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Abstract: A vast stream of literature has investigated the effect of corporate social responsibility (CSR)
on firms’ financial performance (FFP). However, this effect has remained unclear and undecided.
For instance, numerous studies have examined the direct impact of firms’ CSR initiatives on FFP,
as well as examining various mechanisms to explain this relationship, but found inconsistent
results. The indecisive results indicate that researchers lack consensus to define a mechanism
to understand how and under what conditions CSR can affect FFP. Thus, this research aims to
investigate how firms’ CSR perception and disclosure derive accounting- (return on equity: ROE,
earnings per share: EPS), market- (Tobin Q) and perception-based firms’ financial performance
through the mediation of competitive advantage and boundary conditions of family ownership and
CEO narcissism. This research underpins the theoretical lens of the resource-based view to derive
hypotheses. The research design employed in this study is quantitative, and the approach to theory
development is deductive. Multi-method and multi-source data with temporal breaks are collected
from 60 manufacturing firms listed on the Pakistan Stock Exchange (PSE). Primary data are collected
from the top and middle managers, while secondary data are collected from the annual reports
published by these firms. This research found that competitive advantage significantly mediated the
indirect impact of perceived CSR and disclosure on FFP. Further, this relationship is strengthened by
the contingencies of family ownership and CEO narcissism. Our results will assist the management
of the firms to understand the implications of CSR perceptions and disclosure to derive a competitive
advantage that ultimately translates into the firms’ financial performance. Further, this research also
revealed that managers should concentrate on the boundary conditions of family ownership and
CEO narcissism as well. In particular, this research contributes to understand why CSR is viewed to
have a strategic importance for the firms and how a resource-based perspective might be utilized in
such endeavors.

Keywords: CSR perception and disclosure; financial performance; competitive advantage; family
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1. Introduction

Academics in the field of management and finance consider corporate social responsibility
(CSR) an indispensable topic of research, and several organizations are also actively getting engaged
in CSR activities [1,2]. CSR investments provide various benefits to the firms that may enhance
their financial performance, i.e., access to funds, low financing cost, an increase in stock returns,
and customer loyalty [3]. Organizations’ CSR initiatives also help them to cope with the uncertain
business environment, such as today’s dynamic, worldwide, and high-tech corporate era [4]. Moreover,
CSR engagements assist organizations to achieve sustainable development as there is increasing
demand for eco-friendly services and products. Accordingly, existing literature has investigated the
concept of CSR in multiple ways and directions to establish the effect of firms’ CSR activities on
their employees’ behaviors [1,5,6], human resources [7], customer satisfaction [8], firm reputation [9],
creative and financial performance [10,11]. But the relationship between the firms’ CSR engagements
and firms’ financial performance (FFP) remains a mainstream topic of research [3].

Thus, numerous studies have investigated the association of CSR with FFP in various viewpoints
but have come up with vague and inconsistent findings. For instance, firms’ CSR initiatives can provide
more gains than the cost incurred, and thus, CSR activities increase firms’ financial performance [12,13].
In contrast, the neoclassical economists claimed that firms could overlook such social costs and
suggested a negative relationship [14]. So, no final consensus has been established so far, and the
relationship of CSR with FFP is still debatable due to inconsistent results. Moreover, existing research has
also argued that CSR and FFP relationships could be better explained through mediation mechanisms
and boundary conditions, which are currently overlooked in most of the studies and can lead to
biased results [15,16]. Existing literature has also suggested that CSR and FFP relationships must be
examined through the mediation and contingencies instead of direct relationships. Xie [3] noted that
existing research on CSR and FFP overlooked various factors that should be addressed in future studies.
Moreover, existing studies also remained distinct regarding CSR and FFP measures [17]. A number
of studies are confined to CSR perception or databases of CSR ratings such as the KLD database
(Kinder, Lydenberg, and Domini). But there are only a few studies that measured CSR disclosure
directly by taking data from the annual reports [8]. Similarly, firms’ financial performance is also
measured through distinctive measures, for example, accounting-, market-, and perception-based
financial performance. But no study has considered all these multiple indicators of CSR and financial
performance under one framework, and this may lead to inconclusive findings.

