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[bookmark: _Toc202219868]Abstract 
This thesis examines the moderating effect of culture on the relationship between corporate social performance (CSP) and corporate financial performance (CFP). CSP is proxied by the social pillar score while CFP is measured by return on assets, return on equity and market value. The sample consists of 5541 companies across 39 countries measured from 2017 until 2022. Cultural values are captured from GLOBE and Hofstede which enables the comparison of differences and similarities in definition together with the results. Pooled OLS regression models are used with year and industry fixed effects together with firm-level clustered standard errors. Results show significant evidence that CSP positively affects CFP supported by all three measures. This study contributes to the literature by providing many cultural dimensions significantly affecting the relationship between CSP and CFP. The large amount of cultural dimensions explain culture in many ways and thus provide a clear understanding how culture affects the CSP-CFP link.
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Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a growing trend that organisations can no longer ignore. The stakeholder’s perspective is becoming increasingly important compared to the shareholder perspective, as stakeholders demand stronger corporate engagement in CSR (Misser & AccountAbility, 2023). In addition, organisations need to comply to stricter CSR regulations enforced by governmental bodies or the European Union (EU) such as sustainability reporting requirements (Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive, 2022). However, as the well-known article of Milton Friedman is named ‘The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits’ (Friedman, 2007). In the end, organisations not only want to engage in CSR activities to improve their environmental impact and corporate governance, but in particular to become more socially responsible. Numerous studies have already attempted to analyse the relationship between corporate social performance (CSP) and corporate financial performance (CFP),but the outcomes differed in their conclusions (Aydoğmuş et al., 2022; Crisóstomo et al., 2011; Orlitzky, 2001; Griffin & Mahon, 1997; Vance, 1975; Waddock & Graves, 1997).  
Some theories suggest that better CSP enhances CFP by improving corporate image (Usunier et al., 2011; Davies, 1973), increasing transparency (Dhaliwal et al., 2010) and long-term relationships with stakeholders (Cheng et al., 2013), and reducing agency and transaction costs (Jones, 1995). The legitimacy theory argues that aligning with expectations of stakeholders ensures access to essential resources and support from stakeholders (Burlea & Popa, 2013; Deegan & Unerman, 2011). Improved CSP also improves workforce productivity (Davis, 1973) and avoids sudden strict government restrictions (Davis, 1973) which improves CFP. On the other hand, improving CSP can also negatively affect CFP by not maximizing shareholders’ profits and wealth (Davis, 1973; Egbe et al., 2022) and uncertain payback periods and amounts (Slawinski & Bansal, 2015). Monopolistic or oligopolistic industries have fewer competitive advantages from better social performances (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001), while organisations in highly competitive markets in general face reduced profitability or increase prices due to higher costs caused by CSR engagement to improve CSP (Davis, 1973). When taking this into account, it is not surprising that some studies’ results indicate a positive relationship (Aydoğmuş et al., 2022; Orlitzky, 2001; Waddock & Graves, 1997), while others suggest the opposite (Crisóstomo et al., 2011; Griffin & Mahon, 1997; Vance, 1975).  
These different findings explain the complex relationship between CSP and CFP, but could also suggest that this relationship is influenced by various organisational, institutional or cultural factors (Usunier et al., 2011; Shi & Veenstra, 2020). 
Culture is relevant in explaining the relationship between CSP and CFP as cultural values shape people’s expectations, preferences, behaviours and decisions toward CSR practices, and may therefore either enhance or limit the financial returns derived from CSP (Guiso et al., 2006). Culture also influences whether enhanced CSP is perceived as highly legitimate and aligned with stakeholder expectations or as misaligned with the stakeholder expectations. Hence, cultural values help determine whether CSP results into stronger or weaker financial performance (Shi & Veenstra, 2020).
For this reason, this thesis delves into the moderating effect of cultural values on the relationship between CSP and firms’ financial performance. There are several other studies that examined the same research theme, but differ notably (Egbe et al., 2022; Lajnef & Ellouz, 2024; Shi & Veenstra, 2020). Lajnef and Ellouz (2024) showed the moderating effect of culture on the relationship between CSR and earnings quality. The difference is that earnings quality reflects how accurate, reliable and sustainable a firm reports their earnings, while financial performance refers to how well a firm performs financially. Shi and Veenstra (2020) only use individualism and flexibility scores from Minkov as a measure of culture, while there are more dimensions that could impact the CSP effect on CFP. Only using these two dimensions of culture encompasses only a narrow part of culture and therefore suggest further research as mentioned in their paper.  Egbe et al. (2022) studied the moderating effect of four cultural dimensions (power distance, masculinity, individualism and uncertainty avoidance) on the CSP – CFP relationship. As no significant result was found for masculinity and uncertainty avoidance, further research is recommended on these moderating variables together with the other unexamined cultural dimensions of Hofstede and GLOBE. Additionally, the results of this study are based on a rather limited sample size (1626 companies across 26 countries) using only return on assets as a measure of financial performance. The limited sample size and measures used restricts the general applicability and validity of the results. Furthermore, the time period studied was up to 2017, excluding an important more recent period that could result in better applicability to the current era. Since 2017, the availability of ESG data and global interest in CSR increased significantly (Misser & AccountAbility, 2023). As CSP is increasingly important and pressure rises on companies, it is essential to develop a clear understanding of the relationship between CSP and CFP, as well as the moderating role of culture in this relationship.
By analysing a more recent period, using multiple measures of CFP – return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE) and market value – and examining the moderating effect of cultural dimensions from GLOBE and Hofstede, this thesis adds new perspectives to existing literature, especially by providing the moderating effect of unexamined cultural dimensions. By using the cultural dimensions of GLOBE and Hofstede together, differences and similarities in definition of the dimensions can be compared and can lead to interesting results. Adding the GLOBE database is particularly useful in the context of the CSP – CFP relationship as dimensions are more focused on organisational context. This is expressed by dimensions like performance orientation, institutional collectivism and future orientation which are specifically relevant explaining the CSP – CFP relationship. Therefore, combining the frameworks of GLOBE and Hofstede will result in new relevant perspectives and consequently contribute to the existing literature.
Thus, the research question of this thesis entails: What is the moderating effect of cultural values on the relationship between corporate social responsibility performance and corporate financial performance?
Understanding how cultural values moderate this relationship can be valuable to organisations as they can adapt their CSR strategies based on the results of this study. If the cultural values strengthen or weaken the relationship between CSP and CFP, organisations should emphasize CSP more or less which encourages more effective CSR strategies. Equally, the results of this study are useful for politicians as this work shows why organisations possibly reduce or increase investment in CSR. These insights can help politicians adjust their policy and practice regarding CSR to stimulate organisations to still invest in CSR when negatively impacts the financial performance by for example offering subsidies. Conversely, when culture strengthens the effect on financial performance, politicians can reduce tax incentives as organisations already developed a strong incentive to invest in CSR.
The next section of this thesis provides an overview of the relevant literature, evolving in the development of the hypotheses. Next the data, variables and research methods are explained, and subsequently followed by the results of the analysis. The final section discusses the findings, limitations of this research and a perspective for future research and some conclusions.
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To determine the moderating effect of national culture, the relationship between CSP and CFP must be clarified first. The conflicting results of multiple studies (Aydoğmuş et al., 2022; Crisóstomo et al., 2011; Orlitzky, 2001; Griffin & Mahon, 1997; Vance, 1975; Waddock & Graves, 1997) on this relationship can be explained by theories that support CSP improving CFP, but also theories that show an opposite relationship. CSP can be defined by using Wood’s well-established definition: “a business organisation’s configuration of principles of social responsibility, processes of social responsiveness, and policies, programs, and observable outcomes as they relate to the firm’s societal relationships” (Wood, 1991, p. 693). This definition, where CSP is seen as multi-dimensional construct, is frequently used in studies regarding the CSP-CFP relationship (Margolis et al., 2009; Orlitzky, 2001; Waddock & Graves, 1997). This study defines CSP as the observable outcome of a firm’s engagement in corporate social responsibility (CSR). CSR practices, behaviours and strategies reflect how organisations show their social responsiveness and can therefore be seen as the drivers of CSP. This view allows insights from CSR literature, especially on how culture influences organisations, to explain the CSP-CFP relationship.
CFP can benefit from CSP by the creation of a positive corporate image towards stakeholders (Usunier et al., 2011; Davis, 1973). Organisations can directly benefit from this positive image by being more attractive for talented personnel, investors and customers (Freeman & McVea, 2001; Egbe et al., 2022). Organisations with better CSP are more likely to publicly disclose their activities (Dhaliwal et al., 2010) and therefore become more transparent and accountable. Higher levels of transparency reduce the information asymmetry between the organisation and stakeholders. As a result, the organisation becomes more attractive (Cheng et al., 2013). This creates a competitive advantage compared to competitors leading to better CFP.
The indirect beneficial outcomes is strong long-term relationships with key stakeholders due to mutual trust, which reduces the likelihood of opportunistic behaviour (Cheng et al., 2013). This results in reduced agency costs, transaction costs and costs associated with team production (Jones, 1995). This complements the long-run self-interest theory of Davis (1973) that describes how engagement in CSR, which leads to better CSP, will build goodwill, enhances reputation and therefore ensures long-term profitability.
According to the legitimacy theory, organisations must align their activities with stakeholder expectations in order to fulfil their social contract with society (Burlea & Popa, 2013). If a company fails to meet ethical standards, environmental responsibilities or protect the well-being of relevant stakeholders, it risks losing legitimacy. This results in having difficulties in assessing essential resources and less support from stakeholders (Deegan & Unerman, 2011).
Another positive effect of CSP on CFP is that organisations with good CSP by addressing social issues, create a more productive workforce (Davis, 1973). This increase in productivity is directly related to better financial performances. 
The final reason why CSP enhances to better CFP is the avoidance of government regulation. By voluntarily investing in CSR activities, organisations maintain their flexibility in decision making, as they can proactively address CSR concerns rather than being forced to comply with sudden regulatory requirements. Retaining this freedom in decision making, organisations maintain the initiative to meet market and social factors (Davis, 1973). 
However, not all theories support the claim that better CSP leads to improved financial performance. One of the best known contributions that opposes the positive relationship between CSP and CFP is from Milton Friedman (2007): “The social responsibility of business is to increase its profits”. Management should maximize profits and wealth of the shareholders (Davis, 1973). Investment in CSR activities – to improve CSP – is a direct expenditure which reduces the return to shareholders (Egbe et al., 2022). The counterargument is that engagement in CSR ensures long-term profitability (Davis, 1973), and therefore is an investment that will pay out the shareholders later. Nevertheless, these are investments with unknown payback periods and how much profit it will generate is relatively more uncertain compared to regular investment (Slawinski & Bansal, 2015). The direct investment in CSR also negatively affects cash flow available for other, potentially more profitable, investments, which decreases the shareholders return (Egbe et al., 2022). 
Furthermore, not all organisations benefit from better CSP with the same outcome. Organisations in oligopolistic/monopolistic markets have less competitive pressure from other companies, and therefore a better CSP does not create a competitive advantage over competitors (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). As costs remain similar while the financial benefits are lower, this results in a relatively poorer financial performance. 
On the other hand, when markets are highly competitive, improving CSP by engaging in CSR activities can also lead to negative financial results due to new rules and change in production processes. This reduces the efficiency and can lead to higher production costs, which results in lower profit margins or high consumer prices (Davis, 1973). Both situations worsen the financial performance of an organisation. These arguments reflect how CSP can affect the CFP and therefore the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: Corporate social performance (CSP) has a positive effect on corporate financial performance (CFP).

