 2004, pp. 350-351), especially so in short term (Makni, et al., 

2009, pp. 419-420). In general the relationship between CSR performance and financial 

performance do tend to have a positive relationship (Makni, et al., 2009, p. 410).  

The primary objective of this study is defined as follows: 

Objective 1: To investigate how CSR performance relates to financial performance of 

mining companies. 

The objective addresses the main subject of this study which is the relationship of in-

vestments and performance in CSR and market reward and accounting based financial 

performance of mining companies.  

Specific objectives to support the achievement of the main objective are defined as fol-

lows: 

Objective 2: To study whether the level of CSR reporting relates to share price and 

revenue of mining companies. 

Objective 3: To study whether investments in CSR relate to higher share price or 

revenue of mining companies 

Objective 4: To investigate if there are noteworthy differences in CSR perfor-

mance/financial performance –relationship between mining companies. 

Finally, an interesting dilemma remains. One of the most visible issues in the studies of 

CSR performance/financial performance -relationship is the high variation of indicators 

chosen to represent the performance of a company in CSR. In order to explain some of 

the differences, one can assume that as differences in industries can be observed in sev-

eral ways, the same difference is noticeable also in CSR operations. An additional issue 

is finding a suitable indicator for measuring CSR performance especially for mining 

companies.  
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Objective 5: To investigate the differences between different indicators used for measur-

ing the relationship between CSR performance and financial performance and to find a 

suitable way of measuring CSR performance of mining companies. 

1.3 Structure and limitations 

 The selected group of companies includes companies that together form approximately 

50% of the produced annual value in the global mining industry. The selected compa-

nies are large multinational corporations.  

The first chapter of this report introduces the background, objectives and outlines of this 

study. The theoretical background for the study is presented in the second chapter. The 

chapter summarizes some of the results from previous studies in the field that explain 

the studied phenomenon on a general level and from different industries than mining 

and CSR in the context of mining as an industry. The methodology of the study is pre-

sented in the third chapter. The results and discussion of are presented in the fourth 

chapter. The fifth chapter consists of discussion and conclusions.  

There are some limitations to the study. In order to minimize the effect of company size 

on results, the selected variable for measuring CSR investments is the relationship be-

tween CSR CAPEX and total CAPEX. The stock price analysis includes only compa-

nies that are listed in stock exchanges and revenue analysis those that report their reve-

nues annually. The location of the stock exchange is not relevant for the purposes of the 

study and the share values have been indexed and are observed as annual average rela-

tive values. The findings and the analysis of the study are industry specific and based on 

a limited group of companies. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW  

2.1 CSR in the mining sector 

2.1.1 CSR in the context of mining 

In the following section different aspects of CSR specific to mining are examined to 

provide a more industry specific depiction of the issue and a basis for further analysis. 

First, general issues that have an impact on the industry as a whole are discussed. Then 

the local context of mining and the meaning of CSR in that aspect are examined in more 

detail. Finally at the end of the chapter both the actions taken and actual performance of 

mining companies in CSR is presented.  

Mining is a field of industry that is based on a cycle which begins with exploration and 

ends with closing down and the follow up of a site. The process is often very long and a 

mine’s productive lifespan is measured usually in dozens of years. The impact of min-

ing on the environment is irreversible, as something is removed from the Earth’s crust 

and transported as a product for further processing. A mining site can have huge impact 

on the landscape (especially in the case of open-pit mining where the mined area is ex-

posed) and e.g. the infrastructure and workforce needed for operating a mine can change 

the surrounding society for decades to come. Mining can only be performed where the 

desired ore is located. Basic resources needed by other industries are created by mining, 

and further processed for example in different smelting or leaching processes to create 

different products such as metals, energy and fertilizers. In order to operate, a mine 

needs permission from the surrounding society. This is handled through different permit 

processes defined by each country’s regulative processes and authorities. A mine also 

needs social approval, often referred to as ’a license to operate’, as operations typically 

occur in an environment which may already be occupied. CSR is a way for a company 

to receive consent and acceptance to operate. 

2.1.2 Managing expectations  

Mining as an industry has been under scrutiny from different stakeholders over the past 

decades. Mining operations tend to have a noticeable impact on the environment and 

surrounding society. There have been demands of stopping operations and creating 

higher barriers for starting new mines. Mining companies have reacted to the growing 



14 

 

demands of CSR, amongst other things (e.g. R&D), by involving stakeholders further 

and producing environmental and CSR reports for communication. (Perez & Sanchez, 

2009, pp. 950-951) 

The cost-benefit relationship of mining in general has been used as justification in dis-

cussion for damage caused by mining activities in the past. Severe damage has been 

argued to be acceptable because the economic benefit of a mine outweighs any harm 

caused. Damage to local farmland or water and even deliberate killing of locals has 

been reported in the history of mining. Nevertheless, reactions to mining companies 

operations are influenced by existing social, cultural, political, environmental and eco-

nomic contexts. Also actual singular events influence the general opinion. (Jenkins, 

2004, pp. 24-25, 32)     

Mining companies have become active in CSR during the past few decades, and the 

largest companies publish CSR reports regularly. Nevertheless, in some cases actual 

performance with regards to their CSR agendas has been questioned (Kapelus, 2002, p. 

290).  The approaches of companies to environmental and social issues have evolved 

during the past two decades, which has been partly due to stricter regulations in coun-

tries with a long background in mining (Dashwood, 2012, pp. 119-120).   

There is an ongoing discussion whether CSR is just a greenwashing activity or not and 

if it actually has a positive impact to the surrounding environment and community. CSR 

in mining has in some cases had positive outcomes, but in general the role and impact of 

CSR should be addressed carefully (Hamann & Kapelus, 2004, pp. 90-91). The mining 

industry is commonly regarded as one of the most disruptive activities to the environ-

ment and society. Over the past 50 years a notable amount of environmental disasters 

and human rights incidents which have contributed to the growth of public concern 

about CSR, have happened in the petroleum industry and mining (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 

2006, p. 272). 

Public reactions towards mining operations from local communities have occurred 

worldwide. The public opinion however has had more impact to operations in the de-

veloped countries, mostly due to better resourcing of social movements and NGOs 

(non-governmental organizations). Mitigating the impact of mining operations is more 
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challenging in developing countries. Developing countries often have policies in place 

but may lack in manpower or other resources.  The investments of mining companies in 

the developing countries have increased, however this is followed by criticism on their 

responsible business conduct. During the past few decades many NGOs have developed 

and took a growing interest in mining. Since then CSR has become a necessity for com-

panies due to social pressure. (Kapelus, 2002, pp. 276-278; Adey, et al., 2011, p. 154)  

In some countries CSR reporting is also required by law. For example, in some coun-

tries in the European Union (e.g. Sweden, the Netherlands, Denmark and France), com-

panies are required to provide information about their CSR performance in addition to 

financial figures. Key performance indicators regarding for example environmental and 

employee related matters are expected to be reported. Reporting is suggested to become 

mandatory in all member states. (European Commission, 2013) 

Countries and regions have created new requirements for CSR at different speeds. 

Companies have started reacting to the changing operational environment as regulations 

have started to tighten in Northern American countries and Australia in the 1990’s 

(where mining has a long history as an important industry for the national economies). 

For example, companies had to post bonds for post-closure cleaning of sites and were 

denied access to new possible mine sites. In addition to improving CSR, this has lead to 

mining industry shifting its focus to new target areas for their mining operations. 

(Dashwood, 2012, p. 120) 

Mining projects, similar to large scale energy projects (oil, gas) have remarkably large 

environmental footprint and high potential of improvement of local conditions. A trend 

has been observed in developing countries where existing resources are exploited main-

ly by multinational companies and the growth of local industries has been slow. This is 

mainly affected by historical reasons since many mining decisions have been made 

shortly after the countries’ independence, governmental changes or both. Decisions of 

opening up the countries for foreign investment have been made when the countries 

have had extending debts to banks and donor institutions (IMF, World Bank). (Hilson, 

2012, pp. 133-134) 
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Mining as an industry differs from the oil industry. The different processes from pro-

specting to actual ore production take years or decades, hence the generation of profit is 

not fast. Mining sites are often situated inland, whereas oil operations tend to be off-

shore, therefore a mine is in constant contact with the local population. CSR has an em-

phasized significance to a mining company as CSR engages the company in continuous 

discussion with NGOs and other stakeholders. (Hilson, 2012, p. 135)  

CSR has often different meaning to companies and is valued differently by each com-

pany and its stakeholders. The processes and conduct of a company can be viewed very 

differently and the question of level of participation and consideration of different 

stakeholder groups remains open (Kapelus, 2002, pp. 291-292). CSR can decrease the 

risks of a company that operates in a controversial industry (like mining) through e.g. 

improved risk management, better market appeal as a strategic approach, transparency 

and access to financial market (Jo & Haejung, 2012 , p. 443). Companies in controver-

sial industries, as mining, can effectively reduce their risks with CSR. The effect is no-

tably greater in controversial industries than others (Jo & Haejung, 2012 , pp. 452-453). 

2.1.3 License to operate – Company and CSR in a local context 

CSR can be beneficial for both the company and surrounding community, especially 

when it aspires to find long term solutions and changes, and companies should be ac-

countable for making sure their operations add value to the community when possible. 

However they should not be held responsible for solving existing social issues (Adey, et 

al., 2011, p. 167). CSR is a way for companies to ensure that their policies and practices 

are aligned with sustainable development with the aim of making sure they have access 

to capital, land and markets (Hamann & Kapelus, 2004, p. 86). Mutual respect is needed 

in order for a relationship between company and local population to become long last-

ing, beneficial and interactive (Newenham-Kahindi, 2011, p. 275). 

Mining projects are linked with a high risk regardless of the country where they are sit-

uated. Cost of exploration (and time spent for it) and development run up to billions of 

US dollars. Political risks are often more elevated when operating in a developing coun-

try. The political risks of an investment project can include e.g. expropriation, seizing of 

operations and forced contract negotiations. (Webb, 2012, p. 395) 
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CSR has been in cases motivated by reasons based on social contract rather than busi-

ness case and stakeholder entitlement based ones. The license to operate is essential for 

a mining  operation – local communities have been able to block operations in the past 

(Weaver, 2012, pp. 588-589). There have also been violent altercations, as the relation-

ship between the company and the local community has worsened (Newenham-Kahindi, 

2011, p. 274). 

Companies have different strategies for dealing with the risks involved in their opera-

tions. They can for example opt for a political risk insurance (PRI) that will cover their 

losses in the case of abrupt realization of a risk. CSR activities can be seen as another 

method of risk management. Projects that lead to benefitting the surrounding communi-

ty can decrease the probability of local opposition. (Webb, 2012, pp. 396-397)  

2.1.4 CSR initiatives and frameworks in mining 

CSR as a phenomenon has undergone fast and notable changes in the past few decades. 

Industry specific CSR programs have been undertaken also in the mining sector. The 

International Council on Mining and Metals’ actions and the sector specific supplement 

for the GRI reporting framework are discussed in more detail in this section.  

The International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM) has committed to implement 

a Sustainable Development Framework that consists of 10 principles (see Table 1). The 

framework is based on the Rio declaration of 1992, GRI Reporting Initiative, Global 

Compact, OECD Guidelines on Multinational Enterprises, World Bank Operative 

Guidelines, OECD Convention on Combating Bribery, ILO Conventions and the Vol-

untary Principles on Security and Human Rights. (International Council on Mining & 

Metals, 2013) 

The GRI reporting framework includes a separate sector supplement for mining and 

metals. The sector supplement focuses on industry specific issues which in the case of 

mining include biodiversity, communities and indigenous peoples’ rights and land is-

sues as well as the closure process of mines. (Global reporting Initiative, 2013) 
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Table 1 The 10 principles of ICMM’s Sustainable Development Framework (International Council 

on Mining & Metals, 2013) 

1 Implement and maintain ethical business practices and sound systems of corporate governance 

2 Integrate sustainable development considerations within the corporate decision-making process 

3 Uphold fundamental human rights and respect cultures, customs and values in dealings with em-

ployees and others who are affected by our activities 

4 Implement risk management strategies based on valid data and sound science 

5 Seek continual improvement of our health and safety performance 

6 Seek continual improvement of our environmental performance 

7 Contribute to conservation of biodiversity and integrated approaches to land use planning. 

8 Facilitate and encourage responsible product design, use, re-use, recycling and disposal of our 

products 

9 Contribute to the social, economic and institutional development of the communities in which we 

operate 

10 Implement effective and transparent engagement, communication and independently verified re-

porting arrangements with our stakeholders 

The ICMM conducts an assessment of the performance of its members with regards to 

these commitments. The ICMM has 22 member companies and 34 member associa-

tions. With regards to the value of mineral production, 5 out of 10 largest companies are 

ICMM members. Members are required to report in line with GRI’s G3 Guidelines and 

the mining and metals sector supplement, on application level A and obtain an inde-

pendent external assurance. 20 out of the 22 member companies obtained a G3 A+ level 

in 2012. (International Council on Mining and Metals, 2012, pp. 10-11)  

2.2 Studies on the relationship between CSR and financial performance of a 

company 

The relationship between CSR performance and corporate financial performance (CFP) 

has been studied intensively since the 1970s, and the studies in total range in hundreds. 

Likewise reviews of various studies have been published for the past 40 years, for the 

last 15 years the works of Griffin and Mahon (1997), Preston and O’Bannon (1997), 

Richardson, et al. (1999), Margolis and Walsh (2001; 2003), Orlitzky, et al., (2003), 

Allouche & Laroche (2005) and Margolis, et al. (2007) were among the well-cited and 

quoted.  
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The relationship has been studied both as one-directional relationship of CSR 

performance’s effect to CFP and vice versa, and as a bidrectional relationship between  

the two. There is still no general concensus regarding the relationship but there are 

higher indications of the relationship being positive than negative or non-existent 

(Margolis & Walsh, 2003, p. 278; Margolis, et al., 2007, pp. 29-33; Griffin & Mahon, 

1997, pp. 8-10). The scope, indicators, main hypotheses and findings of existing studies 

are discussed in the following sections. 

2.2.1 Scope of CSR performance/CFP -studies 

Two basic, opposite opinions can be observed in the discussion. CSR is either viewed as 

advantageous or disadvantageous. A company investing and performing in CSR has a 

competitive advantage because it can attract resources, create new opportunities and 

market its output more efficiently. However, CSR expenditures raise a company’s costs 

and place it in a disadvantage position with its competitors (Barnett & Solomon, 2006, 

p. 1102)  

The studies conducted have been both universal and industry specific. This can also 

partly explain the variation in results obtained. The indicators used in the studies have 

also varied for both CSR performance and CFP . The findings in the studies vary based 

on chosen indicators. Studies conducted based on accounting based measures tend to 

have the highest correlation of CSR performance and CFP (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 

419; Allouche & Laroche, 2005, pp. 12-14). Using reputation ratings often leads to a 

higher correlation that can also be partly explained by a ‘halo effect’ which refers to 

companies receiving appraisal for general reputational impressions rather than actual 

performance in CSR. (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, p. 426; Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 422). 

2.2.2 CSR performance indicators in existing CSR performance/CFP studies 

CSR can lead to a company gaining a competitive advantage, but it can also be a reac-

tion to public response (Porter & Kramer, 2006, pp. 74-75,81). CSR performance is 

affected by a diverse group of variables, such as regulation, industry guidance, volun-

tary instructions, public view as well as corporate choices. These define the basis of 

how CSR is implemented in a company. The indicators for measuring CSR performance 
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are as diverse as are the reasons and implementations of CSR. In this study the focus is 

on a particular set of indicators that are discussed below.  

The studied indicators for corporate social performance (CSR performance) have varied 

greatly as have the measures for assessing corporate financial performance (CFP) 

(Margolis, et al., 2007, pp. 36-59). The efforts and performance in CSR by companies is 

not defined simply by one variable and studies in the field have had dozens of ways to 

measure CSR performance. Both self-reported and objective CSR performance indica-

tors have been used to estimate the performance of a company. (Allouche & Laroche, 

2005, pp. 6-7; Margolis, et al., 2007, pp. 36-59). Performance has been studied for ex-

ample based on CSR reporting performance of companies (both standardized and inter-

nal), reputation (external valuation, including e.g. stock indices and ratings), behavior 

(recalls, discharges, bans, investigations, compliance to legislation etc.), surveys, chari-

table activities, investments and corporate policies (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, pp. 428-432; 

Margolis, et al., 2007, pp. 36-59).   