[bookmark: _Toc194703381][bookmark: _Toc202219872]The moderating effect of culture
Building upon the established positive relationship between CSP and CFP, this part of the literature review focusses on the potential moderating effect of culture. Cultural values shape people’s expectations, preferences, behaviours and decisions toward CSR practices and may therefore either limit or strengthen the financial returns derived from CSP (Guiso et al., 2006). This section will theoretically explain why financial returns of CSP may differ across different cultures. Multiple cultural dimensions from GLOBE and Hofstede will be used to find the answer to the research question: What is the moderating effect of cultural values on the relationship between corporate social responsibility performance and corporate financial performance? The cultural dimensions used are: power distance, individualism, institutional collectivism, in-group collectivism, humane orientation, uncertainty avoidance, long-term orientation, future orientation, indulgence, masculinity, assertiveness, gender egalitarianism and performance orientation. Some of these cultural dimensions will be explained together as they overlap across the GLOBE and Hofstede cultural frameworks. 

The first cultural dimension that affects the CSP – CFP relationship is power distance. This can be defined as “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organisations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 61) or “the extent to which the community accepts and endorses authority, power differences, and status privileges” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). As these definitions do not differ significantly, no distinction is made between power distance from Hofstede and GLOBE when describing the moderating effect of this dimension on the CSP-CFP relationship.
High power distance countries have societies where decision making is centralized and done by the top of the organisation as employees are unwilling to participate in decisions (Khatri, 2009; Ringov & Zollo, 2007). When stakeholders are less involved in decision-making, there will be less genuine CSR engagement demanded. CSR engagement will then be more symbolic actions rather than stakeholder-oriented approach by top level management (Ringov & Zollo, 2007). Additionally, high power distance in organisations are prone to unethical behaviour as top managers do not have to justify or defend their decisions to people at the lower organisational levels due to limited resistance from lower level employees (Khatri, 2009). Employees in these high power distance cultures are more likely to accept unethical behaviour, which undermines CSP (Cohen et al., 1996). 
In high power distance countries, decision making is more centralized and employees and other stakeholders are not empowered to stimulate and encourage CSR engagement. Therefore, CSP will be less rewarded as it is less common out of stakeholder-oriented approach (Ringov & Zollo, 2007). This will decrease the financial benefits brought by stakeholders trust and support (Jones, 1995). The low level of employee involvement and participation lead to low engagement in CSR activities in the entire organisation. When the lower levels of an organisation not fully engage into these CSR activities, it will likely be symbolic rather than part of an integrated CSR strategy, leading to weaker financial outcomes as CSR implementation is less effective (Waldman et al., 2006). As communication occurs mostly top-down and communication gaps are superfluous in high power distance societies (Khatri, 2009), it is hard for employees or lower level managers to share critical perspectives regarding CSR activities. This will lead to less effective CSR implementation and therefore weaker financial outcomes. Therefore, it is expected that in societies characterised by high power distance, the financial outcomes of CSP will be weaker.

H2: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in high power distance countries as compared to in low power distance countries.

According to Hofstede, “individualism pertains to societies in which the ties between individuals are loose: everyone is expected to look after him- or herself and his or her immediate family” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 92). In individualistic societies, people value self-interest and personal goals over collective goals. As a result, people put less emphasis on the impact of business on society. The higher level of individualism, the lower the CSP (Ho et al., 2011). As in individualistic societies less emphasis is put on the impact of business on society, the reward for engagement in CSR will be less than in collectivistic countries. CSR investments can even be seen as a waste of shareholders’ resources and reduction of the value of investments. These are long-term, group welfare orientated investments and differ from the investors short-term self-interested financial goals. Investors in individualistic societies will therefore reward CSR efforts to a lesser extent (Shi & Veenstra, 2020). Even within organisations, employees in individualistic organisations are less concerned about ethical impacts on society. This lowers the internal support for CSR within the organisation which harms the effectiveness of CSR implementation along with the financial outcomes of them (Akaah, 1990). 
The legitimacy theory includes that organisations must align their CSR activities with the stakeholder expectations in order to fulfil their social contract (Burlea & Popa, 2013). In individualistic societies, where people are self-interested and prefer short-term personal gains, CSR goals may not align with the individualistic cultural expectations. This misalignment leads to less stakeholder support and diminishes legitimacy which weakens the CSP-CFP relationship (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). In collectivistic societies, people prioritize group welfare and put emphasis on the social impact of business. This is more aligned with CSR objectives and leads to enhanced legitimacy, which results in stronger stakeholder support and more ease in assessing essential resources (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). Engagement in CSR will lead to better financial outcomes in collectivistic societies.
In individualistic societies, people are short-term oriented, self-interested, have less emphasis for business impact on society, are sceptic towards CSR and are less concerned with ethical outcomes. All of these characteristics do not support CSR engagement and therefore not reward them financially. Due to these arguments, it can be expected that individualism weakens the positive CSP-CFP relationship.

H3a: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in individualistic countries as compared to in collectivistic countries.

GLOBE divides collectivism – the opposite of individualism – into two subgroups: institutional collectivism and in-group collectivism. The first one can be defined as “The degree to which organisational and societal institutional practices encourage and reward (and should encourage and reward) collective distribution of resources and collective action” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). High institutional collectivism societies encourage and reward collective action and distribution of resources at societal or institutional level. Managers in these societies value long-term relationships with stakeholders and recognize their responsibility for the societal welfare when making decisions. This leads them to value greater, societal-level entities in their decision making (Waldman et al., 2006). This managers’ collective interest causes more stakeholder oriented CSR engagement. These CSR efforts are aligned with the societal values and stakeholder expectations causing more stakeholder support and enhanced legitimacy (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). This results in more brand loyalty, more ease in assessing essential resources and reduction in multiple costs, which all improve the financial performance (Jones, 1995; Deegan & Unerman, 2011).

H3b: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is stronger for companies located in countries that are high in institutional collectivism as compared to those that are low in institutional collectivism.

In-group collectivism is described as “The degree to which individuals express (and should express) pride, loyalty, and cohesiveness in their organisations or families” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). The difference with institutional collectivism is that the emphasis is not on the society but towards family or organisations. In in-group collectivist cultures, managers are more concerned with the needs of their in-group members during decision making. Shareholders and owners can be seen as part of their in-group. CSR engagement will be limited to actions that benefit only the in-group and therefore not necessarily prioritize other stakeholders and the whole society (Waldman et al., 2006). This creates no value to the whole society and therefore is not stakeholder-orientated, but more likely to be symbolic. According to the legitimacy theory, when CSR efforts are not aligned with all stakeholder expectations , it risks losing its legitimacy (Burlea & Popa, 2013).  As it only aligns with the in-group goals, the financial performance caused by CSR efforts will be weakened due to less loyalty, difficulties in assessing essential resources and less support from stakeholders that are not in-group (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). As shareholder and owners are part of the in-group, managers will support their needs and therefore they will benefit. This causes shareholders and owners to reward CSR efforts that benefit them. The short-term performance will become more important than the long-term performance. CSR efforts will still be supported by members of the in-group, but not from other stakeholders (Waldman et al., 2006). This will weaken the positive relationship between CSP and CFP which suggests the following hypothesis:

H3c: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in countries that are high in in-group collectivism compared to companies located in countries of low in in-group collectivism.

Humane orientation is defined as “The degree to which a collective encourages and rewards (and should encourage and reward) individuals for being fair, altruistic, generous, caring, and kind to others” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). In humane orientated societies, people would be motivated to care for others as well as the environment. People in societies with low humane orientation will seek their own interest and are less caring to others (Parboteeah et al., 2011). According to the same study, people in high humane orientated cultures will support sustainability initiatives. CSR efforts will therefore be rewarded and create stakeholder trust, greater legitimacy which result in better financial outcomes (Deegan & Unerman, 2011). This strengthens the positive relationship between CSP and CFP.

H4: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is stronger for companies located in high humane orientated countries as compared to in low humane orientated countries.

A further cultural dimension that affects the CSP-CFP relationship is uncertainty avoidance. Hofstede defines this as “the extent to which the members of a culture feel threatened by ambiguous or unknown situations” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 191). GLOBE explained it as “The extent to which a society, organisation, or group relies (and should rely) on social norms, rules, and procedures to alleviate unpredictability of future events. The greater the desire to avoid uncertainty, the more people seek orderliness, consistency, structure, formal procedures, and laws to cover situations in their daily lives” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). The difference is that Hofstede focusses on the emotion of individuals to uncertainty while GLOBE highlights the regulation against uncertainty.
According to Hofstede, people in high uncertainty avoidance cultures prefer risk minimization (Ho et al., 2011). CSR activities strengthen the relationship between organisations and stakeholders which enhances trust. These activities reduce uncertainty between the organisation and the stakeholders as the organisation shows it is socially responsible. CSP will have a greater impact on corporate reputation when uncertainty avoidance is high (Pérez-Cornejo et al., 2021). More trust and greater corporate reputation improves the legitimacy which cause more ease in assessing essential resources, stronger stakeholder support and reduction in multiple costs (Jones, 1995; Deegan & Unerman, 2011). This improves the CSP-CFP link.
However, uncertainty-avoiding societies are less innovative than low uncertainty avoidance societies due to the greater legitimacy of the championing roles (Shane, 1993, 1995). These roles are less likely to be accepted in high uncertainty avoidance societies (Ringov & Zollo, 2007). This will lead to less CSP. The most uncertain innovations are often the ones that yield the most as the risk is higher, but create a comparative advantage. The uncertainty-avoiding organisations limit their financial performance by restricting their CSP. This weakens the positive CSP-CFP relationship (Busch & Schnippering, 2022). As organisations in high uncertainty avoidance cultures are less innovative and are more likely to choose for the safe CSR options, they may struggle to align with the evolving stakeholder expectations. This also weakens the CSP-CFP relationship.