The more common ways to measure CSR performance include reporting tools, ratings 

and stock indices. Reporting that involves non-financial information relevant to the 

business, including social and environmental issues has its roots in the 1980’s (Niskala 

& Tarna, 2003, p. 14). There are specified reporting tools that companies can use, major 

guidelines are provided by e.g. Global Reporting Initiative’s (GRI) Sustainability re-

porting framework and guidelines, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devel-

opment’s (OECD) Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, The United Nations (UN) 

Global Compact and International Organization for Standardization’s ISO 26000 stand-

ard on social responsibility (Global Reporting Initiative, 2013; OECD, 2013; United 

Nations Global Compact, 2013; ISO, 2012).  

Company ratings reflect their reputation in regards to CSR performance. There have 

been different ranking lists over time. The Global 100 list ranks 100 companies accord-

ing to their performance in 12 key performance indicators (KPI) that correspond the 

reporting guidelines of Global Reporting Initiative and are weighted according to each 

industry (Global 100 , 2013).  
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Among the indices still present today are the MSCI Sustainability Indices, the 

FTSE4Good Index, the Dow Jones Sustainability Indices, the Global Sustainability In-

dex, the STOXX Sustainability indices, and the OMX GES Sustainability Indices. The 

indices have evolved over time and during the timeframe of CSR performance-CFP 

studies.  The main idea of a sustainability index is to offer a point of reference to inves-

tors who want to involve sustainability performance in their decisions (Nasdaq OMX, 

2013; Dow Jones Sustainability Indices, 2013).  

Company behavior data such as discharges or product recalls can be collected depend-

ing on the type. One commonly used method in studies (King & Lenox, 2001; Konar & 

Cohen, 2001) has been the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Toxic 

Release Inventory (TRI) program that covers annually released chemicals in the United 

States into air and water, as well as chemicals managed through recycling, energy re-

covery and treatment (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2013). Product 

recalls can be both ordered by authorities or be voluntary (Davidson & Worrell, 1992, 

pp. 467-470). In the United States all recalls and court proceedings as well as statistics 

on them can be found on the Consumer Product Safety Commission’s web site (United 

States Consumer Product Safety Commission, 2013).  

2.2.3 Financial performance indicators in existing CSR performance/CFP studies 

The financial performance indicators for companies in studies related to CSR perfor-

mance/CFP-relationship have consisted of two main types: accounting based and mar-

ket based indicators. Accounting based indicators include e.g. return on equity (ROE) 

and return on investments (ROI), return on assets (ROA) and market based indicators 

e.g. stock returns and total market value of company (Margolis, et al., 2007, p. 13).  The 

financial performance of companies is often measured by profitability, which is de-

scribed by e.g. ROE, ROI and EBITDA (Earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation 

and amortization) which gives an indication of performance disregarding possible 

growth and capital expenditures. Market value of a company is the multiplication of the 

closing price of a company’s share and the amount of shares. Stock return is the profit 

per single share, including dividends and share price appreciation. Both market based 

indicators are linked directly to the development of the share price and all accounting 
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based indicators describe the financial gain of a company’s operations. Revenue, or 

turnover, describes the income of a company from its usual business activities. 

2.2.4 Common hypotheses and theories in CSR performance/CFP -studies 

There are several hypotheses and theories that have been used in studies to explain the 

relationship between corporate social performance and financial performance. The basic 

questions to which the hypotheses are based on are the direction and causality of the 

two (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, pp. 419-420; Makni, et al., 2009, p. 410). The more 

commonly discussed hypotheses presented in existing literature are described briefly in 

the following. 

Social impact hypothesis and stakeholder theory 

The stakeholder theory has been a dominant theory in CSR performance/CFP -studies 

(Margolis & Walsh, 2003, p. 273). Introduced by Freeman (1984), the theory states that 

companies need to take their stakeholders into consideration in their operations. The 

theory suggests a positive relationship between CSR performance and financial perfor-

mance; the satisfaction of different stakeholders is essential for the organization’s finan-

cial performance (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 405; Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, pp. 421-

422). The social impact hypothesis is based on the stakeholder theory (Makni, et al., 

2009, p. 410).  

According to the social impact hypothesis, serving the stakeholders’ implicit claims will 

improve the company’s reputation and finally lead to a positive financial result. Failing 

to satisfy the stakeholders’ needs may have a negative impact. (Makni, et al., 2009, p. 

410) 

The company can also increase efficiency of adaptation to external demands by address-

ing and balancing the needs of different stakeholders (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 405). The 

stakeholder theory has also been identified as the ‘good management theory’ (Orlitzky, 

et al., 2003, p. 406; Waddock & Graves, 1997, pp. 306-307). The main argument for the 

theory has been that a high correlation between CSR performance and financial perfor-

mance is simply the outcome of good management practices that result in a better over-

all performance both financially and in CSR (Waddock & Graves, 1997, pp. 306-307).  
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Resource based view of the firm  

Resource based view of the firm, in literature ‘slack resources hypothesis’ and ‘availa-

ble funds hypothesis’ suggests that companies with more resources available from better 

financial performance can use more resources for purposes that are not directly required 

by financial necessity, e.g. in CSR. ‘Slack resources’ stand for accessible resources that 

can be used by the company for such purposes as CSR. The available funds or slack 

resources hypothesis suggests that better financial performance may result to better per-

formance in CSR (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 406). Firms with more slack resources from 

high financial performance have better possibilities in investing in CSR practices 

(Waddock & Graves, 1997, pp. 311-313; Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, p. 423).  In gen-

eral, companies with better resources have better possibilities to invest to any purpose 

they see as required or purposeful for their agenda, including CSR.  

Companies with a high level of available resources can use CSR for strategic purposes 

rather than as short term investment into matters that have high priority and thus proba-

bly also high and urgent stakeholder need. Companies with better resources can focus 

their efforts into long term issues and move the focus of CSR from reaction to stake-

holder needs into achieving long term goals. The type of CSR investment is relative to 

financial performance – a company with better resources can direct investments in long-

term projects that could be also qualified as strategic activities (Waddock & Graves, 

1997, pp. 315-316).  It may be difficult to derive the importance of CSR separately from 

other strategic choices and even more difficult to point out the actual input/output -

relationship of such activities as outcomes may not be directly monetarily measurable. 

Trade off hypothesis 

According to the trade off hypothesis, CSR performance has a negative impact on fi-

nancial performance (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, p. 421). Arguments for negative rela-

tionship between CSR performance and financial performance include that there are 

costs incurring which could otherwise be avoided or be paid for by someone else (e.g. 

government) (Waddock & Graves, 1997, p. 305).  Activities in CSR may direct capital 

and other resources out of the company, creating a disadvantage in comparison to com-
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panies that do not participate in same activities (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, p. 421; 

Makni, et al., 2009, p. 410).  

Managerial opportunism hypothesis 

Managers can have altering motives for CSR and other decisions. The managerial op-

portunism hypothesis suggests that managers can try to pursue their own short-term 

private gains, which then can lead to a weaker performance with regards to objectives of 

shareholders and other stakeholders (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, p. 423; Allouche & 

Laroche, 2005, p. 5; Makni, et al., 2009, p. 410), rather than focusing on fulfilling their 

needs. This is in direct contradiction with the stakeholder theory. Managers can also try 

to subsidize failure in other areas with CSR. Weak financial performance may again 

lead managers to join noticeable social programs in hope of offsetting their disappoint-

ing results (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, pp. 423-424).  

Synergetic models 

The relationship between CSR performance and CFP can also be described as being 

synergetic, in both positive and negative; The cycle can be virtuous and bidirectional 

(Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, p. 424; Waddock & Graves, 1997, pp. 316-317; Allouche 

& Laroche, 2005, p. 5; Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 417). The positive synergy hypothesis 

suggests that high social performance can lead to positive financial performance, which 

then can lead to better social performance (see slack resources hypothesis). However, 

the same effect can also exist as a negative cycle. (Allouche & Laroche, 2005, p. 5; 

Makni, et al., 2009, p. 410; Waddock & Graves, 1997, p. 316; Preston & O'Bannon, 

1997, p. 424).  

The relationship between CSR performance and CFP may also be affected by other var-

iables, such as research and development activities of new technologies  (McWilliams 

& Siegel, 1997, pp. 102-103). Overall, the relationship can be more complex than pre-

sumed and it may be curvilinear rather than a linear one (Barnett & Solomon, 2006, pp. 

1113-1115).  
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2.2.5 Findings on CSR performance/CFP –studies 

In most cases the studied relationship between CSR performance and financial perfor-

mance has been either positive or by the least not negative (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, 

p. 426; Allouche & Laroche, 2005, p. 22; Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 424). The studies 

with positive results have been in favor of the available funds or slack resources hy-

pothesis (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997, p. 426; Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 417; Waddock & 

Graves, 1997, pp. 312-313) and stakeholder or good management theory (Orlitzky, et 

al., 2003, pp. 417-419), which describe the same relationship from different perspec-

tives (Figure 1).  

The correlation between CSR performance and financial performance can also be di-

rected by financial performance – the slack resources hypothesis suggests that compa-

nies with more available funds from strong financial performance have superior possi-

bilities in investing to CSR, which then relates as better performance in CSR (Waddock 

& Graves, 1997, p. 312). However, companies with high performance in CSR may con-

tinue to perform well in CSR even if there are changes in their financial performance; 

companies with improved financial performance might not change their performance or 

inputs in CSR, which would indicate that there are more variables that affect the rela-

tionship (Griffin & Mahon, 1997, p. 24).  

However, according to some studies a negative relationship exists between the envi-

ronmental aspects of CSR performance and financial performance, in favor of the trade 

off hypothesis and negative synergy model. Responsibly behaving companies can have 

lower profits and shareholder wealth, which then has a negative impact on socially re-

sponsible investments. Environmental programs can lead to reduced performance, at 

least in short time perspective. They can be perceived as too costly and irrational in-

vestment behavior by the market. Due to the possibly negative impacts of investments 

in CSR programs, it may be necessary for governments to subsidize the efforts in order 

to make up for the reduction in performance. However, companies can ultimately bene-

fit from their investments as better access to certain markets and reduction in costs re-

lated to regulations, material, labor and capital markets. (Makni, et al., 2009, pp. 419-

420) 
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Figure 1 Results of existing studies for the relationship between CSR performance and financial 

performance of companies 

There are additional issues to consider when it comes to evaluating the relationship be-

tween CSR and financial performance. Investments in CSR can increase capital costs; 

however the costs are not uniform across companies and industries. The costs of needed 

intermediate materials and staff can also be higher. Investments in CSR can nonetheless 

in the end result in economies of scale or other benefits, such as a better reputation 

across a company’s product selection. (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001, pp. 122-124)  

Studies conducted on accounting based indicators have had the highest correlation of 

CSR performance and CFP (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 419; Allouche & Laroche, 2005, 

pp. 12-14) (Table 2).  There seems to be a high correlation between CSR evaluated by 

reputational measures and CFP. This may partly be explained by a ‘halo effect’ (Preston 

& O'Bannon, 1997, p. 426; Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 422).  

A stronger positive relationship has been observed in previous studies when environ-

mental measures have been eliminated from CSR performance (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 

417). Not all measures of CSR result in good financial performance, at least when per-

formance is judged based on market value of a company. Some concrete actions (e.g. 

donations) can be perceived as direct attempts of companies trying to manage external 

impressions of them and their activities (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, p. 422).  
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Table 2 Results of CSR performance and financial performance studies 

Correlation between CSR and financial 

performance 

Indicator 

Positive relationship Accounting based indicators 

Reputational indicators for CSR 

Elimination of environmental issues from 

CSR 

Negative relationship Market value based indicators 

 

There are other issues in evaluating the actual relationship between CSR and financial 

performance that should be taken into consideration in the discussion. R&D investments 

have a correlation with financial performance, however the role of R&D in CSR has not 

been always considered in existing studies. R&D and CSR can have a high correlation 

between each other – both are associated with innovation in processes and products. 

Isolating the impact of CSR from the effect of R&D when studying the relationship of 

CSR with financial performance can leave the effect of actual CSR unclear 

(McWilliams & Siegel, 1997, p. 608). Also the field of industry and other characteris-

tics of the business environment can have an impact. The correlation of CSR and CFP 

may vary upon industry and situation; different attributes may be significant, making 

CSR a strategic choice, unique to each company (King & Lenox, 2001, pp. 112-113). 

Companies may invest in CSR in order to be perceived as being responsible, rather than 

it being an actual internal necessity. Managers may be aware of that certain profits can 

be gained by appearing to support social performance aims. Social performance may be 

pursued as an attempt to avoid bad publicity and pursued at a minimum effort level. 

However, it is possible that companies that wish to appear socially responsible may ac-

tually end up institutionalizing CSR policies and discover that actual improved attention 

is paid to stakeholders’ needs, and there may also be additional benefits that are not re-

flected in financial performance. (Waddock & Graves, 1997, p. 314) 

Evaluation of the actual impact of CSR performance with regards to financial perfor-

mance is still a challenge. Understanding of the actual costs and benefits of different 
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operations in CSR is vague and the financial metrics used may not always entirely cor-

respond to the actual value proposition (Peloza, 2009, p. 1532). One major issue is the 

difficulty of separating other firm characteristics from CSR (Rodgers, et al., 2013, pp. 

609-610). 

2.3 Evaluation of CSR performance  

Evaluating CSR performance of a company is one of the cornerstones in the existing 

CSR discussion. The definition of performance is complex. There are several indicators 

that have been used to measure CSR performance in the existing studies. 

A consistent measurement system does not exist and the validity of CSR activities of 

companies can be questioned. Combining different measurement methods is complex 

and makes the situation more challenging for companies trying to communicate and 

develop their activities. Varying company size and different fields of industry make 

finding a perfect measurement system difficult. (Quiroz-Onate & Aitken, 2007, pp. 85-

86)  

Reporting, ratings, indices and listings and nominations (both positive and negative) are 

discussed in the following sections. 

2.3.1 CSR reporting 

Companies usually release an annual report of the past financial year, which can also 

include the company’s activities in CSR. Separate CSR reporting became more com-

mon during the 1990’s (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006, p. 273). CSR reporting serves the 

purpose of signaling the company’s efforts and that they meet society’s existing norm of 

sustainability (Chelli & Gendron, 2013, p. 187). Reporting has become a norm in the 

corporate world (Vurro & Perrini, 2011, p. 459) and it can be seen as a transformational 

force, used as a way to make change possible in the company or as classical reporting, 

where the focus is on changing the perceptions of the reader (Quiroz-Onate & Aitken, 

2007, p. 84). 

Reporting does not always indicate good performance in CSR and the lack of it does not 

necessarily mean poor performance. High level of CSR disclosure can even be used to 

try and hide poor outcomes. Reporting remains for the most part voluntary and diverse 
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which makes it more difficult to judge performance based on reporting.  (Vurro & 

Perrini, 2011, pp. 470-471) 

There are different frameworks that companies can use as basis for their reporting of 

CSR issues. One of these is a framework created by the Global Reporting Inititiative 

(GRI), which is based on a set of indicators that describe the economic, social and envi-

ronmental performance of a company (Global Reporting Initiative, 2013). 

2.3.2 Ratings  

Social ratings are used as a reference for CSR performance. However, it is not totally 

clear if the ratings actually provide transparency needed for identifying socially respon-

sible companies. The thought behind ratings is to try and provide comparable infor-

mation about companies with regards to their social performance. There are different 

types of ratings provided by different institutions which focus and evaluate companies 

based on different methodologies. Investors try to benefit from transparent information 

in order to identify accuracy in summarizing a company’s past performance and current 

managerial actions in relation to CSR. Investors need different kinds of information, 

depending on their motives for preferring CSR performance as an indicator. (Chatterji, 

et al., 2007, pp. 5-8) 

There are several different CSR ratings and indices available. CSR indices can be used 

as a tool for companies and the surrounding society to compare the performance of 

companies in CSR. An index can also be a tool for an investor to evaluate and analyze a 

company. (Quiroz-Onate & Aitken, 2007, pp. 84-85) In general the measurement sys-

tem of different CSR indices is based on rating the company’s management practices 

that have an effect on the community, environment, market and workplace (Quiroz-

Onate & Aitken, 2007, p. 84). CSR indices are published under such trademarks as Dow 

Jones and the FTSE Group, and they aim to provide a series of stocks that are based on 

ethical performance.  

Sustainability ratings have been developed as an attempt to bring clarity to the different 

types of sustainability reporting. The ratings however are heterogenic in their measuring 

methods. (Chelli & Gendron, 2013, pp. 187-188). 



30 

 

Different ratings have different criteria and selection system, which can be based on e.g. 

exclusion of certain types of industries or best-in-class performance and selection crite-

ria. There can be notable differences between the consistency of companies selected and 

dismissed. A common and consistent measurement system does not exist. Ratings may 

in fact be promoting a reputational effect on CSR instead of measuring a company’s 

performance. (Quiroz-Onate & Aitken, 2007, pp. 84-85) 

2.3.3 Other measures to evaluate CSR performance 

CSR performance can be perceived also from an investor’s or a NGO’s point of view. 

SRI (socially responsible investment) funds use a screening process as they select 

stocks to their portfolio. Companies can be ‘blacklisted’ which means that funds that 

aim to invest socially responsibly select to drop specific stocks from their portfolios as a 

result of their unethical conduct. Blacklisting can have a negative effect on the compa-

nies as they lose major investors (Marriage, 2013).  

NGOs have published rankings of companies based on their CSR performance. For ex-

ample Oxfam have scored and ranked ten of the largest food and beverages companies 

(Oxfam, 2013). Similar lists have been created based on mining companies but are not 

currently publicly available (Whittington, 2010). 

2.3.4 CSR performance of mining companies 

CSR efforts are influenced by external forces in addition to internal and strategic pur-

poses. Industries that are more vulnerable to criticism because of the nature of their ac-

tivities (e.g. oil industry) may need to engage in higher levels of CSR activities than 

others in order to please their stakeholders (Bhattacharya & Sankar, 2004, pp. 22-23).  

In the following, the performance of mining companies in CSR is discussed. 

CSR reporting of mining companies 

Most companies release an annual report that describes the past financial year. In addi-

tion to annual financial information it can also contain indications of the company’s 

activities in CSR. There are also separate environmental, social and CSR -reports that 

became more common in the mining sector since the 1990’s (Jenkins & Yakovleva, 

2006, p. 273). The reliability of reporting has been questioned for example by NGOs 
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and public debate and third party verification has been used as one solution to the issue. 

However the quality of third party verification practices have also been questioned 

(Castka & Balzarova, 2007, pp. 747-748). 

In general the amount of CSR reporting has increased remarkably over the past two 

decades. In 2009, 4 000 reports were published globally. The increase from close to 

non-existent in 1992 has been rapid. However there are over 80 000 multinational en-

terprises in the world across different industries; the existing number of reports repre-

sents approximately 5 % of all companies, disregarding small and medium enterprises. 

(van Wensen, et al., 2011, pp. 22-24)  

Most major companies in the mining sector issue a CSR or a sustainability report (see 

Figure 2). Company size and publishing an annual stand alone -report correlate highly, 

95% of top 20 companies released a separate sustainability report in 2011. 55% of the 

following 20 companies did the same. Other forms of disclosing CSR information in-

clude e.g. sustainability information included in an annual report or presenting sustaina-

bility information on the company website. (PwC, 2012, p. 23) 

 

 

Figure 2 Sustainability reporting in major mining companies (PwC, 2012, p. 23) 

Mining companies have also evolved in CSR reporting over the past few decades. The  

form, comprehensiveness and depth of reporting has improved and there is a general 

trend towards better quality of reporting, as well as to following existing best practices 
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in reporting (Perez & Sanchez, 2009, p. 958; Jenkins & Yakovleva, 2006, p. 282). Simi-

larly, the requirements for information on the issues of different stakeholders have con-

stantly evolved (Perez & Sanchez, 2009, p. 958).  

Globally, the trend of reporting has been moving to the direction of using standardized 

reporting frameworks and guidelines (van Wensen, et al., 2011, pp. 24-25). Different 

reporting frameworks are not always comparable, even if the themes reported are the 

same, especially in cases where the companies are not using a standardized a framework 

but rather their own key performance indicators (KPIs). This has been the case for ma-

jor mining companies, the most common reporting frameworks is either the GRI 

framework or no standardized framework has been used (see Figure 3).  

 

Figure 3 Reporting frameworks used by major mining companies (PwC, 2012, p. 24) 

Other evaluations of CSR performance 

The Global 100 list of most sustainable corporations in the world includes three metals 

mining companies: Teck Resources Ltd (21.), Barrick Gold Corp (40.) and Vale SA 

(49.) (Global 100, 2013). A total of 145 mining companies are listed in the Dow Jones 

Sustainability Indices (DJSI) and classified as mining companies – some companies are 

listed as steel companies or under a different specification, which is the case especially 

for companies that operate in many industries. In total the indices include 3 207 compa-

nies in different industries worldwide. (Dow Jones Sustainability Indices, 2013) 
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2.4 CSR investments and capital expenditure   

In this study, capital expenditure (CAPEX) refers to capital expenditure of a company 

and CSR CAPEX to the capital expenditure invested in CSR activities. CAPEX deci-

sions in general have a mixed reaction in the stock price of a company. The market re-

action varies by type of company (industrial, public utility) and type of decision. High 

technology companies have in some cases had a more positive reaction to investment 

decisions to CSR.  There is no exact clarity on why CAPEX decisions by some compa-

nies are perceived positively and decisions by others negatively. One possible explana-

tion is that the market evaluates the quality of the company’s investment opportunities 

critically, making the company’s future potential a significant factor in the development 

of its share price. (Chung, et al., 1998, pp. 41-43, 56)    

The magnitude of an investment has an effect on the market reaction. Very high in-

creases in capital expenditures may result in a negative reaction as a result of fear of 

spending increasing amounts of funds on something that will not succeed. The market 

reaction can also be mixed temporally: a strong negative response can be followed by an 

equally strong positive one. (Yang-Tzong & Hung, 1994, p. 210) This phenomenon is 

related to the general risk appetite of investors.  

2.4.1 Reactions to CSR CAPEX   

The market valuation of environmental CAPEX decisions in the pulp and paper industry 

has been studied by Clarkson, et al. (2004) and Solheim (2012). Pulp and paper industry 

is like mining an energy intensive industry. They both have substancial impact on the 

milieu of operation on many levels, with similar types of issues regarding the use of 

resources and surrounding society (i.e. sustainable use of raw materials, direct impact of 

operation on the environment and rights of local population).  

Traditional theories about company performance suggest that a company should invest 

only as much as is necessary to meet minimal environmental standards, defined by law 

and/or authorities (Clarkson, et al., 2004, p. 330). Companies may however benefit from 

exceeding minimun requirements, and receive benefits such as enjoying a better 

relationship with the surrounding community, be more innovative, and influence 

coming regulation and thereby create additional costs to competing companies 
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(Clarkson, et al., 2004, p. 330; Solheim, 2012, p. 175). Generally companies with high 

CSR participation seem to invest more than their counterparts (Erhemjamts, et al., 2012, 

p. 12). 

Competitive advantage can also be gained through reputational benefits and developed 

specialized capabilities and resources (Wirth, et al., 2013, p. 116). This is in accordance 

with the general overview of CSR operations and financial gain, as well as performance 

of SRI funds. Additional costs and attention to CSR may be beneficial, even if they 

initially in short term contradict traditional ideas of economic behavior. 

Studies have revealed a split in the CAPEX behavior of companies and in the valuation 

of environmental CAPEX of companies overcomplying with existing regulation and of 

companies whose input is minimal and level of is pollution high. The market 

appreciates the overcompliers’ input but the higher polluters’ investments do not induce 

the same reaction (Clarkson, et al., 2004, p. 350; Solheim, 2012, pp. 175,188).  

Clarkson, et al. (2004) also found evidence of unrecorded liabilities with regards to 

companies that were complying to regulations at a minimal level. Both studies reinforce 

the idea that capital expediture needs to be linked to future potential in order to be 

perceived positively.  

2.4.2 Consideration of CSR CAPEX information 

There are different motivations for disclosing any envinronmental information, such as 

specific CAPEX figures. Understanding these motivations may be essential for 

estimating the actual situation. When companies have been compared based on their 

environmental disclosure and actual pollution performance, no signigicant differences 

have been discovered between companies that have disclosed information and those that 

haven’t. (Cho, et al., 2012, p. 501)   

In addition to considering the capital invested into different projects, investors use 

approval status of projects, management forecasts of delays and a company’s track 

record on delays to estimate future costs of compliance with new projects. There is a 

link between management estimates on delays of projects and stock value, and non-
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financial consent disclosures and financial information related to projects is often 

followed by significant abnormal results in stock prices. (Wirth, et al., 2013, p. 137)  

Mature, large and more profitable companies tend to invest more money into CSR than 

smaller ones. CSR investments do not seem to have a decreasing effect on dividents and 

CSR performance can decrease the cost of equity. In order for companies to benefit 

from their investments in CSR, they should condsider the company’s characteristics and 

industry. (Rakotomavo, 2012, pp. 205-207; Rodgers, et al., 2013, p. 620) 

2.5 Socially responsible investment 

Socially responsible investing (SRI), also called ‘ethical investing’ is investment where-

in investors base their decisions on social responsibility criteria. SRI has its origins in 

the 1970s and has historically focused on issues such as the apartheid in South Africa, 

human rights and pornography (Sparkes & Cowton, 2004, p. 47). However, avoiding 

investments in morally questionable commodities (such as weapons and slavery) has 

been documented already in the 18
th

 century (Herringer, et al., 2009, p. 11). Approxi-

mately 10 % of US assets can be considered as SRI, including e.g. mutual funds 

(Barnett & Solomon, 2006, p. 1102; Nicolosi, et al., 2011, p. 1). The interest in socially 

responsible investing has been growing with a growth rate reaching 70 % annually in 

North America and Europe (Lo & Sheu, 2007, p. 347). 

The overall effect of SRI might be doubtful in the light of it being small scale and not 

having a direct impact on larger companies with heavily traded stocks, as the share price 

mainly follows financial behavior. However SRI has become more common over the 

past two decades and e.g. pension funds have started to implement SRI at a growing 

pace, due principally to changes in legislation and the development of CSR as a con-

cept. There has been discussion of increasing the level of impact of SRI operations by 

active attempts to put pressure on companies, by funds using their shareholder rights 

more forcefully. However it is difficult to measure the actual impact of shareholder 

pressure as it is often not indicated when companies change their policies. (Sparkes & 

Cowton, 2004, pp. 48-49, 51) 
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2.5.1 Performance of SRI funds 

Funds that are more vulnerable to public opinion tend to prefer stocks of companies that 

are not involved in more controversial businesses (e.g. alcohol and gambling) and these 

fields of business are then avoided altogether (Derwall, et al., 2011, pp. 2138-2139). 

The performance of SRI funds and funds that do not screen their investments based on 

CSR have been compared in various studies. The relationship between CSR perfor-

mance and financial performance of a company has been mixed (Barnett & Solomon, 

2006, p. 1102; Nicolosi, et al., 2011, p. 1). . 

The benefit of socially responsible behavior for investors is also dependent on how in-

vestors perceive CSR. It is possible that companies and investors underestimate the im-

pact of CSR in the long-term performance of companies, focusing only on shorter term 

results. CSR investments may become visible on the result with a notable time lag. 

(Derwall, 2007, pp. 14-15, 110, 114) 

SRI funds’ portfolios can have a higher risk than other portfolios as a result of less di-

versification in the selection of holdings and even a large and somewhat diverse SRI 

carries more risk than other funds of the same size (Barnett & Solomon, 2006, pp. 1104, 

1106). Screening can reduce the amount of shares to be considered dramatically; the 

effect of tight social screens can limit the amount of selectable stocks by 30 % or in 

some cases by as much as 70 % (Derwall, 2007, pp. 11-12). The selection process guid-

ed by dismissal of certain stocks has been criticized over time as the method can lead to 

investors ignoring opportunities to encourage better products and practices (Sparkes & 

Cowton, 2004, p. 48). 

It has been found that positive relationship between SRI performance and CSR is at its 

highest when the levels of CSR are either high or low, while moderate CSR has a lower 

financial return (Barnett & Solomon, 2006, pp. 1101-1102). It has been found that 

stocks perform better when the companies rank high on eco-efficiency (Derwall, 2007, 

p. 137). There is evidence of SRI funds neither under nor over performing in relation to 

non-SRI funds; financial returns do not alone explain or justify the existence or avoid-

ance of ethical investing (Beal, et al., 2005, p. 70).   
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2.5.2 Portfolio setup 

SRI funds can use different tactics to screen their portfolios. They can focus on creating 

a more selective and stricter set of criteria to screen out underperforming companies, or 

screen less strictly and obtain a high level of diversification in their portfolios (Barnett 

& Solomon, 2006, p. 1117). A common approach to select stocks starts with a negative 

screening, continued with an evaluation process of CSR performance, often based on an 

index or rating (Nicolosi, et al., 2011, p. 2).  

Screening can be either absolute (stocks are dismissed if they fail to fulfill a criterion) or 

based on thresholds (unwanted attributes are accepted at certain levels, e.g. a maximum 

percentage of a company’s turnover is from a business area categorized as undesirable). 

The approach has been criticized for favoring larger companies over smaller ones, when 

in fact a larger company’s operation could have a notably greater impact if measured 

absolutely. (Sparkes & Cowton, 2004, p. 48) 

SRI funds can also yield returns of same or even higher magnitude than funds without 

CSR screening. The contents of each portfolio can be chosen from a smaller group of 

stocks (which create a higher risk) that actually may have a superior selection of stocks 

in comparison to all available stocks. These stocks may then perform better and result 

eventually in higher financial returns. CSR performance of a company correlates with 

better management and stakeholder consideration. Companies that make it through 

screenings that are focused on positive attributes of CSR have had superior stock returns 

and positive earnings in the past but the situation has become more complex over time. 

(Barnett & Solomon, 2006, pp. 1104-1106; Derwall, et al., 2011, pp. 2138-2139)     

2.5.3 Investor motives 

If SRI is considered from the perspective of traditional financial theories, the motive for 

selection criteria is the expectation of either similar return at a lower risk or higher re-

turn at higher one. Rationality in investment decisions has however been questioned and 

investment decisions have also been explained by psychology (impact of e.g. gender). 

The stock market does not always assess companies based on actual changes in value. 

Some pieces of information, whether being relevant to actual financial performance of a 

company or not, has a greater impact than other pieces of information. The division 
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from rationality is justified by human emotions, such as reluctance to realize losses or in 

the case of SRI, happiness created by ethical behavior. (Beal, et al., 2005, pp. 67-69, 76)      

Investors have varying needs for information, affected by their motives for preferring 

CSR performance as an indicator. Financially motivated investors look for accurate 

measurement of social performance and future financial forecast. Deontological inves-

tors do not want to profit of (even prior) unethical actions and want to avoid potential 

future scandals and appreciate past performance information. Consequentially motivat-

ed investors want their choices to promote good behavior and provide motivation for 

improving CSR performance and to help responsible companies grow. They look for 

accurate information on the past and appreciate plans for future commitment to social 

performance.  Expressive investors express their personality to themselves and others 

through their investment decisions. They fear for their personal reputation if they are 

associated with a company performing poorly in CSR. (Chatterji, et al., 2007, pp. 5-8) 
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3 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Selected companies 

In total 38 companies were selected for the study. The selected companies present to-

gether 51,2% of total value of global mining industry (including only companies pro-

ducing metals, coal companies and producers of industrial minerals are not included) in 

2011. Information regarding the companies was extracted from Raw Materials Data -

database in July 2013. Details of these companies are presented in Appendix 1. 

The selected companies represent in total 16 different nationalities (not referring to the 

countries of operation) and 6 different main products (only the first main product taken 

into consideration in this). Most of the selected companies have operations in more than 

one country. 

 

Figure 4 Parent countries of the companies (IntierraRMG, 2013) 

The most common main product for the selected companies is iron (Fe) ore which is the 

main product for 50% of the selected companies. Gold (Au) and copper (Cu) present 21 

% of main products. Silver (Ag), nickel (Ni) and lead (Pb) together represent 8%. 