H5a: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in high Hofstede-defined uncertainty avoidance countries as compared to that in low Hofstede-defined uncertainty avoidance countries.

Following GLOBE, people in high uncertainty avoidance cultures prefer more strict rules and regulations to minimize risk (Ho et al., 2011). CSR engagement offers the organisations a structured and standardized framework which reduces reputational or societal risks. Due to this framework consisting of regulations and norms, organisations that are uncertainty avoiding, are more willing to engage in CSR (Li & Haleblian, 2021). This reduces information asymmetry between organisations and stakeholders and enhances stakeholder trust. Due to the high uncertainty avoidance, stakeholders will value CSP more as it shows responsibility, minimizes their risk and enhances trust between organisations and their stakeholders. This strengthens the CSP-CFP relationship as the support will translate into better financial outcomes of CSP. 

H5b: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is stronger in countries high in GLOBE-defined uncertainty avoidance as compared to that in countries low in GLOBE-defined uncertainty avoidance.

Long-term orientation and future orientation are the next cultural dimensions that affect the relationship between CSP and CFP. Hofstede’s definition of long-term orientation is “the fostering of virtues oriented toward future rewards—in particular, perseverance and thrift” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 239). GLOBE’s future orientation is defined as “The extent to which individuals engage (and should engage) in future-oriented behaviours such as planning, investing in the future, and delaying gratification” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). In definition, Hofstede’s long-term orientation is more about cultural values like perseverance and thrift, while GLOBE’s future orientation focusses on behaviours such as planning, investing and delaying gratification.
In Hofstede’s high long-term orientated cultures, people value perseverance and thrift which are oriented toward future rewards. CSR activities are long-term investments, which matches the cultural values of Hofstede: “importance on profits ten years from now” (2010, p. 239). Additionally, thrift emphasizes resource-efficiency which equals CSR practices like improving supply chain efficiency or avoiding waste. These alignments suggest that stakeholders in these societies support and reward CSR efforts in the log-term. However, the CSR efforts are less immediately rewarded in contrast to short-term orientated cultures. These cultures reward CSR efforts immediate, strengthening the CSP-CFP relationship (Almashayekhi, 2024).

H6a: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in long-term orientated countries as compared to those in short-term orientated countries

GLOBE focusses on behaviours like planning, investing and delaying gratification. This corresponds with CSR strategic planning for long-term financial returns. As organisations behave future-orientated like invest in the future and planning with engaging in CSR activities, they align with the high future orientated culture. Stakeholders will support and reward CSR efforts as organisations behave future orientated. In future orientated societies, firms that engage in sustainable long-term practices have better financial outcomes like higher sales growth and lower financial volatility (Ortiz‐de‐Mandojana & Bansal, 2015). Additionally, it enhances trust among stakeholders and society (Miska et al., 2017). All these positive outcomes strengthen the positive relationship between CSP and CFP.

H6b: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is stronger for companies located in future orientated countries as compared to that in short-term orientated countries.

Hofstede’s cultural dimension indulgence stands for “a tendency to allow relatively free gratification of basic and natural human desires related to enjoying life and having fun” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 281). On the other hand, a restraint society reflects one in which needs of gratification is controlled and regulated by strict social norms (Hofstede et al., 2010). The gratification of basic and natural hum desires is inconsistent with the needs for CSR activities. The objective of CSR is long-term value maximization while indulgence cultures have the demand for present needs (Sun et al., 2018). Additionally, indulgent cultures have lower scores in moral discipline and less willingness to follow strict norms (Hofstede et al., 2010). The moral discipline and strict norms are needed to generate financial returns out of CSR efforts (Sun et al., 2018). These arguments suggest that indulgent cultural values negatively moderate the relationship between CSP and CFP.

H7: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in high indulgent cultures as compared to those in low indulgent cultures

A combination that modulates the relationship between CSP and CFP too is Hofstede’s masculinity and GLOBE’s assertiveness and gender egalitarianism. A society is called masculine when “emotional gender roles are clearly distinct: men are supposed to be assertive, tough, and focused on material success, whereas women are supposed to be more modest, tender, and concerned with the quality of life” (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 140). 
According to Hur and Kim (2017) masculine societies tend to value CSR less favourably and therefore stakeholders will reward CSR efforts less than in feminine societies. In masculine cultures, people also value firms’ ethics less which also reward CSR efforts less (Scholtens and Dam, 2007). These societies even tolerate unethical behaviours more if these bring financial gains (Chang & Ding, 1995). These cultural values do not align with the goal of CSR and will therefore be valued less by stakeholders. CSR is also less part of a business strategy which limits the effectiveness and benefits of implementation. This all lowers the financial outcome out of CSR investments. Masculinity is for these reasons negatively related to the positive CSP-CFP relationship.

H8: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in masculine countries as compared to that in feminine countries.

Assertiveness is “The degree to which individuals are (and should be) assertive, confrontational, and aggressive in their relationship with others” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). In assertive societies, people tend to value success, be competitive and think of others as necessarily opportunistic. Such values encourage self-interest and unethical manner to succeed (Parboteeah et al., 2011).  Due to the cultural values of high assertive societies, CSR efforts can be seen as less important as these do not lead to immediate success. The less support for CSR efforts will cause weaker financial performance. The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is therefore weaker in high assertive cultures.

H9: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in high assertive cultures as compared to that in low assertive cultures.

GLOBE’s cultural dimension gender egalitarianism is defined as “the degree to which a collective minimizes (and should minimize) gender inequality” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). In cultures with high gender egalitarianism, social justice, fairness, equality and diversity will be valued more. This leads to expectations of stakeholders and society that companies reflects these social values. Bear et al. (2010) indicate that greater board diversity and an increased number of woman on boards positively affect corporate reputation which improves the financial performance (Bear et al., 2010). High gender egalitarianism cultures will therefore reward CSR initiatives focussed on board diversity or employee well-being more as a relatively broad set of stakeholders support CSR efforts like these (Miska et al., 2017). The positive relationship is stronger for companies located in high gender egalitarianism.

H10: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is stronger for companies located in high gender egalitarianism cultures as compared to that in low gender egalitarianism cultures.

The next cultural dimension that is related to the CSP-CFP link is performance orientation: “The degree to which a collective encourages and rewards (and should encourage and reward) group members for performance improvement and excellence” (House et al., 2004, sec. Societal Culture). In high performance orientated cultures, results, assertiveness, competition, and materialism are valued (House et al., 2004). Besides, individuals in these cultures are less likely to support sustainability initiatives (Parboteeah et al., 2011). This is due to the relevance of personal achievement and materialism in high performance orientated cultures (Miska et al., 2017). Performance orientation challenges the stakeholder perspective as it emphasizes individual performance in favour of more harmonious and cooperative practices (Miska et al., 2017). High performance orientated cultures prioritize immediate results and competition, while CSR efforts yield in the long-term. Therefore, CSP is valued less and translated into less financial returns. Additionally, in these cultures, individual achievement tends to be rewarded over collective interests of stakeholders (Miska et al., 2017). As the stakeholder relationships weaken, financial benefits of these decrease which weakens the positive CSP-CFP relationship.

H11: The positive relationship between CSP and CFP is weaker for companies located in high performance orientated countries as compared to that in low performance orientated countries.
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To test these hypotheses, data is collected from multiple databases. At firm-level, both financial and nonfinancial data is extracted from LSEG (Refinitiv) as this data is validated by prior research on this topic (Aydoğmuş et al., 2022; Duque-Grisales & Aguilera-Caracuel, 2019; Shi & Veenstra, 2020; ). The data of the country-level control variables is obtained from the World Bank Open Data. The data for cultural values is gathered from both Global Leadership and Organisational Behaviour Effectiveness (GLOBE) dataset (Perkins et al., 2022) and widely used Hofstede framework (Lajnef & Ellouz, 2024; Egbe et al., 2022). 
The final dataset contained 28,337 firm-year observations in 5,541 firms across 39 countries for the period 2017-2022. Table 1 presents an overview of the distribution of the sample companies across countries. The time period starts at 2017 as reliable CSR data became available at that point in time and ends at 2022 as a sufficient part of the data for more recent years is not available. From 2017 onwards not only large companies report on sustainability topics, but also many smaller firms began adopting CSR standards which improves the representativeness of the sample and the validity of the results. 