Twenty-six percent of the companies do not have another product and for another 26% 

the second most important product is copper. Zinc (Zn), silver and gold are equally 
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common as a second product, each counting for approximately 10%. Amongst the rarer 

second products are molybdenum (Mo), nickel, lead and chromium (Cr). (IntierraRMG, 

2013) 

3.2 The indicators selected for the study 

CSR performance was assessed using three main types of indicators, focusing on both 

performance and input in CSR by the companies. Performance was assessed based on 

the level and continuity of reporting. It was assessed additionally on outside reviews of 

the companies and in this case specifically the placement of a company on the Global 

100 annual list and in the DJSI and blacklistings by SRI funds. The input of companies 

in CSR was estimated based on capital expenditure in CSR related matters, or in the 

lack of such data, based on social investments by the company. Although it can be stat-

ed that investments do not actually represent performance but rather the amount of re-

sources dedicated for a specific purpose, investments were selected as an indicator to 

give an estimate of a company’s activities. It is also comparable between companies. 

These figures were then compared with the annual level of capital expenditures. The 

indicators are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3 CSR indicators selected for the study 

Indicators for CSR  Indicator type 

CSR performance 

(input) 

CSR performance 

CSR CAPEX, Cor-

porate social in-

vestments 

Reporting Rating (Dow 

Jones and 

Global 100) 

Blacklistings, 

SRI treatment 

Unit of measure-

ment 

$ US / total 

CAPEX, $ US [%] 

Qualitative classifi-

cation (Please see 

Chapter 3.3.1 for 

detailed infor-

mation)  

Yes/No Yes/No 

 

Financial performance is evaluated based on the revenue and share price of the compa-

nies during the period selected for the study. The indicators selected are presented in 

Table 4. 
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Table 4 Financial performance indicators selected for the study 

Indicators for financial 

performance 

 

 

Indicator type 

Accounting based Market based 

Revenue (2007-2012) Share price (20007-2012) 

Unit of measurement $ US, indexed $ US, indexed 

 

Financial indicators were indexed to the base year 2007 in order to reduce the effect of 

company size in the analysis. Otherwise the size of company would be mirrored in rev-

enue which might define the end results and have an impact on any possible conclusions 

on the issues discussed. Indexing values also removed the impact of currency rate de-

velopment in the case of different currencies for revenue and for different stock mar-

kets. 

Share price is expected in this study to reflect the interests and appreciation of the mar-

ket. It is an indicator that the company alone cannot influence as much as its operational 

figures. Revenue is income received through normal business activities of a company. 

The figure is solely a measure of inflow of value to the company, not taking into con-

sideration expenses of a company. Both financial indicators have other issues impacting 

the actual outcome. But if both indicators point to a specific direction it may well reveal 

a relationship. 

In this study, ‘revenue’ refers to the revenue of a company in a specific timeframe. 

‘Share price’ describes the share price of a company in a stock market at a specific time. 

Regardless of the selected indicators, the relationship between CSR performance and 

financial performance may be directed by either side of the equation. A company per-

forming well financially might actually have more free resources to contribute to CSR 

activities and the phenomenon is hard to decipher using indicators that have other mo-

tives. 
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3.3 Analysis 

CSR reporting was analyzed based on the continuity and level of reporting. Companies 

were grouped based on their performance. The financial performance of these groups 

was then compared on both revenue and share price. CSR CAPEX was studied based on 

the relative level of investments and companies were grouped according to this indica-

tor. These groups were then compared with their financial performance, based on both 

revenue and share price. CSR performance based on external views was studied here in 

the context of their placement in DJSI and on the Global 100 list during the past eight 

years. Also the impact of blacklistings by two SRIs was considered. The reputational 

performance in CSR was then compared against the financial performance based on the 

two selected indicators. 

The analysis consists of several phases. The companies selected for the study were cate-

gorized based on their CSR reporting performance and then their financial performance 

was compared based on both share price and revenue. CSR performance was measured 

also by the relative annual CSR investments of a company and compared with financial 

performance in the same manner as with CSR reporting. In addition to these, the CSR 

performance of companies was examined through reputational measures and compared 

with financial performance in order to see if the selected indicators are valid for describ-

ing the possible relationship. Finally different indicators’ results were compared. The 

analysis is discussed in detail in the following sections. 

3.3.1 CSR reporting analysis 

The analysis was conducted for years from 2007 to 2012, but the main focus was on 

comparing the situation in 2007 and 2011, because sufficient data was not available for 

2012. The first step was to organize the companies into two major groups, based on 

whether they had conducted reporting or not. Then this was continued by dividing com-

panies that have conducted reporting into three groups based on used reporting frame-

works: GRI G3 (and G2 and G3.1. which are other versions of the reporting framework 

by Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)) and other frameworks and no framework in the 

cases where one had not been identified.   



43 

 

The GRI framework is a commonly used guideline framework for companies to conduct 

their CSR reporting according to. It has specific indicators for different issues that cover 

economic, social and environmental issues. The framework has different application 

levels and separate sector supplements for different industries that give more specific 

and industry relevant information. Mining has an industry specific sector supplement. 

(Global Reporting Initiative, 2013) 

Reports that do not specifically follow a framework were divided into two groups, those 

that had referenced a framework as a part of their reporting process and those that had 

not. At this point, also reports that are a segment of a company’s annual report were 

recognized as a separate group (dashed line in Figure 5). Companies that conducted 

reporting based on GRI’s G3 (and other versions of the framework) were then segment-

ed into groups based on whether their reports had been assured externally or not. Exter-

nal assurance adds a ‘+’ to the reporting application level in the GRI framework. Both 

segments were then organized further based on the level of conducted reporting (from A 

to C, A being highest) and to reports for which an application level had not been de-

clared.  

The data for reporting is presented according to the phases of the analysis and followed 

by a summary of the analogy presented in Figure 5 and major trends of CSR reporting 

in the selected group of companies are described further with the results.  
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Figure 5 CSR reporting analysis 

3.3.2 CSR CAPEX analysis 

Most companies selected for the study provide information about their investments into 

CSR. For the purpose of this study these figures were compared to the total level of cap-

ital expenditure of each company, in order to eliminate the impact of company size in 

the analysis. 

The companies were organized into three groups based on the level of their proportional 

CSR investments (‘x’), based on figures of 2012 (2011 for companies 5 and 24), Table 

Selected 
companies 

CSR reporting 
conducted 

Framework 
applied 

GRI G3 (and 
G2 for 2007, 

G3.1)  

External 
assurance 

Application 
level 

A+ 

B+ 

C+ 

No external 
assurance 

Application 
level 

A 

B 

C 

Undeclared 

Other 
frameworks 

No framework 
applied 

Framework 
referenced 

Framework not 
referenced 

Annual report 

No reporting 
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9 Companies grouped based on the level of proportional CSR investmentsaccording to 

the following criteria: 

1. Companies with a higher than 2,5% relative CSR investment of CAPEX (‘High 

investors’) 

2. Companies whose CSR investments of CAPEX was between 2,5% and 

1%(‘Average investors’) 

3. Companies with lower than 1% proportional CSR investments. (‘Low inves-

tors’) 

The companies that do not have comparable data on share prices were excluded from 

the analysis on share price so they would not have an impact on the results. The compa-

nies in this excluded segment are for the majority private or pending listing. The com-

panies are however present in the earlier discussion. These groups are not the same ones 

as presented earlier where the classification was done according to CSR reporting 

measures. 

3.3.3 Analysis on CSR performance based on CSR reporting and CSR CAPEX and 

financial data  

The analysis for comparing CSR indicators to financial data was conducted in two sepa-

rate phases. First the CSR reporting indicators were used for grouping the companies. 

These groups’ performance was then compared to the performance of share price and 

revenue. The financial information had been indexed for comparability. Then a similar 

analysis was conducted based on grouping conducted based on CSR CAPEX indicators. 

The current situation based on the given indicators is presented in detail in Chapters 4.1 

and 4.2.  

The groups defined by CSR reporting performance indicators were compared against 

each other and the general average for all companies in the study for both share price 

and revenue. In the case of share price, the behavior was compared also against the 

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development’s (UNCTAD) price index for 

metal prices.  
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The groups defined based on CSR CAPEX were compared based on share price and 

revenue and also the difference to the average of all companies for both share price and 

revenue was also compared at company level by calculating the correlation of annual 

CSR CAPEX and both financial indicators. 

 The analysis was conducted for both CSR indicators for the years 2007-2012. The in-

formation is presented in graphs and tables with the actual indexed values. 

3.3.4 Analysis on reputational CSR performance and financial performance  

The reputational CSR performance of companies was analyzed based on their place-

ment in the DJSI Indices, the Global 100 annual lists for 2007-2013 and possible 

blacklistings by SRIs. The companies were organized into three groups based on their 

positive reputational performance, companies that placed on both the DJSI Indices and 

the Global 100, companies that were in the DJSI Indices and companies that did not 

place on either one. This information with both development of revenue and share price 

is presented in a table, where also blacklistings of the companies by two SRI funds (the 

Norwegian pension fund and the New Zealand superannuation fund) are presented. 

3.3.5 Comparison of indicators at company level 

The individual company level performance based on the selected indicators is organized 

into a table. The table includes both CSR performance indicators and correlations for 

CSR CAPEX and revenue and share price which were compared. The information is 

also presented in figures at company level. 

Differences between indicators were analyzed in the case of both financial and CSR 

performance indicators. The correlation between share price and revenue was calculated 

and the information presented and studied at company level. The correlation for CSR 

CAPEX for both financial indicators was compared with the correlations at company 

level. CSR performance indicators at company level were compared and collected to a 

table for discussion. 

3.4 Information and data collection 

The literature review is based mainly on peer reviewed journal articles that were ac-

cessed using the web access portal of the library of the Lappeenranta University of 
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Technology to publishers such as Elsevier and ScienceDirect. Other major sources in-

clude publications by the European Union, the Global Reporting Initiative and Interna-

tional Council on Mining and Metals. Newspaper articles, mainly the Mining Journal, 

were used in a few occasions for a more updated version of the information. 

Data for CSR reporting was collected from the websites and publications of the selected 

companies during April and May of 2013. CSR CAPEX data was collected in May and 

June 2013, from the annual reports and from CSR reports of the selected companies. 

Data for annual CAPEX was for the most part extracted from the Raw Materials Data -

database and in some cases from annual reports of the companies over the time period 

selected for the study (2007-2012) in July 2013. Revenue for the selected time period 

was also extracted from the database. Share price information was collected from dif-

ferent stock markets in May 2013 as daily closing price quotations. Information on SRI 

blacklistings was collected from the funds’ websites. The DJSI list on the members of 

the indices and the Global 100 list for the past eight years were used to access reputa-

tional information. 

 

The companies selected to the study were selected based on their importance in the in-

dustry and the availability and accessibility of information (the publications of the com-

panies were available either in English, Swedish, French, Spanish, German or Portu-

guese). The total coverage of companies in the study is approximately 50 % of produc-

tion value in 2011 for the total industry, and resulting in a total revenue of approximate-

ly $860 billion in 2011.The selected group of companies was limited to be under 40.  

3.5 Place and duration of the study 

The study took place between April and October of 2013. The first four months were 

mainly spent in collecting and handling the data and studying the literature background 

for CSR performance and financial performance. The study was conducted in Solna, 

Sweden in the local office of IntierraRMG.   
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4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this chapter the CSR performance and financial performance of the selected compa-

nies in the study are analyzed. After a description of the companies selected for the 

study CSR reporting and its main features for the years 2007-2012 are described. Then 

the relationship of CSR CAPEX and financial performance is examined. Finally, the 

reputational CSR performance of companies and financial performance is compared and 

the different indicators analyzed. 

4.1 CSR reporting by companies in the study during 2007-2012 

The general trend among reporting is that reporting itself has become more common 

and the amount of companies not reporting has decreased from 26% to 16% (see Figure 

6). Reporting has been relatively high during the entire period and is the norm for the 

selected companies. At the same time the popularity of using a specified framework has 

increased.  In 2007 four annual reports had a CSR segment that was not specified to 

follow a framework; in 2011 there were only 2. With regards to those reporting, the use 

of GRI framework has increased from 68% of those reporting to 88% (50% when com-

pared to all companies included in the study in 2007 and 74% in 2011). The share of 

companies seeking third party assurance for their reports has remained stable. The ap-

plication level in reporting has become higher over time, the relative share of reports 

conducted that reached an A or an A+ was 75% in 2011, a notable change from 41 % in 

2007. It should be noted that for 2011 this means 56 % of the companies studied. Re-

porting at the highest possible level according to a specific framework was more com-

mon than any other alternative. 

The number of undeclared reports has dropped from over a fifth of reports to 7 % (see 

both Figure 10 and Figure 6). Altogether the most common alternative over time has 

been a GRI framework report that has been externally assured and reached an A+-

application level status and this trend has become stronger over time. This is in line with 

other available information regarding the industry at hand. 

There was some variance to the continuity of reporting and reporting level for the com-

panies. Eight companies had a constant A+ -application level GRI report throughout the 

period between 2007 and 2012. This is approximately 21 % of companies studied. In 
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addition to this in 2011, nine companies reached the same level in reporting as these 

companies. In addition, the companies that published an A-level report in 2011, most 

companies studied reported at the highest possible level according to the used frame-

work. This is in line also with the ICMM’s requirements for its members, which include 

a requirement to publish an A+-level report following an adjustment period after a 

membership has been approved (International Council on Mining & Metals, 2013).  

 

Figure 6 CSR reporting 2007 and 2011 

Number of companies conducting CSR reporting 

Reporting has become more common over the years for the companies included in the 

study (Figure 7). Reporting data for 2012 was notably different from previous years 

mainly due to poor availability of reports at the time point of conducting of this study. 
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There is a negative change in the trend of reports between 2010 and 2011, total amount 

of reports dropping by two reports. A forecast for reporting in 2012 (marked with an 

asterisk in the graph) was created based on two trends, one based on reporting in 2007-

2010 and other in 2007-2011. The prognosis on these two trends would indicate that 

reporting in 2012 would be close to being fully conclusive within the studied group of 

companies. 

 

Figure 7 CSR reporting 2007-2012 

Commonly used frameworks for CSR reporting 

The most commonly used framework for reporting was the GRI framework and its dif-

ferent versions. During the period from 2007 to 2011 (see Figure 8, for more detail and 

annual data, please see Appendix 2), the use of GRI G3 framework was dominant and 

its share increased until 2010. 2011 the newer version of the framework, GRI G3.1 was 

starting to be used increasingly commonly. Together GRI G3 and G3.1 made up 78% of 

reporting in 2011.In 2007 G2-version and G3’s combined share was 68%. Sustainabil-

ity/CSR-reporting type section combined in a company’s annual report, framework-free 

reporting (Non-GRI) and framework referencing all became less relevant options for 

CSR reporting for the selected companies over the analyzed time period.  
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Figure 8 Reporting frameworks in 2007 and 2011 

The reporting of the selected companies in 2011 was in accordance with general trends 

in reporting of large mining companies, although there are slight differences. The total 

number of reporting for the selected companies was slightly smaller (95% and 84%) and 

the use of standalone reports more common (68% and 72%). 

There are different actual application levels for reports written according the GRI 

framework, which are defined based on the content of the report (Figure 9) and external 

assurance.  There are three different levels in the GRI G3, that are based on the cover-

age of indicators in the reporting, C being the lowest and A the highest (Global 

reporting initiative, 2011, p. 2).  
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Figure 9 Application levels (Global reporting initiative, 2011, p. 2) 

Application levels of the reports conducted according to the GRI framework are pre-

sented in detail in Appendix 2. 

Level of reporting and external assurance 

Level ’A’ reporting became more common during the period of analysis (see Figure 10), 

and the share of undeclared reports diminished notably. The 2007 application levels still 

include the ’in accordance’ segment, which is not applicable with the GRI G3 frame-

work, but was a part of the G2-version of the framework. The use of external assurance, 

i.e. the ’+’ in the application levels has not been taken into consideration in the figure 

and is discussed in more detail in the following.  
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Figure 10 Application levels in reporting conducted according to the GRI framework in 2007 and 

2011 

The use of external third party assurance remained relatively stable, at approximately 

50-60% of reporting (Figure 11). External assurance adds a ‘+’ to the application level 

of a GRI report (Global reporting initiative, 2011, p. 3).   

 

Figure 11 External assurance in reporting 2007-2012 

The application level of reporting increased during the five years selected for the study. 

Combined with the general trend of increase in the number of reports, the selected com-

panies became more advanced in their CSR reporting efforts. Also the number of re-
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ports that have been externally verified increased. The most common alternative for 

reporting in 2011 was a GRI report verified by a third party. This could be considered 

also to be the norm in the industry. The ICMM requires its members to conduct CSR 

reporting at A+-level (International Council on Mining and Metals, 2012) and the im-

portance of CSR reporting is widely recognized in the industry. CSR reporting is a way 

for a company to communicate its efforts in CSR to the surrounding society. Both local 

and global acceptance is essential for a mining company to operate a mine efficiently. 