Table 1 – Sample overview
	Country
	Frequency
	%
	Country
	Frequency
	%

	Argentina
	168
	0.59
	Malaysia
	259
	0.91

	Australia
	1,633
	5.76
	Mexico
	200
	0.71

	Austria
	118
	0.42
	Morocco
	11
	0.04

	Brazil
	395
	1.39
	Netherlands
	233
	0.82

	Canada
	1,344
	4.74
	New Zealand
	302
	1.07

	China
	1,818
	6.42
	Philippines
	123
	0.43

	Colombia
	81
	0.29
	Poland
	134
	0.47

	Czechia
	9
	0.03
	Portugal
	58
	0.20

	Denmark
	156
	0.55
	Russia
	90
	0.32

	Finland
	168
	0.59
	Singapore
	225
	0.79

	France
	677
	2.39
	Slovenia
	6
	0.02

	Germany
	785
	2.77
	South Korea
	715
	2.52

	Greece
	88
	0.31
	Spain
	255
	0.90

	Hong Kong 
	1,079
	3.81
	Sweden
	572
	2.02

	Hungary
	22
	0.08
	Switzerland
	490
	1.73

	India
	530
	1.87
	Thailand
	194
	0.68

	Indonesia
	192
	0.68
	Turkey
	175
	0.62

	Ireland
	70
	0.25
	United Kingdom
	1,845
	6.51

	Italy
	355
	1.25
	United States
	10,409
	36.73

	Japan
	2,353
	8.30
	Total
	28,337
	100.00
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To measure corporate financial performance (CFP), multiple measures will be used as the financial performance can be expressed by different metrics. These measures are return on assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE) and market value (MV). By using multiple measures, the robustness of the results will be increased as these can be compared. These variables are included with a one-year lag relative to the CSP variable as the financial impact of changes in CSP in year t (e.g. 2013) is reflected in the firms’ financial performance metrics, such as ROA, reported in the subsequent year’s financial statement (year t+1 e.g. 2014) (Shi & Veenstra, 2020). Additionally, by lagging the CFP variables, autocorrelation is avoided which is certainly important in the relationship between CSP and CFP. Better financial performance potentially results in the availability of slack resources that provide opportunities to invest in CSP domains (Waddock & Graves, 1997). To reduce the influence of extreme values, outliers in the variables ROA and ROE (including their lagged values) are removed using the interquartile range method.  
The first accounting-based measure is return on assets (ROA), which has been used most frequently as a proxy variable for financial performance in previous literature (Cho et al., 2019; Margolis et al., 2009; McGuire et al., 1988; Waddock & Graves, 1977) that examined the relationship between CSP and financial performance. ROA is defined as the ratio of net income to total assets. This ratio measures how efficiently total assets are used to generate profit. The higher this ratio is, the more profit is made with each single asset and the better the financial performance is.
The other accounting-based measure is return on equity (ROE), a widely accepted measure of financial performance (Margolis et al., 2009; Waddock & Graves, 1977) which shows a company’s ability to generate profits from its shareholders’ equity. It is calculated by dividing the net income by shareholders’ equity. This metric is especially helpful for investors as it shows the value creation for shareholders. The higher this ratio is, the more profitable the company is in relation to its shareholders’ equity and the better the financial performance is.
The market-based measure is market value, which is calculated by multiplying the number of shares and security price. This measure reflects how investors and other stakeholders evaluate a company’s current and expected future performance. While return on assets and return on equity are only based on historical information, this proxy also includes the expectations of the future performance of a company. Adding this measure gives the possibility to include the long-term financial performance in the analysis as the market value takes the future expectations into account and therefore is also used in prior research on this topic (Margolis et al., 2009). It can be expected that CSP will positively affect the market value more than return on assets and return on equity as it is based on the evaluation and expectations of investors and other stakeholders. The higher the market value is, the better the financial performance is.
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Consistent with prior research (Aydoğmuş et al., 2022; Duque-Grisales & Aguilera-Caracuel, 2019; Shi & Veenstra, 2020), the ESG pillar scores provided by LSEG (Refinitiv) – formerly known as the ASSET4 ESG dataset – are used to provide the measure of Corporate Social Performance (CSP). Only the social performance pillar is used as proxy for CSP, because the other pillars, governance and environmental, do not bear direct relationship with CSP (Shi & Veenstra, 2020). Additionally, the theoretical framework of this study focusses specifically on the social responsiveness of organisations which justifies excluding the environmental and governance performance pillars. This social performance pillar consist of the weighted average of these different elements: Community, Human rights, Product responsibility and Workforce. The score is normalised to percentages ranging between 0 and 100 with a higher score indicating stronger social performance (LSEG, 2024).
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The moderating cultural variables are obtained from multiple datasets: GLOBE and Hofstede. For this reason, differences in operationalization can provide interesting perspectives or similarities that can validate results. The Hofstede dimensions are power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism/collectivism, masculinity/femininity, long/short term orientation and indulgence/restraint. The cultural dimensions in GLOBE’s dataset are: uncertainty avoidance, future orientation, power distance, institutional collectivism, human orientation, performance orientation, in-group collectivism, gender egalitarianism and assertiveness. This dataset even distinct culture on two levels: societal cultural practices and societal cultural values. They differ as practices describe what actually happens while values reflect what ideally should happen according to peoples believes. In this research cultural practices are used, as they reflect actual societal behaviours. Since CSP and CFP are real-world outcomes, cultural practices are more appropriate to use as they directly impact CSP and CFP. Prior research also emphasizes the use of cultural practices to understand behaviour in business context (House et al., 2004). 
All variables from both datasets are measured at one point in time and therefore cultural stability is assumed in this analysis. This will not cause trouble as these values remain relatively constant over time and are only used as context to explain the relationship between CSP and CFP. 
The Hofstede variables are all expressed on a scale from 0 to 100, while the Globe variables are scaled from 1 to 7. The data of both is based on large-scaled surveys where the average is taken. The conceptual definitions of Hofstede’s and GLOBE’s cultural dimensions can be found in Section 2.2 The moderating effect of culture. A summary of the moderating cultural variables their abbreviations, sources and high score indication is provided in Table 2.

Table 2 – Summary moderating variables
	Variable
	Expected effect
	Abbreviation
	Source
	High_score_interpretation

	Power distance
	Negative
	PDI_HOF
	Hofstede
	Greater acceptance of hierarchical order and inequality

	Power distance
	Negative
	PDI_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Greater acceptance of unequal power and authority structures

	Individualism
	Negative
	IDV_HOF
	Hofstede
	Preference for individual goals and independence

	Institutional Collectivism
	Positive
	INSC_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Emphasis on group goals and collective action

	In-group collectivism
	Negative
	INGC_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Strong loyalty to close groups like family or teams

	Humane orientation
	Positive
	HO_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Greater emphasis on fairness, caring, and generosity

	Uncertainty avoidance
	Negative
	UAI_HOF
	Hofstede
	Preference for clear rules and avoiding uncertainty

	Uncertainty avoidance
	Positive
	UAI_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Greater need for formal rules to reduce uncertainty

	Long-term orientation
	Negative
	LTO_HOF
	Hofstede
	Greater focus on future rewards and perseverance

	Future orientation
	Positive
	FO_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Emphasis on planning and investing in the future

	Indulgence
	Negative
	IVR_HOF
	Hofstede
	Greater freedom for enjoyment and fun

	Masculinity
	Negative
	MAS_HOF
	Hofstede
	Greater emphasis on competitiveness and material success

	Assertiveness
	Negative
	AS_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Preference for assertive, tough behaviour

	Gender egalitarianism
	Positive
	GE_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Strong emphasis on gender equality and minimized gender roles

	Performance orientation
	Negative
	PO_GLOBE
	GLOBE
	Greater emphasis on performance and excellence
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The data used is both at firm- and country level and therefore controls at both levels need to be considered. If these control variables are omitted, the financial performance of companies is being affected by other factors than CSP, therefore, by including the following control variables, the effect of CSP on the financial performance is isolated. 
The first firm-level control variable is the size of the company which is measured through the logarithm of total assets. Larger firms are more likely to engage in CSR practice as they are more visible to others, therefore have an increased pressure to act responsible to prevent reputational or regulatory risks. Furthermore, they have more resources to invest in CSR activities (Waddock & Graves, 1997; Orlitzky, 2001). On the other hand, firm size also is positively associated with financial performance due to benefits in economies of scale, greater control over external stakeholders and resources and increased promotional opportunities (Orlitzky, 2001). As the firm size positively affects both CSP and CFP clearly, it cannot be omitted as a control variable. Using the logarithm of total assets helps normalize the distribution and reduces heteroskedasticity.
The second control variable included is the sales growth rate in percentage defined as current year’s net sales or revenue divided by last year’s net sales or revenues minus one. Sales growth directly impacts financial performance by increasing profitability metrics such as ROA or ROE, and by increasing the company’s market value (Luo & Bhattacharya, 2006). Sales growth also impacts CSR performance as more cash flow is generated which gives more opportunities to invest in CSR activities (Murillo & Lozano, 2006). Besides that, CSR is often used as a tool for sales growth by differentiating or improving brand reputation to help attract customers, employees or investors.
The capital structure is also included as control variable to account for differences in the financial leverage of a company (Egbe et al., 2022; Lajnef & Ellouz, 2024). This is measured through the total debt divided by the total capital, which is the total debt and total equity together. A high debt to equity ratio negatively affects the financial performance by increased interest expenses which reduces net income and return on assets. Low leverage brings lower financial risk and greater financial flexibility, but it lower the return on equity. High leverage affect CSP by limiting financial flexibility resulting in less money available for CSR activities. On the other hand, lower leverage gives more possibilities to invest in CSR (Swandari & Sadikin, 2016). By controlling for the capital structure of companies, the differences in financial leverage do not affect the results in the  relationship between CFP and CSP. 
The last control variable at firm-level is cash holding ratio, measured as the total amount of cash divided by total assets. A high cash holding ratio affects the long-term financial performance positively by the flexibility it creates to invest if markets change over time. Besides, companies can better manage negative economic or financial shocks when holding more cash (Yun et al., 2020). On the short-term, holding excessive cash negatively affects the financial performance by the opportunity costs that holding cash have. Holding cash does not create new value to the company while investing it does and therefore capital is inefficient allocated (Opler, 1999). Waddock and Graves (1997) argue that the availability of financial slack is positively associated with CSP, as it enables firms to invest in CSR activities. Similarly, Surroca et al. (2009) suggest that companies with excess financial resources – such as cash – are more likely to engage in CSR activities. A high ratio indicates that the company has a lot of cash relative to their total assets.
At the country level, one of the controls is the annual Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate in percentage. In periods of economic growth, the financial performance of companies improves due to reasons as an increased consumer demand, more investments and trust in the economy. Therefore, controlling for annual GDP growth ensures that the effect on corporate financial performance is not due to economic fluctuation (Chua et al., 2006). 
The other country level control variable is the natural logarithm of GDP per capita. GDP per capita reflects the economic development and wealth of a country. In more developed economies, stakeholder expectations tend to be higher and institutions support CSR more. Countries with a higher GDP per capita often also have stronger regulatory frameworks regarding CSR and a consumer base that values sustainability more than countries with a relatively low GDP per capita. By including the logarithm of GDP per capita as a control variable, the effect of culture on the CSP-CFP relationship is more isolated (Chua et al., 2006).
Outliers in financial leverage and the sales growth rate are also removed using the interquartile range method to reduce the impact of extreme values. Additionally, all regressions include year fixed effects to control for time-specific factors, such as macroeconomic shocks like the COVID pandemic. Industry fixed effects are also included to account for time-invariant characteristics inherent to different sectors.

Table 3 – Variable abbreviation list
	Abbreviation
	Variable 

	CFP
	Corporate financial performance

	ROA
	Return on assets

	ROE
	Return on equity

	MV
	Market value

	SOC
	Social performance pillar

	logTA
	Logarithm of total assets

	REVgrowth
	Sales growth rate

	LEV
	Leverage

	CASH_HR
	Cash holding ratio

	GDPgrowth
	Gross domestic product growt rate

	logGDP
	Logarithm of gross domestic product per capita
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Model (1) shows the baseline regression to test the effect of corporate social performance on corporate financial performance which will be used to compare with the model including the moderating variables. If β1 significantly differs from zero and is positive, the equation suggests that CSP leads to greater CFP and H1 can be accepted. Model (2) will test the moderating effect of culture on this relationship. In this model the cultural dimensions () are added together with the interaction term of the cultural dimension and CSP. Each cultural dimension should be included separately to isolate the moderating effect of each cultural dimension and to avoid multicollinearity. This will result in multiple regression models, each incorporating a different cultural dimension. The variables in the interaction term are mean-centered to avoid multicollinearity between the interaction term and the main effects.