High level CSR reporting may have been adopted as a way to reach this objective.  

Grouping companies for the study according to their CSR reporting performance 

The companies included in this study have been organized in to five groups for later 

analysis of financial data. The groups are presented in Table 5. 

1. Companies that published an A+-level GRI report throughout the period from 

2007 to 2011 (‘High&Constant reporting’) 

2. Companies that published an A+-level GRI report in 2011, but not during the 

past consequent four years (High reporting for 2011) 

3. Companies that published an A or B+/B -level GRI report in 2011 (Average re-

porting) 

4. Companies that published a C-level, undeclared GRI report or a different type 

of a report in 2011 (a sustainability segment in the annual report, a review, an 

investor presentation) and Companies that did not publish a report in 2011 (Low 

and inconsistent reporting) 
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Table 5 Companies organized into four groups based on CSR reporting 

Group Company ID num-

ber 

Group Company ID num-

ber 

High & 

Constant 

 

1 Average 4 

2 5 

7 11 

12 21 

22 24 

29 25 

31 30 

38 33 

High 6 Low & 

inconsistent 

 

3 

16 8 

17 9 

18 13 

19 14 

20 26 

34 27 

36 10 

37 15 

Note: Groups are determined 

based on methodology described 

and are not equal in number of 

companies included.   

23 

28 

32 

35 

 

4.1.1 CSR reporting and share price 

CSR reporting performance of companies was compared with the selected financial 

indicators. Share price of companies is presented indexed to their price in 2007 in Table 

6. The values were indexed in order to increase comparability between different compa-

nies and exchange markets. Private companies, companies pending listing during the 

making of this study and companies with very limited data available (e.g. listing oc-

curred only a few months before this study) are presented with a ‘---‘ in the table. 
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Table 6 Share price of companies in the study 

 

When the values were indexed within the groups, there was slight difference in the be-

havior of the groups (Figure 12). The group ‘Low and inconsistent reporting’ included 

several companies that were awaiting listing, had been listed for a relatively short period 

or were private. The number of companies with valid data is smaller than for all other 

groups. The average trend for all  share prices (dotted line in Figure 12) in the study is 

quite close to the behavior of the group ’High reporting in 2011’. 

‘High and constant ’-group was closest to the UNCTAD price index’s behavior 

throughout the period when the base year was set as 2007. Metal price development has 

been highly important to the behavior of the share prices of the selected companies.  

The highest share price performance was achieved by ‘High and constant reporting’-

group in 2011, and the second highest by ’Average reporting’ in 2010. All groups were 

affected by the downturns of 2008-2009 and 2012. The lowest values were achieved in 

2009. The shares of companies in ‘Low and inconsistent’ reached almost absolutely the 

same value in 2012 as in the 2009 dip, with a mere 1.05 point difference in the indexed 
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value.  Starting in 2011, share prices for group ‘High and constant reporting’ had a 

milder negative trend than all other groups.  

 

Figure 12 Share price 2007-2012 

However, it should be noted that the individual variance to the average within each 

group fluctuated notably and predicting the behavior of an individual share based on 

group average is imprecise at best. 

Companies with high level of reporting followed the general price level development of 

metals relatively closely. The group of companies who reported at low level and/or in-

consistently was below average throughout the period.  High level of CSR reporting 

performance would in this case seem to ensure that share prices follow the general eco-

nomic development and do not easily fall below average. The highest values were 

reached by the group with average reporting, which could indicate the minimum ac-

ceptable level of CSR reporting performance.   
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4.1.2 CSR reporting and revenue 

Revenue of all companies in the study for the years 2007-2012 is presented in Table 7 

by company on annual basis. The values were indexed in order to eliminate the impact 

of company size in the analysis and to reach a comparable value, regardless of the origi-

nal currency.  There were some gaps in the data, that are marked with a ‘---‘ in the table.  

Table 7 Revenue 2007-2012 

 

 

When the values were indexed within the groups, there were some small differences, 

but the general trend is relatively similar (Figure 13). Since 2009 all revenues have an 

increasing trend, except for groups ‘High and constant reporting’ and ‘High reporting 

in 2011’ which start to decrease again in 2012. Groups ‘Average reporting’ and ‘Low 

and inconsistent reporting’ have a steady upward trend starting in 2009. Company no 

15 was eliminated from the comparison as the indexed values for revenue varied by 

almost 2000 % during the selected years.  

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

1 1 1,03 0,97 1,10 1,20 1,13 4 1 0,86 0,75 1,16 1,54 1,71

2 1 1,11 1,13 1,54 1,89 --- 5 1 1,20 0,58 0,74 0,89 ---

7 1 1,25 1,06 1,11 1,51 1,52 11 1 1,59 1,03 2,06 2,99 2,58

12 1 0,86 0,70 0,90 0,99 --- 21 1 1,16 0,70 0,76 0,99 0,73

22 1 1,21 0,83 1,29 1,94 --- 24 1 1,48 2,80 2,75 3,61 3,94

29 1 1,11 1,36 1,68 1,83 --- 25 1 1,55 0,73 1,76 2,12 ---

31 1 1,73 1,25 1,65 1,81 1,52 30 1 0,82 0,59 0,75 0,82 ---

38 1 0,99 0,80 1,07 1,19 --- 33 1 1,10 1,06 1,01 1,06 0,99

6 1 1,25 1,24 1,66 2,17 2,21 3 --- --- --- --- --- ---

16 1 1,05 0,89 1,12 1,23 1,06 8 --- --- --- --- --- ---

17 1 1,07 0,75 1,02 1,31 --- 9 1 1,07 0,85 1,061 1,496 ---

18 1 1,15 1,67 1,98 2,14 --- 13 1 1,66 0,93 1,609 1,877 ---

19 1 1,10 1,23 1,69 2,43 --- 14 1 1,60 0,77 1,046 1,28 ---

20 1 0,85 0,68 1,18 1,47 --- 26 --- 1 0,65 0,955 1,34 ---

34 1 1,09 1,13 1,51 1,96 --- 27 1 1,18 1,03 0,716 0,729 ---

36 1 1,05 0,62 1,20 1,57 1,21 10 1 1,22 0,96 1,26 1,44 ---

37 1 1,22 0,98 1,18 1,70 2,08 15 1 1,37 5,91 9,60 16,23 19,93

23 1 0,93 0,75 1,08 1,36 ---

28 1 1,11 1,11 1,44 1,97 2,57

32 1 1,44 0,84 0,88 1,02 0,91

35 1 1,41 0,65 1,03 1,18 ---

Revenue, MUSD

Average 

reporting

Group
Company 

ID number

Revenue, MUSD

High and 

constant

High 

reporting in 

2011

Group

Low and 

inconsiste

nt 

reporting

Company 

ID 
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Figure 13 Revenue 2007-2012 

The group ‘Average reporting’ had the highest consistent performance throughout the 

period 2007-2012. All other groups have variance in their performance. Group ’Low 

and inconsistent reporting’ had a negative profile in 2009-2011, but a slightly above 

average performance in both the beginning and end of the period of the study.  The per-

formance of group ‘High and consistent reporting’ took a notably negative trend in 

2011 and it performed poorer than average most years of the study. Group ‘High report-

ing in 2011’ had an almost exactly opposite profile in comparison to group ’Low and 

inconsistent reporting’. The highest and lowest performance in comparison to the aver-

age occurred both in 2012, group ‘Average reporting’ performing at approximately 30 

points higher than average and group ‘High and constant reporting’ at 30 points below 

average.  

The most extreme difference between two groups’ performance is in this case was be-

tween groups ‘High and constant reporting’ and ‘Average reporting’. Throughout the 

entire period groups ‘High and constant reporting’ and ‘High reporting in 2011’   had 

similar type of a profile, and the same can be said for groups ‘Average reporting’ and 

‘Low and inconsistent reporting’. Although all revenues dropped in 2009, the most no-

table dive happened for the group ‘Low and inconsistent reporting’. Revenue for 2012 
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increased in group ‘Average reporting’ and ‘Low and inconsistent reporting’ while it 

was in either downward or slowing trend for groups ‘High and constant reporting’ and 

‘High reporting in 2011’. 

However, as was the case with the share prices, individual revenue performance varies 

within each group and estimating a single company’s performance based on the group 

average is not exact. It is interesting that revenue and share price analysis were not con-

sistent with one and other and were even somewhat contradictory. Revenue and share 

price are two very different indicators for financial performance, one reflecting the ex-

ternal appreciation of a company and the other the income to a company. 

The most notable difference was in the events of 2012, share prices took a nosedive but 

the average revenue remained relatively stable and in some cases even higher than 2011. 

In all, the revenue had a more constant profile than the share prices. The share price 

moved between 70 and 130 points, as revenue had at its highest almost reached 200 

points and remained for the most part (all other groups than ‘Low and inconsistent re-

porting’) above 90 at all times. The events of 2009 in the general economy are so domi-

nating that their impact on results should not be considered as more than indicators of 

behavior in unstable circumstances.  

4.2 CSR capital expenditure data 

Most companies selected for the study provided information about their investments 

into CSR. For the purpose of this study these figures were compared to the total level of 

capital expenditure of each company, in order to eliminate the impact of company size 

in the analysis. The CSR investments are presented as a share of total CAPEX in Table 

8 CSR investments in proportion to total CAPEX in 2012 (for two companies 2011 fig-

ures), average CSR investments and the correlation of CSR investment development 

and share price, with correlation between annual CSR investments and share price. The 

correlations are presented in more detail in Appendix 3 with the actual data. First the 

relationship between proportional CSR investments and share prices is discussed and 

later the relationship between proportional CSR investments and the revenue of the 

companies is discussed. 
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4.2.1 CSR capital expenditure and share price, 2007-2012  

There was great variety in the correlations for values from 2007 to 2012, both in scale 

and direction. The highest positive correlations were discovered for companies 21 

(0,902) and 33 (0,863). The largest negative correlations were of lesser absolute magni-

tude, company 7 (-0,811) and company 13 (-0,780). The smallest correlations for CSR 

investments and share price were discovered for company 1 with 0,07 and company 27 

with -0,010.  

Table 8 CSR investments in proportion to total CAPEX in 2012 (for two companies 2011 figures), 

average CSR investments and the correlation of CSR investment development and share price, 

2007-2012 

 

Company 

ID 

2012 share of

CSR 

investments 

of 

CAPEX(com

panies 5 and

24 from 2011)

Average for 2007-

2012 for CSR

investments of

CAPEX

Correlation 

with share

price 

21 13,85% 12,98% 0,901665

33 0,53% 0,61% 0,862811

38 1,05% 1,89% 0,791213

4 2,70% 2,31% 0,731862

29 4,67% 1,26% 0,646107

20 2,35% 3,79% 0,444438

2 1,31% 1,16% 0,373113

6 0,55% 0,66% 0,122648

1 2,75% 2,02% 0,070802

31 1,67% 2,47% 0,061602

27 0,63% 0,75% -0,10164

36 1,86% 2,34% -0,26268

34 0,92% 2,15% -0,50036

16 4,75% 8,56% -0,50254

11 0,37% 0,81% -0,64368

13 5,16% 4,44% -0,78019

7 0,94% 1,52% -0,81092

26 19,45% 19,99% ---

17 5,25% 4,97% ---

12 3,76% 4,36% ---

18 3,00% 2,68% ---
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The companies were organized into three groups based on the level of their proportional 

CSR investments (‘x’), based on figures of 2012 (2011 for companies 5 and 24). The 

groups are presented in Table 9 Companies grouped based on the level of proportional 

CSR investments. 

The companies that do not have comparable data on share prices were excluded from 

the table and from the following analysis so they won’t have an impact on the results, 

the companies in this segment are for the majority private or pending listing.  

Table 9 Companies grouped based on the level of proportional CSR investments 

 

 

The share price for 2007-2012 of the three groups is presented indexed in Figure 14.The 

highest performing group for the entire time period was group ‘Low investors’ sur-

Group Company 

ID no 

2012 (companies 5 

and 24 from 2011) 

1, x>2,5% 

‘High investors’ 

21 13,85% 

13 5,16% 

16 4,75% 

29 4,67% 

1 2,75% 

4 2,70% 

2, 2,5>x<1% 

‘Average inves-

tors’ 

20 2,35% 

36 1,86% 

31 1,67% 

37 1,36% 

2 1,31% 

22 1,11% 

38 1,05% 

3, x<1% 

‘Low investors’ 

7 0,94% 

34 0,92% 

5 0,72% 

24 0,70% 

27 0,63% 

6 0,55% 

33 0,53% 

11 0,37% 
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passed only by group ‘Average investors’ in 2011. Group ’High investors’ had the low-

est share price performance for all years. The overall behavior is relatively similar. 

 

 

Figure 14 Share price for groups and average for share price of all companies, 2007-2012 

When the groups were compared against the average share price, the underperformance 

of group ‘High investors’ became more evident (Figure 15). Also group ‘Average inves-

tors’ underperformed for most years, group ‘Low investors’ reaching a better-than-

average level in all years except 2011. The profiles of group ‘High investors’ (‘1’ in the 

figure) and ‘Low investors’ (‘2’ in the figure) are almost opposite, but the negative per-

formance of group ‘High investors’ is more obvious than the positive performance of 

group ‘Low investors’.  
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Figure 15 Share price for companies in comparison to the average share price in the study, 2007-

2012 

CSR reporting performance had a slightly positive impact to the share price of a group 

of companies. The effect is quite opposite in the case of CSR CAPEX. High invest-

ments had in the study a notably negative impact on the share price. The positive impact 

of low investment level was less noticeable. Investors can react negatively to high in-

creases in CAPEX (Chung, et al., 1998, pp. 41-43) and the study supports this in the 

case of CSR CAPEX. There are differences between the reactions to different compa-

nies input to CSR CAPEX; high CSR performers may receive additional appreciation 

while companies with existing problems are viewed differently (Clarkson, et al., 2004, 

p. 350). This could explain some of the results obtained at company level.    

Investment decisions have generally mixed reactions by the market and the size of in-

vestments has an impact on the reaction (high investments have had a negative reactions 

in general) (Chung, et al., 1998, pp. 41-43, 56; Yang-Tzong & Hung, 1994, p. 210). The 

results of this study are in accordance with the general view, high investments lead to 

notably lower performance in share price. It is difficult to determine the impact of sin-

gular investment decisions without more in-depth analysis at company level but the 

general reaction based on these results is negative. 
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4.2.2 CSR capital expenditure and revenue, 2007-2012 

The correlation between the proportional CSR investment in 2007-2012 varied greatly 

and revenue for the same time period behaved similarly. The correlations are presented 

by company in Table 10. The highest positive correlation was 0,92 (Company 4) and 

negative -0,86 (Company 21), lowest correlations were 0,16 (Company 27)  and -0,07 

(Company 29).   

There is no clear indication of a general linear relationship existing for the companies as 

a whole, but some rather high correlations were discovered, both positive and negative. 

However, it is very difficult to determine whether the two measures and correlation be-

tween them is an indication of behavior or rather an outcome of other variables that 

have a higher importance to the financial performance of a company.   

Table 10 Proportional CSR investment and revenue correlation for 2007-2012 

Company 

ID 

2012 (com-

panies 5 and 

24 from 

2011) 

Correlation with 

revenue 

21 13,85% -0,864154489 

13 5,16% 0,609223387 

16 4,75% 0,137271431 

29 4,67% -0,071267845 

1 2,75% 0,477614589 

4 2,70% 0,920072369 

20 2,35% -0,446666986 

36 1,86% -0,842326798 

31 1,67% 0,319874927 

37 1,36% 0,862865027 

2 1,31% 0,830908811 

38 1,05% -0,270602842 

7 0,94% -0,825061389 

34 0,92% -0,439245702 

5 0,72% -0,352054648 

24 0,70% 0,564707871 

27 0,63% 0,162088884 

6 0,55% -0,268607848 

33 0,53% -0,034040617 

11 0,37% -0,582324449 
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When the companies were grouped according to the same criteria as earlier with share 

price, presented in Table 9, there was a slight difference in trends for the different 

groups. Group ‘Low investors’ had the highest indexed revenue performance and group 

‘High investors’ the lowest (Figure 16 Revenue by group, 2007-2012). The impact of 

2009 downturn was smallest for group ‘Low investors’ and the general trend for revenue 

remained steady and positive. The average trend was steadier than in the case of share 

price and both positive and negative changes are less extreme.  

 

Figure 16 Revenue by group, 2007-2012 

In comparison to the average revenue of the companies in this study, group ‘Low inves-

tors’ had a clearly positive performance throughout the period and group ‘High inves-

tors’ a negative one (Figure 17). Group ‘Average investors’ performed slightly below 

average in all years. Both share price and revenue indicators point to that high level of 

investments in CSR does not result in high share price or high revenue.  
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Figure 17 The revenue of groups in comparison to the average, 2007-2012 

4.3 SRI and Sustainability indices 

Almost all of the companies in the study were listed in the Dow Jones Sustainability 

Indices (Table 11) and three companies also made it to the Global 100 list during 2007-

2013 (Dow Jones Sustainability Indices, 2013; Global 100, 2013). Six companies had 

not been listed on either one.  

When the situation of 2011 was compared with the starting year of the period, all three 

companies in the group that had both listings, performed better in both share price and 

revenue. However, the figures for 2012 were different and there is a dip between 2011 

and 2012 in both. Of the companies in the Dow Jones indices (but not placed on the 

Global 100 list during years 2007-2013), 68 % had a higher revenue level in 2011 and 

52 % a higher share price level for the same time period. Companies with no listings 

had a positive revenue and a negative share price development. However only two com-

panies were considered when analyzing share price and three when analyzing revenue. 

Most companies in this study are listed in the Dow Jones Sustainability Indices. The 

behavior of this group was somewhat mixed. 



68 

 

Out of the 38 companies in the study, companies 6, 16, 30, 31 and 37 had been black-

listed during 2007-2013 by either the Norwegian state pension fund or the New Zealand 

superannuation fund (marked with red in Table 11). The blacklistings did not seem to 

have a visible impact on the general development for either share prices or revenue. 

Company no 6 was blacklisted by both in 2008 and 2013. The company’s performance 

for both indicators for those years was above average and there is no disturbance to the 

trend. Company 16 was blacklisted by both funds in 2006 and 2013. There is no data for 

comparison for those years, but the general trend for the company was slightly below 

average for both indicators. Company 30 was blacklisted by the Norwegian state pen-

sion fund in 2009. The company’s general share price performance was slightly over or 

close to the average. There was no visible drop in 2009 for share price but the revenue 

level was notably lower than the previous year.  Revenue remained below average. 

Company 31 was blacklisted in 2009 also by the Norwegian state pension fund. It per-

formed above average in share price, but below average in revenue. There was a dip in 

both share price and revenue in 2009 but that year in general was so exceptional that it 

is difficult to say whether the blacklisting had any effect. Company 37 was blacklisted 

in 2007 by the Norwegian state pension fund. The company performed close to average 

in share prices, but had an excellent figure in 2012. The revenue however stayed below 

average throughout the period.  

When the correlations for the companies regarding CSR investments were considered 

(where possible), companies 6, 16 and 30 had very different characteristics (please see 

Table 13 for detailed information).  The correlation for share price was relatively weak 

for any of the companies, and the direction varied. The correlation for revenue was in 

general positive, but the values varied between 0,64 and 0,26. 
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Table 11 Companies placements in Dow Jones Sustainability Indices and Global 100 in 2009-2013 

(Dow Jones Sustainability Indices, 2013; Global 100, 2013) 

 

Dow Jones 

Sustainability 

Indices & 

Global 100 

(2007-2013)
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

6 1 1,2522 1,23591 1,6594 2,1741 2,2098 1 1,1655 1,0482 1,3004 1,4479 1,1819

34 1 1,0899 1,13355 1,5084 1,9597 --- 1 0,9344 0,5424 1,1484 1,3440 0,9656

36 1 1,05 0,6188 1,2023 1,5659 1,205 1 1,0694 0,7810 1,1516 1,1562 0,7950

Dow Jones 

Sustainability 

Indices 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

1 1 1,033 0,96729 1,0978 1,2006 1,1292 1 0,8574 0,4922 0,7132 0,7701 0,5721

2 1 1,1126 1,12788 1,5363 1,8923 --- 1 0,7057 0,8452 0,9781 1,0329 0,8197

4 1 0,7940 1,1278 1,7570 1,8709 1,7462 1 0,85566 0,75164 1,16126 1,5415 1,71003

5 1 1,0733 0,5170 0,5813 0,4579 0,2731 1 1,20313 0,57996 0,74157 0,8931 ---

7 1 1,2528 1,05767 1,1122 1,5112 1,5214 1 1,0594 0,9374 1,2230 1,4173 1,1632

9 1 0,9899 1,2568 1,7426 1,7043 1,4797 1 1,0749 0,84697 1,06056 1,4956 ---

10 --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 1,22392 0,95956 1,26305 1,4439 ---

11 1 1,7475 0,7590 1,6188 2,1747 1,3627 1 1,58672 1,02936 2,05793 2,9862 2,58118

13 1 1,4084 1,0912 1,6182 1,2884 0,7544 1 1,66171 0,93302 1,60862 1,8765 ---

14 --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 1,59564 0,76608 1,04575 1,2804 ---

15 1 0,1890 0,1146 0,1646 0,1771 0,1446 1 1,37304 5,91242 9,6049 16,233 19,9283

16 1 1,0506 0,88789 1,1206 1,2327 1,0632 1 0,9766 0,6704 0,9905 1,1506 0,9151

17 1 1,0698 0,74746 1,0188 1,3082 --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

18 1 1,1463 1,66671 1,9844 2,1391 --- 1 0,6688 0,7191 0,8548 0,8695 0,7830

19 1 1,0968 1,23463 1,6945 2,4306 --- 1 1,2679 1,2956 1,5306 1,7769 1,5077

20 1 0,8524 0,68197 1,178 1,4655 --- 1 0,6346 0,2248 0,4676 0,5551 0,5231

21 1 0,9569 0,6572 0,8711 0,8235 0,5797 1 1,16096 0,69954 0,75589 0,9911 0,73071

22 1 1,2064 0,83347 1,288 1,9375 --- 1 1,4122 1,0479 1,6010 2,6815 3,1541

23 --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 0,92562 0,74739 1,0774 1,358 ---

24 1 1,3100 1,3097 1,2443 1,0850 0,6692 1 1,47941 2,7978 2,75398 3,6078 3,94456

27 1 0,9265 0,6016 0,7538 0,8387 0,7617 1 1,17731 1,03173 0,71552 0,7288 ---

28 1 1,1787 1,1941 1,5451 1,8056 1,3054 1 1,10826 1,11107 1,44442 1,974 2,56929

29 1 1,115 1,35891 1,6825 1,8268 --- 1 0,9815 0,9865 1,2708 1,3355 1,1617

30 1 1,3100 1,3097 1,2443 1,0850 0,6692 1 0,81664 0,5932 0,74625 0,8249 ---

31 1 1,7324 1,24784 1,646 1,8061 1,5206 1 1,2350 0,6739 0,9859 1,0626 0,8777

32 --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 1,44438 0,84204 0,8755 1,0199 0,90972

33 1 0,8953 0,9348 1,2319 0,7540 0,5441 1 1,10242 1,05922 1,01083 1,0615 0,99227

37 1 1,2186 0,97729 1,1781 1,6975 2,0805 1 0,9449 0,7271 1,0574 0,8360 0,5217

38 1 0,992 0,79644 1,0686 1,1869 --- 1 0,9906 0,2648 0,3950 0,4207 0,3477

Neither 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

3 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

8 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

12 1 0,8565 0,69717 0,9048 0,9864 --- --- --- --- --- --- ---

25 --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 1,54871 0,72592 1,75579 2,1232 ---

26 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 0,65394 0,9553 1,3397 ---

35 1 1,1105 0,3647 0,5078 0,4068 0,2401 1 1,40781 0,65477 1,02969 1,1785 ---

Share price development Revenue development

Share price development Revenue development

Share price development Revenue development
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4.4 CSR performance and financial performance indicators at company level  

The indicators discussed in the previous chapter are presented in Table 12 by company. 

The companies were arranged by annual revenue and availability of indicator data. 

Companies that were both in the Dow Jones Sustainability Indices and on the Global 

100 -list (2007-2013), are bold in the table and companies that placed on neither of the-

se with [italics in brackets]. The rest of the companies are in the Dow Jones Sustainabil-

ity Indices.  

Table 12 CSR performance and financial performance indicators at company level 

Company 

ID number 

Revenue 

2011 

MUSD 

CSR re-

porting 

group 

Proportional 

investments 

into CSR 

Correlation be-

tween CSR in-

vestments and 

revenue 

Correlation 

between CSR 

investments and 

share price 

5 93 973 3 3 -0,352054648 0,493594003 

7 71 739 1 2 -0,825061389 -0,810920235 

31 60 537 1 2 0,319874927 0,061602122 

36 58 990 2 2 -0,842326798 -0,262680661 

27 54 626 4 3 0,162088884 -0,101638576 

38 33 877 1 2 -0,270602842 0,791212583 

1 30 580 1 1 0,477614589 0,070801617 

16 20 880 2 1 0,137271431 -0,502542186 

6 14 312 2 3 -0,268607848 0,122647919 

34 11 631 2 3 -0,439245702 -0,500361337 

37 11 427 2 2 0,862865027 -0,27139453 

20 10 442 2 2 -0,446666986 0,444438441 

29 10 358 1 1 -0,071267845 0,646107238 

33 10 345 3 3 -0,034040617 0,862810942 

13 7 705 4 1 0,609223387 -0,780194929 

11 6 794 3 3 -0,582324449 -0,643679217 

2 6 570 1 2 0,830908811 0,373112919 

4 6 076 3 1 0,920072369 0,731862051 

21 4 728 3 1 -0,864154489 0,901664826 

24 3 943 3 3 0,564707871 0,016933846 

28 3 362 5 N/A   

9 1 557 4 N/A   

[3] [---] [4] [N/A]   



71 

 

[8] [---] [4] [N/A]   

17 186 152 2 N/A   

[35] [19 884] [5] [N/A]   

[12] [17 515] [1] [N/A]   

14 16 400 4 N/A   

32 15 812 5 N/A   

30 14 122 3 N/A   

[26] [10 473] 4 [N/A]   

10 9 892 5 N/A   

22 7 766 1 N/A   

23 6 772 5 N/A   

18 5 761 2 N/A   

15 5 442 5 N/A   

19 5 362 2 N/A   

[25] [4 789] [3] [N/A]   

 

The results at company level support most of the hypotheses presented in the literature 

review. However, as the results varied on company basis and the issue in general is rela-

tively complex. High revenue companies in the study (revenue greater than $50 billion  

in 2011, companies 5, 7, 31, 36 and 27 in Figure 18), had either a negative or relatively 

small positive correlation between CSR investments and revenue, which in the case of 

these companies supports the trade off hypothesis (Chapter 2.2.4). The argument for the 

hypothesis that activities in CSR may redirect capital and other resources resulting in a 

disadvantage to the companies may therefore be valid at least for these specific compa-

nies. On the other hand, it is very difficult to say what is the actual effect of these activi-

ties to the annual revenue at company level.  

Companies with lower revenue had a more complicated profile. There are two compa-

nies at the low end of the scale (2 and 4) that had a somewhat strong positive correlation 

for CSR investments with both financial indicators. These companies placed differently 

in CSR reporting, but had both conducted reporting annually during 2007-2012. In the 

case of these companies the stakeholder theory and social impact hypothesis could be 

supported (Chapter 2.2.4), however there is very little indication of this being the gen-

eral trend of stakeholder reactions within the selected companies as a whole.  
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The theory proposes that serving implicit claims leads to a positive result and that dis-

satisfaction may lead to negative outcome (Makni, et al., 2009, p. 410).  There is no 

clear indication based on the results obtained in this study whether there really is either 

a negative or a positive reaction from the stakeholders that would be clearly visible in 

the financial performance of a company (i.e. visible in the share price or revenue). 

 

Figure 18 Company revenue in 2011 (million US$) and correlations between proportional CSR 

investments and revenue and share price 

The slack resources hypothesis suggests that companies with good financial perfor-

mance have the possibility to invest into CSR at a higher level than other companies. 

Companies with high proportional CSR investment placed below the group of compa-

nies with a revenue higher than 50 000 million US$ (Figure 18). The highest propor-

tional investments into CSR were carried out by companies whose revenue varied be-

tween approximately 4,5 and 30,5 billion US $. 

On a general level it seems that companies with high share prices do not proportionally 

invest at high levels in CSR (Figure 19), but this does not mean that they would be per-

forming poorly in CSR otherwise. Companies may also be trying to offset disappointing 

results with investments into noticeable social programs (as suggested by the manageri-

al opportunism hypothesis) or just that there has been a higher need for investments that 

has not been realized at an earlier stage. The relationship between CSR investments and 

share price, if one exists, can also be a matter of perception – concrete actions can be 

seen as attempts from the companies trying to impact how they are perceived (Orlitzky, 
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et al., 2003, p. 422).  The results of this study would seem to support the assumption in 

some cases. The behavior of different companies varies however greatly. 

 

Figure 19 Proportional CSR investments by share price value of 2012 

4.5 Differences between the selected indicators 

The two selected financial indicators had differences between them. There are compa-

nies whose share price and revenue correlated highly with one and other, but there are 

also companies for whom the correlation was close to nonexistent (Figure 20). The cor-

relation is in some cases also negative. This creates differences between the two indica-

tors in the earlier analysis at a company level. The companies are listed in the figure 

according to the classification based on CSR reporting. Group 1 being ‘High and con-

stant reporting’, group 2 ‘High reporting in 2011’, group 3 ‘Average reporting’ and  

groups 4 and 5 combined ‘Low and inconsistent reporting’ . The two indicators for 

companies in group 1 had for the most part a positive correlation, as do companies in 

groups 2 and 3, with a few exceptions. Groups 4 and 5, in addition to having notably 

less data available, behave less predictably. A low correlation between the two financial 

indicators or a negative one leads to different outcomes on a company level when CSR 

measures are benchmarked against them.  
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Figure 20 Correlation between share price and revenue, 2007-2012 

Between the two measurements of CSR, there were notable differences at company lev-

el. The differences are partly due to the nature of the company (no share price data 

available for e.g. private companies and thus they have been eliminated from the analy-

sis) and partly due to availability of data on company level. It is worth mentioning that 

data on CSR investments was poorly available for companies with no or low placement 

in the CSR reporting classification. Companies that were placed in group ‘High and 

consistent’ in the CSR reporting analysis, are in the two highest groups when it comes 

to proportional investments into CSR, which means that they invest into CSR by the 

least 1 % of their annual CAPEX.   

The two selected indicators for CSR are very different in nature, one measuring the in-

put on specific years in comparison to other investments and the other one measuring 

CSR reporting and its coverage. However, one could claim that these indicators relate 

on some level with each other; which is supported by the placements of companies in 
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the CSR reporting groups ‘High and constant’ and ‘High in 2011’, for the most part, to 

the highest two groups of proportional CSR investments as well.  

There were notable differences between the two indicators for financial performance 

with regards to the correlations with proportional CSR investments for the years 2007-

2012. In Table 13, absolute differences between the correlations are presented (in bold 

if the absolute difference is above 0,5 and italic if the absolute difference is smaller than 

0,1).  

There was great variance within the correlations for group 1(‘High investors’), 4 com-

panies out of 6 had an absolute difference of over 0,5 in the two different correlations. 

For group 2, the differences were quite notable too, 4 out of 7 companies had an over 

0,5 absolute difference. A difference in correlation between accounting based and mar-

ket value based studies has been discovered in earlier studies. The highest correlation 

has been found for accounting based ones. In the case of this study, however, the rela-

tionship seems to be more complex. If the direction of the correlation is disregarded, the 

average correlation for all companies was relatively similar, 0,494 for revenue and 

0,470 for share price. But as the direction of the correlations varies greatly, the figure is 

quite meaningless.  