	(1)

 				(2)

In model (2), β2 shows the effect of the cultural dimension on CFP and β3 reflects the interaction term of the cultural variable and CSP. Subscripts i,c,t  stand for firm i, country c, year t. Subscript t+1 reflects the lag of the dependent variable CFP.  is industry fixed effects,  is year fixed effects and is the error term.
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To measure the effect of CSP on CFP and the effect of the interaction terms on this relationship as accurate as possible, pooled ordinary least square (OLS) regressions are used with year and industry fixed effects and firm-level clustered standard errors. The industry fixed effects are based on Thomson Reuters Business Classification Business Sector Code to account for sector-specific effects. The robust standard errors are used to account for heteroscedasticity. To address multicollinearity, interaction terms are mean-centered. Additionally, Table A.1-3 in Appendix A show the correlation matrix which provides an indication of which variables potentially are correlated with each other. Despite high correlations between certain cultural dimensions, multicollinearity is not an issue as each regression model only includes one cultural dimension. To further control for multicollinearity, variance inflation factors (VIF) are calculated and presented in Table A.4 in Appendix A. The high VIF scores can be explained by the fact that the cultural dimensions are related to each other. These dimensions are also included separately in the regressions which suggest that the high scores are not a big concern. Using multiple measures for CFP allows for comparison across the three measures. If the results are consistent, the effect can be seen as reliable and robust. The endogeneity that could affect the results is limited due to the lacked values of the CFP measures as the data of CSP and CFP are from different years. Besides, the use of year and industry fixed effects reduces the change that there is a variable omitted in the models.
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The descriptive statistics for the variables used in the models are presented in Table 4. What can be seen clearly is the difference in range between the moderating variables. It is also noticeable that the CFP measures have extreme values such as a return on assets of -136.27 or a market value of 2,367,012.00. As there is already taken account of extreme outliers, the values do not have to be excluded from the dataset. These values can be explained by volatility in profitability and markets. What also is interesting is the differences in social performance scores. The standard deviation suggests that the companies social performance scores are distributed unequally. These differences can be caused by differences in reporting or performance. 
Table 4 – Descriptive statistics 
	Variable
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	ROA_lag
	4.53
	8.55
	-69.48
	35.31

	ROE_lag
	8.32
	19.59
	-136.27
	87.92

	MV_lag
	11,817.75
	44,049.13
	0.06
	2,367,012.00

	SOC
	50.07
	23.53
	0.26
	98.62

	log_TA
	15.23
	1.74
	8.42
	21.73

	REV_growth
	11.33
	24.26
	-57.66
	185.97

	LEV
	34.33
	22.44
	0.00
	88.46

	CASH_HR
	0.11
	0.12
	0.00
	0.99

	GDP_growth
	2.21
	3.41
	-10.94
	16.26

	log_GDP
	10.54
	0.76
	7.49
	11.51

	PDI_HOF
	48.40
	16.31
	11.00
	100.00

	IDV_HOF
	68.59
	26.83
	13.00
	91.00

	MAS_HOF
	60.66
	15.82
	5.00
	95.00

	UAI_HOF
	52.56
	19.76
	8.00
	100.00

	LTO_HOF
	47.10
	24.94
	13.00
	100.00

	IVR_HOF
	56.45
	18.00
	17.00
	97.00

	UAI_GLOBE
	4.34
	0.42
	2.88
	5.32

	FO_GLOBE
	4.10
	0.30
	2.88
	5.07

	PDI_GLOBE
	5.01
	0.26
	3.59
	5.80

	INSC_GLOBE
	4.36
	0.40
	3.25
	5.22

	HO_GLOBE
	4.10
	0.33
	3.29
	5.12

	PO_GLOBE
	4.35
	0.26
	3.20
	4.90

	INGC_GLOBE
	4.58
	0.63
	3.18
	6.36

	GE_GLOBE
	3.35
	0.25
	2.50
	4.08

	AS_GLOBE
	4.23
	0.37
	3.38
	4.79


Note: abbreviations can be found in Table 2 and Table 3
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Table 5 summarizes the main results of testing hypotheses 1: Corporate social performance (CSP) has a positive effect on corporate financial performance (CFP). In this table, models 1-3 use the dependent variables return on assets, return on equity and market value, all included with a lag. As the coefficients of SOC are all positive and strong significant, the hypotheses that corporate social performance has a positive effect on CFP can be accepted. The results indicate that if the social performance score increases by 1, ROA, ROE and market value increase by respectively 0.03%, 0.07% and 73.91 Dollar. The R squared is relatively low (0.08, 0.08 and 0.17) which can be explained by the context of the variables. Financial performance indicators like ROA, ROE and market value are affected by numerous internal and external factors such as the quality of management and market dynamics. Some of these factors are hard to quantify and express in numbers and therefore difficult to take into account in the regressions. Hence, the statistical significance of the coefficients show that CSP genuinely affects CFP.
In table 6 and 7, the results of the moderating effects of cultural dimension from Hofstede and GLOBE on the relationship between CSP and ROA are shown. In appendix B, the results of the regressions using return on equity and market value are presented. These results are in line with the results of return on assets which gives extra power to the validity of this conclusions. The F-statistics of both GLOBE and Hofstede are high and the significance levels also indicate that the results are valid.


	Table 5 – The effects of corporate social performance on corporate financial performance 


	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	ROA_lag
	ROE_lag
	MV_lag

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	

	SOC
	0.03***
	0.07***
	73.91***

	
	(0.003)
	(0.01)
	(17.80)

	
	
	
	

	log_TA
	0.35***
	1.26***
	10,921.02***

	
	(0.07)
	(0.13)
	(970.44)

	
	
	
	

	REV_growth
	0.03***
	0.06***
	48.52***

	
	(0.003)
	(0.01)
	(12.00)

	
	
	
	

	LEV
	-0.04***
	-0.03***
	-213.03***

	
	(0.004)
	(0.01)
	(26.70)

	
	
	
	

	CASH_HR
	-4.11***
	-1.57
	5,479.43

	
	(1.10)
	(1.86)
	(4,028.55)

	
	
	
	

	GDP_growth
	0.01
	0.16***
	819.40***

	
	(0.02)
	(0.06)
	(148.30)

	
	
	
	

	log_GDP
	-1.06***
	-1.19***
	5,592.87***

	
	(0.10)
	(0.22)
	(807.99)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Constant
	9.13***
	-4.64
	-212,551.30***

	
	(1.58)
	(3.37)
	(22,178.05)

	
	
	
	

	

	Industry FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337

	R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.17

	

	
	


Note: ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1 Abbreviations can be found in Table 3: Variable abbreviation list 


	Table 6 Moderating effect of Hofstede’s dimensions

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	ROA_lag

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	

	SOC_c
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.02***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PDI_HOF_c
	-0.02***
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(-0.01)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PDI_interaction
	-0.001***
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(-0.0000)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IDV_HOF_c
	
	0.01***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.002)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_IDV_interaction
	
	0.001***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0000)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MAS_HOF_c
	
	
	-0.02***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.001)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_MAS_interaction
	
	
	0.0002***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(-0.0000)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UAI_HOF_c
	
	
	
	-0.01***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(-0.0004)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_UAI_interaction
	
	
	
	-0.0005***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(-0.0000)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LTO_HOF_c
	
	
	
	
	-0.01***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0002)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_LTO_interaction
	
	
	
	
	-0.001***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.0000)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IVR_HOF_c
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_IVR_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	0.001***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0000)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_TA
	0.34***
	0.30***
	0.39***
	0.35***
	0.33***
	0.35***

	
	(-0.06)
	(-0.06)
	(-0.08)
	(-0.07)
	(-0.07)
	(-0.07)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REV_growth
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***

	
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0002)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0003)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEV
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***

	
	(-0.0001)
	(-0.0004)
	(0.0001)
	(0.0000)
	(0.0000)
	(-0.0001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CASH_HR
	-3.89***
	-3.96***
	-3.84***
	-3.94***
	-4.06***
	-3.95***

	
	(-0.005)
	(-0.04)
	(-0.26)
	(-0.18)
	(-0.19)
	(-0.13)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GDP_growth
	-0.01
	-0.03***
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.03***
	-0.03***

	
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_GDP
	-1.46***
	-1.33***
	-1.06***
	-1.12***
	-1.07***
	-1.28***

	
	(-0.22)
	(-0.17)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.13)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Industry FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337

	R2
	0.08
	0.09
	0.08
	0.08
	0.09
	0.09

	Adjusted R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	F Statistic (df = 43; 28293)
	60.42***
	61.34***
	59.12***
	59.48***
	61.66***
	61.39***

	

	Note:
	*p**p***p<0.01




	Table 7 Effect of SOC and GLOBE on cultural dimensions on ROA

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	formula_text

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

	

	SOC_c
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***

	
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UAI_GLOBE_c
	0.34***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.03)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_UAI_GLOBE_interaction
	-0.01***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.001)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FO_GLOBE_c
	
	-0.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.14)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_FO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	0.03***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(-0.001)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PDI_GLOBE_c
	
	
	-0.54*
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(-0.28)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PDI_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	-0.07***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.002)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INSC_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	-0.09**
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.04)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_INSC_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	-0.02***
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(-0.0005)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HO_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	-0.24***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.04)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_HO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	0.03***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.0001)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PO_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.92***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.19)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.0004)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INGC_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.79***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.21)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_INGC_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.02***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0000)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GE_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.75***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.01)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_GE_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.01***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0002)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AS_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.33***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.08)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_AS_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.03***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_TA
	0.34***
	0.34***
	0.31***
	0.34***
	0.36***
	0.36***
	0.35***
	0.37***
	0.30***

	
	(-0.07)
	(-0.07)
	(-0.07)
	(-0.08)
	(-0.07)
	(-0.08)
	(-0.06)
	(-0.07)
	(-0.07)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REV_growth
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***
	0.03***

	
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0002)
	(-0.0002)
	(-0.0002)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0002)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0004)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEV
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***

	
	(0.0000)
	(0.0001)
	(-0.0002)
	(0.0001)
	(-0.0000)
	(0.0000)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.0000)
	(-0.0002)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CASH_HR
	-4.18***
	-4.03***
	-3.99***
	-4.19***
	-3.99***
	-4.04***
	-3.88***
	-4.05***
	-4.28***

	
	(-0.21)
	(-0.17)
	(-0.19)
	(-0.22)
	(-0.22)
	(-0.18)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.21)
	(-0.17)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GDP_growth
	-0.005
	-0.002
	-0.01
	0.01
	0.02**
	0.04***
	0.002
	0.02**
	0.01