It should be noted that when the difference between two indicators is over 1, in most 

cases there was a high correlation for both or by least one of the indicators and propor-

tional CSR investments. In the case of two high correlations but one being positive and 

other negative, the relationship for both indicators is strong but of different direction.  
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Table 13 Company level differences for correlations with CSR investments 

Group id 2012 (compa-

nies 5 and 24 

from 2011) 

Correlation 

with revenue  

Correlation 

with share 

price  

Absolute 

difference (-

/+ eliminat-

ed) 

1, x>2,5% 21 0,138544177 -0,864154489 0,901664826 1,765819314 

13 0,051599147 0,609223387 -0,780194929 1,389418316 

16 0,047488334 0,137271431 -0,502542186 0,639813617 

29 0,046716511 -0,071267845 0,646107238 0,717375083 

1 0,027465668 0,477614589 0,070801617 0,406812972 

4 0,026988346 0,920072369 0,731862051 0,188210318 

2, 

2,5>x<1% 

20 0,023545232 -0,446666986 0,444438441 0,891105427 

36 0,018571338 -0,842326798 -0,262680661 0,579646136 

31 0,016685714 0,319874927 0,061602122 0,258272805 

37 0,0135889 0,862865027 -0,27139453 1,134259557 

2 0,013051163 0,830908811 0,373112919 0,457795892 

38 0,010511034 -0,270602842 0,791212583 1,061815426 

7 0,009444199 -0,825061389 -0,810920235 0,014141153 

3, x<1% 34 0,009174588 -0,439245702 -0,500361337 0,061115635 

5 0,007234394 -0,352054648 0,493594003 0,845648651 

24 0,007008281 0,564707871 0,016933846 0,547774025 

27 0,006331075 0,162088884 -0,101638576 0,26372746 

6 0,005479667 -0,268607848 0,122647919 0,391255768 

33 0,005270458 -0,034040617 0,862810942 0,896851558 

11 0,003725055 -0,582324449 -0,643679217 0,061354768 

For the selected companies, there were some that had a strong correlation with both 

indicators or with one of them. Companies with strong correlations for both indicators 

include companies 21, 13, 4, 7 and 11. Companies with high correlation for one of the 

indicators include companies 16, 29, 36, 37, 38, 34, 24 and 33. Only company 27 had a 

below 0,20 absolute value of correlation for both indicators. The direction of the rela-

tionship varied for both indicators. Proportional CSR investment and revenue in the 

case of these companies had a negative correlation in 11 cases and positive in 9, and 

regards to share price a negative correlation existed for 8 companies and a positive one 

for 12.  
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The correlations for companies in this study are presented in Figure 21 where the com-

panies are organized based on the amount of proportional CSR CAPEX. The differences 

at company level were significant and the direction of the relationship varied. There 

were a few exceptions to this; companies 4, 11, 34 and 7 had quite similar correlations 

for both indicators. In all, the data would suggest that both accounting based perfor-

mance and market based valuation for the companies in this study could not be easily 

predicted based on investments in CSR, and that there are other motives that have a 

greater effect on both revenue and share prices. Also if a linear relationship could be 

detected it varied at company level. The highest differences between the two indicators 

were the two companies that had the highest proportional CSR investment and in this 

specific case – the correlations also had opposite directions. 

 

Figure 21 Correlations for CSR investments and share price and revenue, 2007-2012 

There are differences between outcomes of different methods used in the study for CSR 

performance. The companies in the study are listed in Table 14 with details on the used 

indicators and performance. Indicators used for studying the relationship between CSR 

performance and financial performance varied notably. Actual CSR input and perfor-

mance is a complex issue with several variables (Margolis, et al., 2007, p. 36). Dozens 

of different indicators have been used to measure the phenomenon and the more stand-

ardized methods include reporting tools, ratings and stock indices (Orlitzky, et al., 2003, 

pp. 428-432; Margolis, et al., 2007, pp. 36-59; Niskala & Tarna, 2003, p. 14), and the 
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used indicators, apart from CSR investments are in accordance with this convention. It 

should however be noted that as the selected group of this study was very limited, so 

was the data available.  

There was quite significant variation in the companies when they were examined from 

the point of view of different indicators. However there were some companies that per-

formed above average throughout the spectrum of different indicators.  

The use of selected indicators can be questioned. Reporting does not automatically 

mean high CSR performance and is a very difficult matter to judge, as reporting is 

based on for the most part voluntary activities. Using social ratings and indices can be 

criticized as it is not totally clear whether they provide transparency. There is also an 

issue with reputational ratings, as they often lead to a higher correlation between CSR 

performance and financial performance, explained by a ‘halo effect’. It should be noted, 

that there are companies that behaved contradictory in the sample, as they simultaneous-

ly had high reputational performance and were blacklisted by a SRI (Companies 31, 16, 

37), which would suggest that reputation itself is a difficult matter to measure and de-

pends on those defining criteria for each measuring system. 

Table 14 CSR indicators and company performance  

Company 

ID  

Group, 

based on 

CSR re-

porting 

Group, based on 

proportional CSR 

investment 

Dow Jones Sus-

tainability Indices  

& Global 100 

(2007-2013) 

Blacklisted by the 

Norway state pen-

sion fund or the 

New Zealand su-

perannuation fund 

1 1 1 Dow Jones  

2 1 2 Dow Jones  

7 1 2 Dow Jones  

12 1 N/A Neither  

22 1 N/A Dow Jones  

29 1 1 Dow Jones  

31 1 2 Dow Jones Yes 

38 1 2 Dow Jones  

6 2 3 Both Yes 

16 2 1 Dow Jones Yes 
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17 2 N/A Dow Jones  

18 2 N/A Dow Jones  

19 2 N/A Dow Jones  

20 2 2 Dow Jones  

34 2 3 Both  

36 2 2 Both  

37 2 2 Dow Jones Yes 

4 3 1 Dow Jones  

5 3 3 Dow Jones  

11 3 3 Dow Jones  

21 3 1 Dow Jones  

24 3 3 Dow Jones  

25 3 N/A Neither  

30 3 N/A Dow Jones Yes 

33 3 3 Dow Jones  

3 4 N/A Neither  

8 4 N/A Neither  

9 4 N/A Dow Jones  

13 4 1 Dow Jones  

14 4 N/A Dow Jones  

26 4 N/A Neither  

27 4 3 Dow Jones  

10 5 N/A Dow Jones  

15 5 N/A Dow Jones  

23 5 N/A Dow Jones  

28 5 N/A Dow Jones  

32 5 N/A Dow Jones  

35 5 N/A Neither  

 

CSR reporting as a measure of performance is basically using a mean of communication 

for analysis. Even if the method for reporting has been standardized and recognized, the 

performance of companies varied in this study when different measures of evaluating 

CSR performance were introduced.   

Using CSR investments as an indicator is a tricky approach. Companies should theoreti-

cally only invest as much as is required to reach minimal standards set by authorities, 

but they may benefit from investments into CSR as better understanding of their busi-
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ness environment and lead to higher overall investment level. The perception of CSR 

CAPEX was mixed but for the most part negative when the figure for CSR CAPEX was 

high. But as the reasons behind a high CAPEX are mixed and difficult to determine, the 

actual outcome and importance of it are not easily defined. This makes CSR CAPEX a 

poor measure of actual CSR performance. High levels of CSR investments did not in 

this study have a positive financial outcome on a general level for the companies select-

ed to the study, which was in line with previous literature. 

SRI funds use different methods to set up their portfolios (Nicolosi, et al., 2011, p. 2) 

and the performance of funds is dependent of the performance of the selected shares. 

CSR performance can be an indication of better overall management and stakeholder 

management but the entire situation is complex (Barnett & Solomon, 2006, pp. 1104-

1106; Derwall, et al., 2011, pp. 2138-2139). Reputational CSR performance was in this 

study mixed and the company level performance varied. It is also difficult to separate 

good performance from poor, at least based on the performance of the selected compa-

nies   

As all indicators are complicated, it is no surprise that the outcome of different indica-

tors varies. Choosing a valid indicator for industry specific CSR performance evaluation 

based on these results is not easy but it can be stated that the selected indicators are not 

the best possible ones and measure different aspects of CSR. Finding a universal meth-

od for measuring CSR performance within an industry would require a more in depth 

analysis about the industry specific issues and taking into account the specific features 

of different types of products and places of production.  
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5 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The objective of this study was to explore the relationship of CSR performance and fi-

nancial performance of mining companies and whether or not they relate to one and 

other. Based on the results, there is no clear indication of CSR performance resulting 

uniformly to either high or poor financial performance with the selected indicators. Dif-

ferences between companies and indicators are remarkable.  For example, the share 

price of a company is impacted by many other issues and the impact of CSR is next to 

impossible to determine. It would seem that once a certain level has been reached, share 

prices tend to follow the market situation rather than focus on specific issues. Share 

prices of mining companies are greatly affected by the development of metal prices. If 

the impact of CSR or other measures beyond the dominating impact of the price level 

were to be examined in more detail, the differences in products should be addressed. 

Company comparison at product level would then facilitate the process of recognizing 

individual events, procedures and company conduct.    

Based on the results of this study, CSR performance does not guarantee or prevent high 

revenue performance of a company either. Sometimes high levels of CSR are coexisting 

with low financial performance. This can be explained by various reasons and one could 

argue that CSR is very case sensitive and also highly company specific. It is also very 

human as an indicator, based largely on subjective measures. 

The phenomenon has been extensively studied and several ways to describe the rela-

tionship from a financial point of view have been tried. The number of used indicators 

is extensive. There is a general problem that cuts through not only literature but general 

and industry specific discussions. CSR and sustainability are easily used but difficult to 

define and often defined in ways that are not totally similar from one study, discussion 

or analysis to another.  

The level of CSR reporting does not in the case of the selected companies directly indi-

cate high or low performance in share price. However, high performance in CSR report-

ing may indicate a behavior that is close to general metal price level development. Low 

performance in CSR reporting does not give an indication of a company’s share price 

either. There is however indication of average CSR reporting leading to a higher than 
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average share price and that it may offer some stability. Based on the companies in the 

study CSR reporting does not accurately relate to share price and the variance between 

companies is high.  

Based on the results, CSR reporting does not directly and uniformly relate to the reve-

nue of a company. There are however signs of low and inconsistent reporting leading to 

lower revenue level than for other levels of CSR reporting. High levels of investments 

in CSR seem to lead to below average share price. Low and average investments do not 

have a similar impact. The case is similar for revenue, high level of investments lead to 

lower level of revenue and lower levels to higher revenue.  

There are notable differences between the different companies in the study and in their 

relationships for CSR performance and financial performance. Some companies have a 

positive relationship for their activities in CSR and their financials and for some it is 

complex and contradictory. There are differences in CSR performance between differ-

ent indicators and also for financial indicators. This would indicate that perhaps the rela-

tionship is not best described with the selected indicators and that finding a valid indica-

tor for the mining sector remains an open issue. 

Using additional indicators on CSR reputational performance did not bring much clarity 

to the relationship and partly provided more confusing results. There is however some 

indication of companies performing at high level in CSR also doing at least moderately 

financially. However, as the selected companies for the study are large multinational 

companies it could be argued that some stability is explained purely by size. 

The study measured CSR performance as reporting, investments and reputational list-

ings. The results were as a whole mixed and no industry specific way to measure per-

formance uniformly was discovered based on the selected indicators. However, this 

does not mean that there would not be an existing indicator to measure industry specific 

CSR performance. It would be simpler to compare specific projects or programs or ex-

ternal valuations that would take into account the industry specific attributes. 

Finding a suitable indicator is difficult due to the complexity of the relationship. Previ-

ous studies have had results that differ from each other and this study does not provide 
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an exception to that. There has been a slightly positive or nonexistent relationship de-

tected for the most part. Financial measures are not best suited for measuring a phenom-

enon such as CSR and that it is more likely an issue that would be better handled 

through regulative measures. Finding an effective and uniform measurement system for 

CSR performance would first require a uniform definition of CSR and its implications 

and requirements for each industry. Measuring actual performance is difficult and based 

on measures that are defined by different operators for different purposes. Defining the 

needs of target groups with social, technical and economic aspirations for CSR and the 

actual situation with different applications for information available would be useful if 

CSR and its implications on industries are to be measured. 

If CSR performance does not clearly and directly relate to financial performance, why 

do companies keep on doing it? CSR performance may well be a reason for high credi-

bility and solid reputation that facilitates the operations of a company. For mining this 

should not be underestimated as the need for local and global acceptance is essential for 

operating a mine. CSR is a question of resources and possibilities. It may be essential 

for companies to achieve operational status and it may be a way to ensure smooth per-

mit processes and production.  

Taking into consideration the long operational span of a mine, CSR has to in the context 

of mining take into account the different stages of operation. There are notable differ-

ences in the needs of the company, local people and society for exploration, operation 

and the closure of a mine. It is very difficult to define a CSR solution that would fit all 

companies and even all companies within the same industry. As the results for different 

indicators for CSR performance varied in the study, the actual activities in CSR are dif-

ficult to address and to evaluate in the case of the selected companies. The long opera-

tional lifespan of a mine can also be one explanation for the mixed results for the indica-

tors; companies may be facing different challenges both within the company and in 

comparison with the other companies.  Different types of production processes and 

varying locations for the desired ore types add to the challenge of assessing CSR per-

formance between different companies.  

Reactive CSR and strategic CSR can be discussed separately – a company is always 

weaker when it is forced to operate under the requirements of others rather than ful-
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filling a strategic plan where possible situations have been anticipated. This also allows 

a more balanced allocation of funds.  

This study confirms that the relationship between CSR and financial performance is 

complex and if not non-existent, difficult to determine. It could be more useful to con-

sider CSR activities as a part of risk management of a company. Active preparation for 

unforeseeable CSR related incidents with great repercussions (often referred to as ‘black 

swan’ incidents) could be considered more as an insurance policy rather than financial 

investment activity. The realization of a black swan incident has irreversible dramatic 

consequences for a company and its operations. There have been CSR incidents in the 

mining industry that have lead to companies losing their ability to operate. The lack of 

sufficient risk management affects a company also externally. Investors see a company 

without normative level of insurance as a high risk investment, affecting its financing 

resources. A risk management viewpoint is supported by literature and also by the re-

sults of the study. When a required level of CSR has been reached, the biggest risks can 

be avoided or managed. The additional benefits of overcomplying can however be ques-

tioned. 
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Appendix 1 Companies in the study (IntierraRMG, 2013) 

Company ID 

number 

Country Main prod-

uct 

Share of total 

value of industry 

2011  

Revenue 2011 

MUSD 

1 UK Fe 2,47 30 580    

2 South Africa Au 0,98 6 570    

3 China Fe 0,56 --- 

4 UK Cu 0,61 6 076    

5 UK Fe 1,26 93 973    

6 Canada Au 1,99 14 312    

7 Australia Fe 5,81 71 739    

8 China Fe 0,42 --- 

9 Peru Au 0,42 1 557    

10 Brazil Fe 0,65 9 892    

11 USA Fe 0,98 6 794    

12 Chile Cu 1,82 17 515    

13 UK Fe 0,80 7 705    

14 Russia Fe 0,73 16 400    

15 Australia Fe 1,10 5 442    

16 USA Cu 1,82 20 880    

17 Switzerland Cu 0,67 186 152    

18 South Africa Au 0,80 5 761    

19 Canada Au 0,82 5 362    

20 Mexico Cu 0,92 10 442    

21 South Africa Pt 0,48 4 728    

22 Mexico Ag 0,42 7 766    

23 Poland Cu 0,59 6 772    

24 Canada Au 0,59 3 943    

25 Sweden Fe 0,60 4 789    

26 Russia Fe 0,92 10 473    

27 Japan Fe 0,48 54 626    

28 Australia Au 0,59 3 362    

29 USA Au 1,30 10 358    

30 Russia Ni 1,36 14 122    

31 UK Fe 5,34 60 537    

32 Russia Fe 0,52 15 812    

33 India Fe 0,53 10 345    
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34 Canada Cu 0,53 11 631    

35 USA Fe 0,51 19 884    

36 Brazil Fe 8,37 58 990    

37 UK Fe 0,87 11 427    

38 Switzerland Cu 1,57 33 877    

Total   51,20  
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Appendix 2 CSR reporting of companies in the study 

 

2007 2008 2009

Company IDCSR reporting conductedUsed frameworkLevel of reporting3rd party verificationExternal AssuranceCSR reporting conductedUsed frameworkLevel of reporting3rd party verificationExternal AssuranceICMM FrameworkCSR reporting conductedUsed frameworkLevel of reporting3rd party verificationExternal AssuranceICMM Framework

1 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 3/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 8/8

2 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 3/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 8/8

3 Yes GRI G3 referencedUndeclaredNo No Yes GRI G3 referencedUndeclaredNo No N/A Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

4 Yes GRI G3 C No No Yes GRI G3 C No No N/A Yes GRI G3 B No No N/A

5 Yes GRI G3/Global compact referencedUndeclaredNo No Yes GRI G3/Global compact referencedUndeclaredNo Bureau VeritasN/A Yes GRI G3/Global compact referencedUndeclaredNo No N/A