	
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.005)
	(-0.01)
	(-0.01)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_GDP
	-1.05***
	-1.06***
	-1.26***
	-1.04***
	-1.06***
	-0.98***
	-1.60***
	-1.12***
	-0.97***

	
	(-0.12)
	(-0.14)
	(-0.17)
	(-0.11)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.14)
	(-0.25)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.13)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Industry FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337

	R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	Adjusted R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	F Statistic (df = 43; 28293)
	58.91***
	59.14***
	61.01***
	58.93***
	59.24***
	59.39***
	60.49***
	59.05***
	59.57***

	

	Note:
	*p**p***p<0.01
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[bookmark: _Toc202219886]Findings
The results in Table 5 confirm the positive relation between CSP and CFP as prior research suggested (Aydoğmuş et al., 2022; Orlitzky, 2001; Waddock & Graves, 1997). This is not surprising as the literature suggesting a negative relationship (Crisóstomo et al., 2011; Griffin & Mahon, 1997; Vance, 1975) are based on either data retrieved decades ago or only included one country in their model. Power distance does for both Hofstede and GLOBE weaken the positive relationship, which supports the hypotheses. For individualism, Hofstede’s hypotheses suggested a negative effect, but this was wrong. However, in-group collectivism from GLOBE weakens the relationship which approves the hypotheses. Institutional collectivism from GLOBE also weakens the relationship between CSP and CFP. The results for this part all support the fact that individualism strengthen the link as GLOBEs dimensions are the inverse. Humane orientation from GLOBE strengthens the relationship which also supports the hypotheses. Uncertainty avoidance of Hofstede is negatively affects the link which is in line with the hypotheses. However, GLOBE suggested a positive effect but the results point out that in worsens the relationship. Long-term orientation worsens the relationship following Hofstede while GLOBE’s future orientation concludes the opposite. GLOBE’s definition is more focused on planning and investing while Hofstede puts emphasize on future rewards and perseverance. Indulgence from Hofstede strengthens the link while the opposite is hypothesized. This is a result of the lack of sufficient theoretical arguments and literature. The same applies to masculinity as the result is negative while the opposite is hypothesized. The last interesting result of the regressions is that performance orientation from GLOBE strengthens the relationship. This is due to the reason that emphasize on performance and excellence is rewarded by stakeholders.

[bookmark: _Toc202219887]Limitations and Future Research
Second, the limited data availability of research and development intensity (R&D intensity) leads to this variable being omitted in the models. R&D intensity is certainly a control variable that affects the relationship between CSP and CFP when being omitted. Higher R&D intensity increases the long-term financial performance, but lowers the short-term profitability as more expenses are being made which do not pay off in the short-term (McWilliams & Siegel, 2000). However, the market value increases if a company invest in R&D and this is seen as value-creation (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). Additionally, companies investing in innovation often also engage more in CSR activities and these can be combined in CSR strategies (Tang et al., 2012). On the other hand, R&D investment can also be an alternative for CSR practices as they both occupy the limited resources a company has. In fact, the benefits of R&D investment resulting in a competitive advantage that may outweigh the benefits of CSR engagement (McWilliams & Siegel, 2001). As limited data availability forced R&D intensity to be excluded from the models, future research is recommended to take this variable into account, when data is available.
Another limitation of this thesis is the generalisability of the results. The companies that report consistent on ESG data are often the large, publicly listed companies which results in the sample not reflecting the actual world that well.  Furthermore, as shown in Table 1 the sample overview, a limited amount of large countries represent the biggest part of the sample. The representativeness of the result would increase if the percentages of each country represented are equally distributed. However, it is difficult to obtain data from companies in smaller countries as these are often smaller firms who report less on their social performances. Future research is recommended to use an equally distributed sample, if possible, and compare those results with the ones of this thesis.
The next limitation is the operationalisation of corporate social performance. The operationalisation is based on how CSP is used in the literature and therefore limits itself to the social performance pillar of the ESG performance pillar score. Existing literature used the social and environmental pillar together but due to differences in research objectives, results can not be compared optimal (Shi & Veenstra, 2020). It is an interesting option for future research to examine the differences in operationalisation of CSP by using the ESG performance score. By combining the pillars or separating them from each other, different operationalisations are created which can lead to differences in results. The operationalisation of CSP limits the validity of the results too as these scores can be provided by the company itself and are vulnerable to misrepresentation.

[bookmark: _Toc202219888]Conclusion
As suggested by the existing literature, the relationship between CSP and CFP is positive (Aydoğmuş et al., 2022; Orlitzky, 2001; Waddock & Graves, 1997). As the results of the regression show, culture has a significant role on this relationship as almost all the coefficients are significant. However, differences in definitions between GLOBE and Hofstede did not provide much interesting results which could lead to discussions. The most interesting result is that both GLOBE’s in-group collectivism and institutional collectivism are in line with the results of individualism of Hofstede, while the definition differed significantly. Another interesting result is that long-term orientation of Hofstede opposes the result of future orientation of GLOBE, while both definitions emphasized the same aspects. Humane and performance orientation from GLOBE strengthen the relationship suggesting that socially responsible firms perform better due to the emphasize on empathy and achievement, performance and excellence. This study is limited in the use of a questionable operationalisation of CSP, the generalisability of the results and the omitted variables that are not included in the regression models such as R&D intensity. Nevertheless, regarding these limitations, fruitful recommendations are listed for future research. 
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A. [bookmark: _Toc202219891]Correlation matrix and Variance Inflation Factors
Table A.1 – First part of correlation matrix: dependent, independent and control variables
	Variable
	1.
	2.
	3.
	4.
	5.
	6.
	7.
	8.
	9.
	10.

	1. ROA_lag
	1.00***
	0.84***
	0.11***
	0.10***
	0.08***
	0.06***
	-0.03***
	-0.05***
	-0.01
	-0.10***

	2. ROE_lag
	0.84***
	1.00***
	0.13***
	0.13***
	0.14***
	0.05***
	0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.01*
	-0.07***

	3. MV_lag
	0.11***
	0.13***
	1.00***
	0.20***
	0.34***
	0.02***
	0.02***
	-0.02***
	-0.01
	0.02***

	4. SOC
	0.10***
	0.13***
	0.20***
	1.00***
	0.45***
	-0.03***
	0.16***
	-0.14***
	-0.06***
	-0.05***

	5. log_TA
	0.08***
	0.14***
	0.34***
	0.45***
	1.00***
	-0.02***
	0.38***
	-0.27***
	0.01*
	-0.17***

	6. REV_growth
	0.06***
	0.05***
	0.02***
	-0.03***
	-0.02***
	1.00***
	-0.01*
	0.03***
	0.23***
	-0.00

	7. LEV
	-0.03***
	0.03***
	0.02***
	0.16***
	0.38***
	-0.01*
	1.00***
	-0.32***
	0.00
	-0.05***

	8. CASH_HR
	-0.05***
	-0.03***
	-0.02***
	-0.14***
	-0.27***
	0.03***
	-0.32***
	1.00***
	-0.01*
	0.01*

	9. GDP_growth
	-0.01
	-0.01*
	-0.01
	-0.06***
	0.01*
	0.23***
	0.00
	-0.01*
	1.00***
	-0.14***

	10. log_GDP
	-0.10***
	-0.07***
	0.02***
	-0.05***
	-0.17***
	-0.00
	-0.05***
	0.01*
	-0.14***
	1.00***

	11. PDI_HOF
	0.06***
	0.04***
	0.00
	0.01
	0.26***
	-0.00
	0.04***
	0.07***
	0.12***
	-0.78***

	12. IDV_HOF
	-0.06***
	-0.05***
	0.02**
	-0.04***
	-0.28***
	0.02***
	-0.02***
	-0.07***
	-0.05***
	0.70***

	13. MAS_HOF
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	0.02**
	-0.16***
	0.07***
	-0.05***
	-0.07***
	0.13***
	-0.08***
	0.05***

	14. UAI_HOF
	0.01
	0.01*
	-0.01
	0.14***
	0.11***
	-0.05***
	0.01
	0.02***
	-0.18***
	-0.10***

	15. LTO_HOF
	0.04***
	0.04***
	0.00
	0.06***
	0.31***
	-0.06***
	-0.01
	0.10***
	-0.03***
	-0.36***

	16. IVR_HOF
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.01
	-0.03***
	-0.30***
	0.02***
	-0.02***
	-0.09***
	-0.05***
	0.57***

	17. UAI_GLOBE
	0.01
	0.02**
	-0.01
	0.01*
	0.01
	-0.01*
	-0.01
	0.02**
	0.07***
	0.07***

	18. FO_GLOBE
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	0.00
	-0.04***
	-0.07***
	-0.04***
	-0.08***
	-0.02*
	-0.07***
	0.42***

	19. PDI_GLOBE
	0.05***
	0.04***
	-0.02*
	0.17***
	0.17***
	-0.01
	0.04***
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.56***

	20. INSC_GLOBE
	0.02**
	0.00
	-0.02***
	-0.12***
	0.12***
	-0.06***
	-0.08***
	0.07***
	0.03***
	-0.15***

	21. HO_GLOBE
	0.00
	-0.02**
	-0.01
	-0.22***
	-0.07***
	0.01
	-0.04***
	0.02***
	0.15***
	-0.24***

	22. PO_GLOBE
	-0.06***
	-0.06***
	0.04***
	-0.23***
	-0.02**
	0.01
	-0.03***
	0.04***
	0.08***
	0.29***

	23. INGC_GLOBE
	0.06***
	0.04***
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.23***
	0.02**
	0.04***
	0.04***
	0.15***
	-0.81***

	24. GE_GLOBE
	-0.01
	-0.01
	-0.02***
	0.06***
	-0.13***
	0.01
	-0.01
	-0.07***
	-0.10***
	0.28***

	25. AS_GLOBE
	-0.07***
	-0.05***
	0.04***
	-0.02***
	-0.12***
	0.06***
	0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	0.48***


Note: ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1 Abbreviations can be found in Table 2: Summary moderating variables and Table 3: Variable abbreviation list



	Variable
	11.
	12.
	13.
	14.
	15.
	16.

	1. ROA_lag
	0.06***
	-0.06***
	-0.03***
	0.01
	0.04***
	-0.04***

	2. ROE_lag
	0.04***
	-0.05***
	-0.03***
	0.01*
	0.04***
	-0.04***

	3. MV_lag
	0.00
	0.02**
	0.02**
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.01

	4. SOC
	0.01
	-0.04***
	-0.16***
	0.14***
	0.06***
	-0.03***

	5. log_TA
	0.26***
	-0.28***
	0.07***
	0.11***
	0.31***
	-0.30***

	6. REV_growth
	-0.00
	0.02***
	-0.05***
	-0.05***
	-0.06***
	0.02***

	7. LEV
	0.04***
	-0.02***
	-0.07***
	0.01
	-0.01
	-0.02***

	8. CASH_HR
	0.07***
	-0.07***
	0.13***
	0.02***
	0.10***
	-0.09***

	9. GDP_growth
	0.12***
	-0.05***
	-0.08***
	-0.18***
	-0.03***
	-0.05***

	10. log_GDP
	-0.78***
	0.70***
	0.05***
	-0.10***
	-0.36***
	0.57***

	11. PDI_HOF
	1.00***
	-0.82***
	0.03***
	0.11***
	0.48***
	-0.73***

	12. IDV_HOF
	-0.82***
	1.00***
	-0.01
	-0.21***
	-0.73***
	0.81***

	13. MAS_HOF
	0.03***
	-0.01
	1.00***
	0.31***
	0.22***
	-0.15***

	14. UAI_HOF
	0.11***
	-0.21***
	0.31***
	1.00***
	0.34***
	-0.17***

	15. LTO_HOF
	0.48***
	-0.73***
	0.22***
	0.34***
	1.00***
	-0.75***

	16. IVR_HOF
	-0.73***
	0.81***
	-0.15***
	-0.17***
	-0.75***
	1.00***

	17. UAI_GLOBE
	-0.13***
	-0.04***
	-0.19***
	-0.51***
	0.24***
	0.02***

	18. FO_GLOBE
	-0.39***
	0.29***
	0.08***
	-0.30***
	-0.07***
	0.37***

	19. PDI_GLOBE
	0.49***
	-0.52***
	0.10***
	0.47***
	0.45***
	-0.50***

	20. INSC_GLOBE
	0.21***
	-0.42***
	0.15***
	0.14***
	0.55***
	-0.27***

	21. HO_GLOBE
	0.14***
	-0.03***
	0.13***
	-0.24***
	-0.23***
	0.08***

	22. PO_GLOBE
	-0.03***
	0.07***
	0.14***
	-0.44***
	-0.16***
	0.01

	23. INGC_GLOBE
	0.90***
	-0.86***
	0.05***
	0.10***
	0.45***
	-0.76***

	24. GE_GLOBE
	-0.26***
	0.39***
	-0.26***
	-0.28***
	-0.43***
	0.48***

	25. AS_GLOBE
	-0.32***
	0.47***
	-0.08***
	-0.21***
	-0.54***
	0.30***


Table A.2 – Second part of correlation matrix: moderating variables Hofstede
Note: ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1 Abbreviations can be found in Table 2: Summary moderating variables and Table 3: Variable abbreviation list 

	Variable
	17.
	18.
	19.
	20.
	21.
	22.
	23.
	24.
	25.

	1. ROA_lag
	0.01
	-0.03***
	0.05***
	0.02**
	0.00
	-0.06***
	0.06***
	-0.01
	-0.07***

	2. ROE_lag
	0.02**
	-0.03***
	0.04***
	0.00
	-0.02**
	-0.06***
	0.04***
	-0.01
	-0.05***

	3. MV_lag
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.02*
	-0.02***
	-0.01
	0.04***
	-0.01
	-0.02***
	0.04***

	4. SOC
	0.01*
	-0.04***
	0.17***
	-0.12***
	-0.22***
	-0.23***
	0.00
	0.06***
	-0.02***

	5. log_TA
	0.01
	-0.07***
	0.17***
	0.12***
	-0.07***
	-0.02**
	0.23***
	-0.13***
	-0.12***

	6. REV_growth
	-0.01*
	-0.04***
	-0.01
	-0.06***
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02**
	0.01
	0.06***

	7. LEV
	-0.01
	-0.08***
	0.04***
	-0.08***
	-0.04***
	-0.03***
	0.04***
	-0.01
	0.03***

	8. CASH_HR
	0.02**
	-0.02*
	-0.03***
	0.07***
	0.02***
	0.04***
	0.04***
	-0.07***
	-0.03***

	9. GDP_growth
	0.07***
	-0.07***
	-0.03***
	0.03***
	0.15***
	0.08***
	0.15***
	-0.10***
	-0.03***

	10. log_GDP
	0.07***
	0.42***
	-0.56***
	-0.15***
	-0.24***
	0.29***
	-0.81***
	0.28***
	0.48***

	11. PDI_HOF
	-0.13***
	-0.39***
	0.49***
	0.21***
	0.14***
	-0.03***
	0.90***
	-0.26***
	-0.32***

	12. IDV_HOF
	-0.04***
	0.29***
	-0.52***
	-0.42***
	-0.03***
	0.07***
	-0.86***
	0.39***
	0.47***

	13. MAS_HOF
	-0.19***
	0.08***
	0.10***
	0.15***
	0.13***
	0.14***
	0.05***
	-0.26***
	-0.08***

	14. UAI_HOF
	-0.51***
	-0.30***
	0.47***
	0.14***
	-0.24***
	-0.44***
	0.10***
	-0.28***
	-0.21***

	15. LTO_HOF
	0.24***
	-0.07***
	0.45***
	0.55***
	-0.23***
	-0.16***
	0.45***
	-0.43***
	-0.54***

	16. IVR_HOF
	0.02***
	0.37***
	-0.50***
	-0.27***
	0.08***
	0.01
	-0.76***
	0.48***
	0.30***

	17. UAI_GLOBE
	1.00***
	0.34***
	-0.30***
	0.11***
	-0.08***
	0.06***
	-0.19***
	0.22***
	-0.30***

	18. FO_GLOBE
	0.34***
	1.00***
	-0.47***
	0.28***
	0.21***
	0.36***
	-0.44***
	0.18***
	0.04***

	19. PDI_GLOBE
	-0.30***
	-0.47***
	1.00***
	-0.03***
	-0.34***
	-0.45***
	0.60***
	-0.40***
	-0.17***

	20. INSC_GLOBE
	0.11***
	0.28***
	-0.03***
	1.00***
	0.42***
	0.05***
	0.17***
	-0.22***
	-0.69***

	21. HO_GLOBE
	-0.08***
	0.21***
	-0.34***
	0.42***
	1.00***
	0.31***
	0.13***
	-0.05***
	-0.32***

	22. PO_GLOBE
	0.06***
	0.36***
	-0.45***
	0.05***
	0.31***
	1.00***
	-0.03***
	-0.22***
	0.40***

	23. INGC_GLOBE
	-0.19***
	-0.44***
	0.60***
	0.17***
	0.13***
	-0.03***
	1.00***
	-0.43***
	-0.23***

	24. GE_GLOBE
	0.22***
	0.18***
	-0.40***
	-0.22***
	-0.05***
	-0.22***
	-0.43***
	1.00***
	-0.01*

	25. AS_GLOBE
	-0.30***
	0.04***
	-0.17***
	-0.69***
	-0.32***
	0.40***
	-0.23***
	-0.01*
	1.00***


Table A.3 – Third part of correlation matrix: moderating variables GLOBE
Note: ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1 Abbreviations can be found in Table 2: Summary moderating variables and Table 3: Variable abbreviation list 











Table A.4 – Variance Inflation Factors (VIF)
	Variable
	VIF
	Inv_VIF

	SOC
	1.528911
	0.65406019

	log_TA
	1.856298
	0.53870669

	REV_growth
	1.069452
	0.93505808

	LEV
	1.275039
	0.78428987

	CASH_HR
	1.252230
	0.79857519

	GDP_growth
	1.208891
	0.82720427

	log_GDP
	8.537969
	0.11712387

	PDI_HOF
	7.878993
	0.12691977

	IDV_HOF
	15.056713
	0.06641556

	MAS_HOF
	2.028604
	0.49294971

	UAI_HOF
	4.562368
	0.21918443

	LTO_HOF
	18.155473
	0.05507981

	IVR_HOF
	7.997533
	0.12503856

	UAI_GLOBE
	4.960651
	0.20158644

	FO_GLOBE
	2.685743
	0.37233643

	PDI_GLOBE
	4.105001
	0.24360527

	INSC_GLOBE
	7.853481
	0.12733206

	HO_GLOBE
	5.576593
	0.17932096

	PO_GLOBE
	3.923505
	0.25487412

	INGC_GLOBE
	24.670047
	0.04053498

	GE_GLOBE
	3.279462
	0.30492810

	AS_GLOBE
	11.002646
	0.09088723





B. [bookmark: _Toc202219892]Regression result of return on equity and market value
	Moderating effect of Hofstede’s dimensions

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	ROE_lag

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	

	SOC_c
	0.07***
	0.08***
	0.06***
	0.08***
	0.08***
	0.07***

	
	(0.005)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PDI_HOF_c
	-0.06*
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(-0.03)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PDI_interaction
	-0.002***
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(-0.0001)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IDV_HOF_c
	
	0.03***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.01)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_IDV_interaction
	
	0.002***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.0001)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MAS_HOF_c
	
	
	-0.04***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.01)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_MAS_interaction
	
	
	0.0004***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(-0.0001)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UAI_HOF_c
	
	
	
	-0.01***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(-0.0005)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_UAI_interaction
	
	
	
	-0.001***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(-0.0000)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LTO_HOF_c
	
	
	
	
	-0.02***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.002)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_LTO_interaction
	
	
	
	
	-0.002***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.0000)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IVR_HOF_c
	
	
	
	
	
	0.04***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.005)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_IVR_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	0.002***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.0001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_TA
	1.29***
	1.20***
	1.37***
	1.26***
	1.24***
	1.28***

	
	(-0.23)
	(-0.25)
	(-0.33)
	(-0.31)
	(-0.32)
	(-0.28)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REV_growth
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***

	
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEV
	-0.03***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***
	-0.03***
	-0.04***
	-0.04***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CASH_HR
	-0.94***
	-1.12***
	-0.88
	-1.26**
	-1.36*
	-1.17**

	
	(-0.07)
	(-0.22)
	(-0.90)
	(-0.64)
	(-0.71)
	(-0.51)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GDP_growth
	0.11*
	0.06
	0.11**
	0.12**
	0.07
	0.07

	
	(-0.06)
	(-0.06)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.05)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_GDP
	-2.19**
	-1.89**
	-1.18**
	-1.29**
	-1.26**
	-1.68***

	
	(-1.09)
	(-0.82)
	(-0.59)
	(-0.59)
	(-0.57)
	(-0.64)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Industry FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337