6 Yes GRI G3/Global compact referencedUndeclaredYes ERM Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes ERM 4/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Bureau Veritas8/8

7 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 4/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 8/8

8 Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

9 Yes Annual reportN/A No No Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A

10

11 Yes Annual reportN/A No No Yes GRI G3/ICMM Framework/Global compact/Dow Jones Sustainability Index referencedN/A No No N/A Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes UndefinedN/A

12 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedN/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedN/A

13 Yes Annual reportN/A No No Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A Yes Annual report/ GRI and ICMM Framework referencedN/A No No N/A

14 Yes Annual report/Global compact referencedN/A No No Yes Annual report/ICMM referencedN/A No No N/A Yes Annual report/ICMM referencedN/A No No N/A

15 Yes Non GRI UndeclaredNo No N/A Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

16 Yes GRI G2 In accordanceNo No Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No 2/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8

17

18 Yes GRI G2 In accordanceNo No Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No 3/4 Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes Undefined8/8

19 Yes GRI G3 B Yes 1/4 Yes GRI G3 B No No 3/8

20 Yes GRI G3 B No No Yes GRI G3 B No No N/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Deloitte N/A

21 Yes GRI G3 C+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 B+ Yes UndefinedN/A Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes KPMG N/A

22 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC N/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedN/A

23

24 Yes GRI G3 B No No Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A

25 Yes Annual reportN/A No No Yes GRI G3 C+ Yes KPMG N/A Yes GRI G3 C+ Yes UndefinedN/A

26 Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

27 Yes GRI/Global compact referencedN/A Yes Several Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

28 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes ERM N/A

29 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 A+ Yes Bureau Veritas4/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Bureau Veritas8/8

30 Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes Undefined Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

31 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedYes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 3/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 8/8

32

33

34 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Deloitte Yes GRI G3 A No No 1/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8

35

36 Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes KPMG Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes KPMG 3/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8

37 Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG N/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG N/A

38 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Deloitte Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Ernst&Young4/4 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8
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2010 2011 2012

Company IDCSR reporting conductedUsed frameworkLevel of reporting3rd party verificationExternal AssuranceICMM FrameworkCSR reporting conductedUsed frameworkLevel of reporting3rd party verificationExternal AssuranceICMM FrameworkCSR reporting conductedUsed frameworkLevel of reporting3rd party verificationExternal AssuranceICMM Framework

1 Yes GRI G3.1 A+ Yes PwC 8/8 Yes GRI G3.1 A+ Yes PwC 5/5 Yes GRI G3.1 A+ Yes PwC

2 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Ernst&Young8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Ernst&Young5/5

3 Yes GRI G3 referencedUndeclaredNo No N/A Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

4 Yes GRI G3.1 A No No N/A Yes GRI G3.1 A No No N/A

5 Yes GRI G3 C+ Yes Bureau VeritasN/A Yes GRI G3.1 B+ No Deloitte N/A

6 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Bureau Veritas5/5 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Bureau Veritas

7 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG 5/5 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG

8 Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A

9 Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A

10

11 Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes Ernst&YoungN/A Yes GRI G3.1 B+ Yes Deloitte N/A

12 Yes GRI G3 A+ No No 4/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG 4,5/5

13 Yes Sustainability reviewN/A No No N/A Yes GRI G3 referencedN/A No No N/A Yes GRI G3/Global compact referencedN/A No No N/A

14 Yes Annual report/ICMM referencedN/A No No N/A Yes GRI G3 C No No N/A Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A

15 Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A Yes GRI G3 B No No N/A

16 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined5/5

17 Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Deloitte N/A

18 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG 5/5

19 Yes GRI G3 A No No 4/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Ernst&Young5/5 Yes GRI G3.1 A+ Yes Ernst&Young

20 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG N/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Deloitte N/A

21 Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes UndefinedN/A Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes KPMG N/A Yes GRI G3.1 A+ Yes KPMG N/A

22 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes UndefinedN/A Yes GRI G3.1 A+ Yes PwC N/A Yes GRI G3.1 A+ Yes PwC N/A

23

24 Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A

25 Yes GRI G3 C+ Yes UndefinedN/A Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes Deloitte N/A

26 Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A Yes Annual reportN/A No No N/A

27 Yes GRI G3 UndeclaredNo No N/A Yes Non GRI N/A No No N/A Yes GRI referencedN/A No No N/A

28 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes ERM N/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Net BalanceN/A

29 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Bureau Veritas5/5

30 Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A

31 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes PwC 5/5

32 Yes GRI G3 C+ Yes UndefinedN/A

33 Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A Yes GRI G3 A No No N/A

34 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Deloitte 8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Deloitte 5/5

35

36 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG 8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes KPMG 5/5

37 Yes GRI G3 B+ Yes UndefinedN/A Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes DNV N/A

38 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Undefined8/8 Yes GRI G3 A+ Yes Ernst&Young5/5
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Appendix 3 Correlations 

Correlations for proportional CSR investment and share prices 

 

 

 

 

1 2 7 22 29 31 38 6

CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice

--- 1 0,007859 1 --- 1 --- 1 --- 1 --- 1 0,036003 1 --- 1

0,014894 0,857364 0,007064 0,705695 --- 1,059391 --- 1,412179 --- 0,981519 --- 1,234984 0,021872 0,990612 --- 1,165462

0,018088 0,492201 0,010678 0,845155 0,018187 0,937372 --- 1,047923 0,00117 0,986512 0,022243 0,67385 0,018133 0,264758 0,005827 1,048188

0,021023 0,713202 0,016526 0,978132 0,018065 1,223042 --- 1,600993 0,001569 1,270825 0,036158 0,985897 0,014401 0,395013 0,009066 1,300413

0,019668 0,57205 0,01462 0,819698 0,015214 1,163166 --- 3,154138 0,001005 1,161668 0,023844 0,87771 0,012568 0,347663 0,005912 1,18191

0,027466 0,770083 0,013051 1,032938 0,009444 1,417311 0,011111 2,681458 0,046717 1,335512 0,016686 1,06256 0,010511 0,420695 0,00548 1,447854

0,070802 0,373113 -0,81092 N/A 0,646107 0,061602 0,791213 0,122648

16 18 20 34 36 37 4 5

CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice CSR Shareprice

--- 1 --- 1 0,062653 1 0,031546 1 --- 1 --- 1 --- 1 --- 1

--- 0,976564 --- 0,668839 0,034646 0,63464 0,018468 0,934446 0,027134 1,069398 --- 0,944935 --- 0,794043 0,010306 1,073325

--- 0,670415 --- 0,719068 0,041402 0,224808 0,024915 0,542404 0,028736 0,780951 0,00601 0,727082 0,015987 1,127768 0,011443 0,516979

0,133853 0,990531 --- 0,854789 0,04808 0,467603 0,024931 1,148421 --- 1,151596 0,010414 1,057351 0,019281 1,756951 0,011397 0,581255

0,075375 0,915098 0,023468 0,782959 0,01686 0,523061 0,02022 0,965636 0,01916 0,795043 0,014674 0,52167 0,030003 1,74619 0,007234 0,273066

0,047488 1,150647 0,03005 0,869504 0,023545 0,555122 0,009175 1,343995 0,018571 1,156174 0,013589 0,836002 0,026988 1,87094 0,008516 0,457911

-0,50254 N/A 0,444438 -0,50036 -0,26268 -0,27139 0,731862 0,493594

11 21 24 33 13 27

0,005013 1 --- 1 --- 1 --- 1 --- 1 0,003118 1

0,007671 1,747507 --- 0,956942 0,001315 1,310046 --- 0,895254 0,01932 1,408389 0,012341 0,92651

0,020917 0,759046 0,132036 0,65716 0,008105 1,309658 --- 0,934786 0,025283 1,091218 0,006782 0,601575

0,006632 1,618754 0,151736 0,871142 0,012255 1,244324 0,007312 1,231943 --- 1,618247 0,010754 0,753827

0,004542 1,362737 0,096864 0,579725 0,006358 0,669183 0,005752 0,544095 0,081208 0,754416 0,005637 0,761707

0,003725 2,174715 0,138544 0,823464 --- 1,084971 0,00527 0,754044 0,051599 1,288366 0,006331 0,838748

-0,64368 0,901665 0,016934 0,862811 -0,78019 -0,10164
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Correlations for proportional CSR investment and revenues 

 

 

1 2 7 7 22 29 29 31 38 6

CSR revenue

--- 25470 0,007859 3472 --- 47473 --- 4008,4 --- 5670 --- 33518 0,036003 28542 --- 6583

0,014894 26311 0,007064 3863 --- 59473 --- 4835,6 --- 6322 --- 58065 0,021872 28313 --- 8243

0,018088 24637 0,010678 3916 0,018187 50211 --- 3340,9 0,00117 7705 0,022243 41825 0,018133 22732 0,005827 8136

0,021023 27960 0,016526 5334 0,018065 52798 --- 5163 0,001569 9540 0,036158 55171 0,014401 30499 0,009066 10924

0,019668 30580 0,01462 6570 0,015214 71739 --- 7766,3 0,001005 10358 0,023844 60537 0,012568 33877 0,005912 14312

0,027466 28761 0,013051 --- 0,009444 72226 0,011111 --- 0,046717 --- 0,016686 50967 0,010511 --- 0,00548 14547

0,477615 0,830909 -0,82506 N/A -0,07127 0,319875 -0,2706 -0,26861

16 18 20 34 36 37 4 5

--- 16939 --- 2384,314 0,062653 7078 0,031546 5935,346 --- 37671 --- 6731,8 --- 3941,5 --- 105216

--- 17796 --- 2733,245 0,034646 6033 0,018468 6468,659 0,027134 39555 --- 8203,7 --- 3372,6 0,010306 126589

--- 15040 --- 3973,96 0,041402 4827 0,024915 6728,038 0,028736 23311 0,00601 6578,9 0,015987 2962,6 0,011443 61021

0,133853 18982 --- 4731,375 0,04808 8338 0,024931 8952,631 --- 45293 0,010414 7930,5 0,019281 4577,1 0,011397 78025

0,075375 20880 0,023468 5100,298 0,01686 10373 0,02022 11631,48 0,01916 58990 0,014674 11427,2 0,030003 6076 0,007234 93973

0,047488 18010 0,03005 --- 0,023545 --- 0,009175 --- 0,018571 45395 0,013589 14005,3 0,026988 6740,1 0,008516 ---

0,137271 N/A -0,44667 -0,43925 -0,84233 0,862865 0,920072 -0,35205

11 21 24 33 13 27

0,005013 2275,2 --- 4599,217 --- 1093 --- 9512,609 --- 4106 0,003118 61182,41

0,007671 3610,1 --- 5339,492 0,001315 1617 --- 10486,85 0,01932 6823 0,012341 72030,39

0,020917 2342 0,132036 3217,315 0,008105 3058 --- 10075,9 0,025283 3831 0,006782 63123,47

0,006632 4682,2 0,151736 3476,514 0,012255 3010,1 0,007312 9615,595 --- 6605 0,010754 43777,47

0,004542 6794,3 0,096864 4558,3 0,006358 3943,3 0,005752 10097,65 0,081208 7705 0,005637 44590,12

0,003725 5872,7 0,138544 3360,697 --- 4311,4 0,00527 9439,04 0,051599 --- 0,006331 ---

-0,58232 -0,86415 0,564708 -0,03404 0,609223 0,162089



3 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Share price Revenue

1 2 7 12 22 29 31 38

2007 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 --- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2008 1,03301924 0,8574 1,113 0,7057 1,253 1,0594 0,856 --- 1,206367 1,4122 1,114991 0,9815 1,732353 1,2350 0,991977 0,9906

2009 0,96729486 0,4922 1,128 0,8452 1,058 0,9374 0,697 --- 0,833475 1,0479 1,358907 0,9865 1,247837 0,6739 0,79644 0,2648

2010 1,09776207 0,7132 1,536 0,9781 1,112 1,2230 0,905 --- 1,288045 1,6010 1,68254 1,2708 1,646011 0,9859 1,068566 0,3950

2011 1,20062819 0,7701 1,892 1,0329 1,511 1,4173 0,986 --- 1,937506 2,6815 1,826808 1,3355 1,806104 1,0626 1,186918 0,4207

2012 1,12921084 0,5721 --- 0,8197 1,521 1,1632 --- --- --- 3,1541 --- 1,1617 1,520586 0,8777 --- 0,3477

-0,0468876 0,548 0,71 N/A 0,985086 0,922382 0,514894 0,08433

6 16 17 18 19 20 34 36 37

2007 1 1 1 1 1 --- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2008 1,25216467 1,1655 1,051 0,9766 1,07 --- 1,146 0,6688 1,096827 1,2679 0,852359 0,6346 1,089854 0,9344 1,050012 1,0694 1,218649 0,9449

2009 1,23591068 1,0482 0,888 0,6704 0,747 --- 1,667 0,7191 1,234633 1,2956 0,681972 0,2248 1,133555 0,5424 0,618805 0,7810 0,977287 0,7271

2010 1,65942579 1,3004 1,121 0,9905 1,019 --- 1,984 0,8548 1,69447 1,5306 1,178016 0,4676 1,508359 1,1484 1,202331 1,1516 1,178065 1,0574

2011 2,17408476 1,4479 1,233 1,1506 1,308 --- 2,139 0,8695 2,430644 1,7769 1,465527 0,5551 1,959697 1,3440 1,565926 1,1562 1,697495 0,8360

2012 2,20978277 1,1819 1,063 0,9151 --- --- --- 0,7830 --- 1,5077 --- 0,5231 --- 0,9656 1,205038 0,7950 2,080469 0,5217

0,76630599 0,898 N/A -0,023 0,949666 0,216769 0,737265 0,646235 -0,68668

4 5 11 21 24 25 30 33

2007 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 --- 1 1 1 1 1

2008 0,7940 0,85566 1,0733 1,203 1,7475 1,587 0,9569 1,160957 1,3100 1,479414 --- 1,54871 1,3100 0,816636 0,8953 1,102416

2009 1,1278 0,75164 0,5170 0,58 0,7590 1,029 0,6572 0,699535 1,3097 2,797804 --- 0,725924 1,3097 0,593201 0,9348 1,059215

2010 1,7570 1,16126 0,5813 0,742 1,6188 2,058 0,8711 0,755893 1,2443 2,75398 --- 1,755792 1,2443 0,746247 1,2319 1,010826

2011 1,8709 1,54155 0,4579 0,893 2,1747 2,986 0,8235 0,991103 1,0850 3,607777 --- 2,123237 1,0850 0,824931 0,7540 1,061501

2012 1,7462 1,71003 0,2731 --- 1,3627 2,581 0,5797 0,730711 0,6692 3,944556 --- --- 0,6692 --- 0,5441 0,992266

0,82647098 0,815 0,792 0,77 -0,42411 N/A -0,80296 0,008877

3 8 9 13 14 26 27 10 15 23 28 32 35

2007 --- --- --- --- 1 1 1 1 --- 1 --- --- 1 1 --- 1 1 1 --- 1 1 1 --- 1 1 1

2008 --- --- --- --- 0,9899 1,075 1,4084 1,661715 --- 1,595643 --- 1 0,9265 1,177306 --- 1,223922 0,1890 1,373045 --- 0,925615 1,1787 1,108264 --- 1,444376 1,1105 1,407811

2009 --- --- --- --- 1,2568 0,847 1,0912 0,933025 --- 0,766084 --- 0,653942 0,6016 1,031726 --- 0,959565 0,1146 5,912424 --- 0,74739 1,1941 1,111075 --- 0,842042 0,3647 0,654774

2010 --- --- --- --- 1,7426 1,061 1,6182 1,608622 --- 1,045753 --- 0,955298 0,7538 0,715524 --- 1,263048 0,1646 9,6049 --- 1,077401 1,5451 1,444416 --- 0,875503 0,5078 1,029692

2011 --- --- --- --- 1,7043 1,496 1,2884 1,876522 --- 1,28045 --- 1,339735 0,8387 0,728806 --- 1,443896 0,1771 16,23287 --- 1,357951 1,8056 1,973998 --- 1,019932 0,4068 1,178451

2012 --- --- --- --- 1,4797 --- 0,7544 --- --- --- --- --- 0,7617 --- --- --- 0,1446 19,92829 --- --- 1,3054 2,56929 --- 0,909718 0,2401 ---

N/A N/A 0,542 0,736 N/A N/A 0,216827 N/A N/A -0,50982 N/A 0,598324