	R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	Adjusted R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	F Statistic (df = 43; 28293)
	56.28***
	57.01***
	55.41***
	55.31***
	57.24***
	56.91***

	

	Note:
	*p**p***p<0.01



	Moderating effect of Hofstede’s dimensions

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	MV_lag

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	

	SOC_c
	48.60
	49.26
	57.21
	87.52
	45.75
	38.53

	
	(-40,344.04)
	(-21,585.55)
	(-37,859.07)
	(-132,082.80)
	(-53,973.60)
	(-14,176.15)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PDI_HOF_c
	-263.23
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(354,710.90)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PDI_interaction
	1.41
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(631.70)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IDV_HOF_c
	
	265.59
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(-326,259.00)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_IDV_interaction
	
	1.69
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(-3,358.38)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MAS_HOF_c
	
	
	-95.22
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(287,718.10)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_MAS_interaction
	
	
	3.91
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(-10,863.34)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UAI_HOF_c
	
	
	
	-100.60
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(209,618.10)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_UAI_interaction
	
	
	
	-2.22
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(10,347.77)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LTO_HOF_c
	
	
	
	
	-244.74
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(670,180.30)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_LTO_interaction
	
	
	
	
	-1.36
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(13,097.68)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IVR_HOF_c
	
	
	
	
	
	292.72

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-613,065.70)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_IVR_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.34

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-6,284.08)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_TA
	11,591.80
	11,856.04
	11,192.88
	10,961.11
	12,259.08
	12,060.80

	
	(-17,563,411.00)
	(-15,554,370.00)
	(-21,823,027.00)
	(-19,767,705.00)
	(-21,889,323.00)
	(-19,367,255.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REV_growth
	46.17
	47.64
	44.86
	49.17
	38.75
	45.41

	
	(-98,273.46)
	(-86,252.81)
	(-107,890.60)
	(-113,225.80)
	(-88,375.62)
	(-100,279.50)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEV
	-219.39
	-235.42
	-218.55
	-211.30
	-237.55
	-229.71

	
	(337,983.70)
	(319,008.60)
	(424,263.90)
	(371,819.90)
	(433,939.20)
	(374,847.20)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CASH_HR
	9,370.58
	11,666.59
	7,528.88
	6,789.12
	12,306.52
	11,389.87

	
	(13,651,510.00)
	(8,782,330.00)
	(17,465,530.00)
	(18,233,601.00)
	(5,172,298.00)
	(7,574,160.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GDP_growth
	855.57
	427.56
	701.73
	535.02
	364.67
	630.05

	
	(-1,503,487.00)
	(-712,050.80)
	(-1,855,390.00)
	(-1,592,454.00)
	(-508,856.60)
	(-1,090,380.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_GDP
	1,393.51
	-815.15
	5,529.64
	5,059.40
	2,921.11
	1,811.48

	
	(-7,060,168.00)
	(-3,000,344.00)
	(-16,307,809.00)
	(-14,186,700.00)
	(-8,611,450.00)
	(-5,612,121.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Industry FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337

	R2
	0.18
	0.18
	0.17
	0.17
	0.19
	0.18

	Adjusted R2
	0.17
	0.18
	0.17
	0.17
	0.18
	0.18

	F Statistic (df = 43; 28293)
	139.68***
	148.09***
	138.08***
	139.00***
	149.94***
	144.36***

	

	Note:
	*p**p***p<0.01




	Moderating effect of GLOBE’s dimensions

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	ROE_lag

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

	

	SOC_c
	0.07***
	0.07***
	0.08***
	0.07***
	0.07***
	0.07***
	0.07***
	0.07***
	0.08***

	
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)
	(0.004)
	(0.01)
	(0.01)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UAI_GLOBE_c
	0.86***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.16)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_UAI_GLOBE_interaction
	-0.02***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(0.003)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FO_GLOBE_c
	
	-0.40
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(0.59)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_FO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	0.06***
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(-0.01)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PDI_GLOBE_c
	
	
	-1.12
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(-1.08)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PDI_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	-0.12***
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.003)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INSC_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	-0.51***
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.14)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_INSC_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	-0.04***
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(-0.004)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HO_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	-0.62*
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.33)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_HO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	0.05***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.003)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PO_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	-2.50***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.70)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	0.05***
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.001)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INGC_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-1.86*
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-1.01)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_INGC_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.04***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-0.002)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GE_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.70***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.04)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_GE_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.02***
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.003)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AS_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.68*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.35)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_AS_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.07***

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(0.01)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_TA
	1.25***
	1.24***
	1.19***
	1.26***
	1.28***
	1.32***
	1.30***
	1.31***
	1.16***

	
	(-0.31)
	(-0.32)
	(-0.30)
	(-0.32)
	(-0.31)
	(-0.33)
	(-0.22)
	(-0.31)
	(-0.30)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REV_growth
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***
	0.06***

	
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.002)
	(-0.0003)
	(-0.001)
	(-0.001)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEV
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.04***
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.03***
	-0.03***

	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.001)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CASH_HR
	-1.73**
	-1.45***
	-1.37**
	-1.74**
	-1.38*
	-1.45**
	-0.98***
	-1.42**
	-1.93***

	
	(-0.71)
	(-0.56)
	(-0.67)
	(-0.76)
	(-0.76)
	(-0.63)
	(-0.12)
	(-0.71)
	(-0.56)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GDP_growth
	0.12**
	0.13***
	0.12*
	0.16***
	0.17***
	0.22***
	0.14***
	0.17***
	0.15**

	
	(-0.06)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.06)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.06)
	(-0.04)
	(-0.05)
	(-0.06)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_GDP
	-1.18*
	-1.13*
	-1.56**
	-1.16**
	-1.21*
	-0.92
	-2.44**
	-1.33**
	-1.01

	
	(-0.61)
	(-0.68)
	(-0.77)
	(-0.58)
	(-0.64)
	(-0.65)
	(-1.23)
	(-0.60)
	(-0.67)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Industry FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337

	R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	Adjusted R2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	F Statistic (df = 43; 28293)
	55.07***
	55.13***
	56.12***
	55.26***
	55.09***
	55.44***
	56.24***
	55.15***
	55.56***

	

	Note:
	*p**p***p<0.01




	Moderating effect of GLOBE’s dimensions

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	formula_text

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

	

	SOC_c
	74.59
	78.46
	86.56
	40.75
	90.29
	89.09
	51.13
	58.54
	79.13

	
	(-101,969.20)
	(-103,756.10)
	(-118,386.30)
	(-8,835.03)
	(-157,053.40)
	(-111,352.50)
	(-47,785.48)
	(-52,476.66)
	(-93,875.92)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UAI_GLOBE_c
	-1,911.64
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(11,654,834.00)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_UAI_GLOBE_interaction
	-45.59
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	(590,323.20)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FO_GLOBE_c
	
	-3,045.10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(10,738,792.00)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_FO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	133.10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	(-497,162.50)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PDI_GLOBE_c
	
	
	-8,123.68
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(8,365,353.00)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PDI_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	-53.32
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	(614,286.30)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INSC_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	-8,180.30
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(20,353,508.00)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_INSC_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	-18.29
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(82,568.09)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HO_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	5,093.44
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-13,948,630.00)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_HO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	20.14
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	(-668,888.70)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PO_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	29.66
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(5,294,722.00)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_PO_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	398.27
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-1,419,285.00)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	INGC_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-7,722.39
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(5,812,398.00)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_INGC_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.44
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-3,071.12)
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GE_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5,176.01
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-12,718,240.00)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_GE_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	-154.31
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(402,550.20)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AS_GLOBE_c
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	6,745.94

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-16,947,808.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOC_AS_GLOBE_interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	188.85

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(-783,762.50)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_TA
	10,927.20
	10,890.20
	10,908.39
	11,463.82
	10,916.42
	10,760.69
	11,443.19
	11,153.90
	10,830.93

	
	(-21,507,531.00)
	(-21,014,132.00)
	(-18,135,966.00)
	(-22,115,062.00)
	(-21,443,317.00)
	(-19,345,654.00)
	(-17,696,595.00)
	(-21,174,486.00)
	(-16,948,010.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REV_growth
	47.22
	48.16
	50.64
	39.63
	50.45
	50.72
	50.55
	46.56
	44.04

	
	(-110,245.70)
	(-118,557.60)
	(-106,616.10)
	(-94,833.52)
	(-124,226.20)
	(-114,105.10)
	(-104,553.80)
	(-109,287.80)
	(-87,107.83)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEV
	-214.01
	-213.58
	-213.15
	-231.18
	-210.96
	-205.42
	-219.88
	-213.53
	-220.51

	
	(427,478.90)
	(411,948.60)
	(355,230.40)
	(447,458.70)
	(392,266.30)
	(358,535.60)
	(349,200.90)
	(399,830.00)
	(354,906.10)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CASH_HR
	5,423.34
	5,535.34
	5,522.25
	6,715.31
	5,862.29
	6,065.73
	8,408.54
	6,160.25
	5,403.29

	
	(26,837,722.00)
	(23,385,589.00)
	(20,258,732.00)
	(20,791,302.00)
	(20,704,734.00)
	(20,680,198.00)
	(18,326,236.00)
	(21,457,253.00)
	(20,098,765.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GDP_growth
	857.59
	755.87
	624.00
	822.40
	678.79
	836.91
	905.43
	895.03
	695.91

	
	(-2,360,242.00)
	(-1,967,889.00)
	(-1,617,167.00)
	(-2,195,201.00)
	(-1,879,327.00)
	(-2,302,012.00)
	(-1,636,027.00)
	(-2,381,389.00)
	(-1,503,689.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	log_GDP
	5,835.58
	6,073.41
	3,881.83
	5,067.27
	6,044.08
	5,327.98
	604.81
	5,178.85
	4,055.93

	
	(-19,372,405.00)
	(-18,285,316.00)
	(-12,158,464.00)
	(-15,103,652.00)
	(-18,470,553.00)
	(-15,238,033.00)
	(-9,317,260.00)
	(-15,259,806.00)
	(-10,132,426.00)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Industry FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year FE
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337
	28,337

	R2
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.18
	0.17
	0.17
	0.18
	0.17
	0.18

	Adjusted R2
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.18
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17

	F Statistic (df = 43; 28293)
	137.06***
	137.19***
	138.15***
	141.45***
	137.84***
	139.42***
	140.14***
	137.51***
	140.25***

	

	Note:
	*p**p***p<0.01




C. [bookmark: _Toc202219893]GenAI statement
Statement A: No Generative AI tools were used during the development and writing of this
thesis. By submitting this thesis I declare that I am fully responsible for the accuracy and
completeness of its content.
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