Thus, the present study aims to address the above-discussed discrepancies and extend the current
debate of CSR and FFP relationship in numerous ways. For example, this research considers both CSR
perceptions and disclosure. We also incorporate multiple indicators of firms’ financial performance,
such as perception-, accounting-, and market-based. Further, this study investigates the mediation
mechanism of competitive advantage. Likewise, the present research analyzes the boundary conditions
of family ownership and CEO narcissism on the CSR and FFP relationship with the mediation of
competitive advantage. Accordingly, this research investigates some important and new questions:
does competitive advantage mediate the CSR and FFP relationship? And when does the moderation of
family ownership and CEO narcissism influence this relationship?

This study attempts to answer these questions through the theoretical lens of resource-based view
following Barney [18], as firms create sustainable competitive advantage by effectually directing and
operating their competencies and resources, which are exceptional, valuable, cannot be exactly imitated
and no exact alternative is accessible [19]. Firms’ CSR initiatives may assist them in developing some of
these competencies and resources [20]. Thus, a resource-based view offers essential insights to explain
CSR and firms’ financial performance relationship; for instance, the effectiveness of resource-based
view to study CSR perception and disclosure as it emphasizes on precise intangible resources like
employees’ skills, capabilities, culture, and reputation as these are challenging to copy or substitute [20].

The present study also investigated the contingencies of family ownership and CEO narcissism
on the CSR and FFP association with the mediation mechanism of competitive advantage. For instance,
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family-owned firms may strengthen this relationship as these firms are more committed to
long-term growth and consistent profits for the organization, and they show intense focus on
organizational competitiveness, financial performance, and stakeholders’ activities and interests [16].
Family-owned firms are more socially responsible for increasing their family image and their ties with
stakeholders [21]. Whereas non-family owned firms mostly follow short-term goals and push firm
management towards profit maximization rather than new product developments and distinctive
competencies. Thus, family-owned firms will strengthen the CSR and FFP association with the
mediation mechanism of competitive advantage than the non-family-owned firms. The contingency
of CEO narcissism can also enhance this relationship as narcissistic individuals are showy and
may be inclined towards CSR initiatives to fuel their positive self-image, which will benefit the
organization to achieve sustainable competitive advantage and ultimately translate into superior
financial performance. In particular, this research contributes to understanding why CSR is viewed
to have strategic importance for the firms and how a resource-based perspective might be utilized in
such endeavors.

The rest of the document comprises of literature background and hypotheses development in
Section 2. Section 3 presents the materials and methods. Section 4 represents the data analysis and
results. Finally, Section 5 enlightens discussions and conclusions.

2. Literature Background and Hypotheses Development

2.1. Resource-Based View

Firms can achieve sustainable competitive advantage by means or resources that are rare,
worthwhile, inimitable, and organized to capture the value of customers as explained in the
resource-based view (RBV) [18]. RBV models posit that they are the vital resources for firms’
superior performance, and these resources should be rare, worthwhile, inimitable, and organized to
capture the value of customers. The advocates of RBV suggest that it is valuable for organizations to
use internal resources to exploit outside opportunities. RBV focuses on the resources that may help the
organizations to achieve higher financial performance. These resources can be tangible and intangible
and should be heterogeneous, immobile, and must have VRIO (valuable, rare, inimitable and organized
to capture the value of customers) attributes to gain a competitive advantage.

2.2. CSR and Firms’ Financial Performance

The concept of CSR is investigated from multiple perspectives, such as antecedents and outcomes of
CSR. Aguinis [22] referred to CSR as the firms’ context-specific activities and procedures which consider
stakeholders’ expectations and the triple bottom line of economic, social, and environmental performance.
Despite various CSR perspectives, existing literature substantially considered the link of CSR with firms’
financial performance (FFP). But the results remained inconsistent. For instance, Wang’s [19] meta-analysis
of 42 studies noted a positive CSR and FFP relationship. Similarly, other studies also documented that
CSR positively affected FFP [13,23–25]. In contrast to the positive findings, a few studies also found a
negative effect of CSR on FFP [20].

Some studies even enlighten the no or neutral association of CSR and FFP [26]. Moreover,
existing studies also used distinctive measures of CSR and financial performance that can also cause
inconsistent results. Thus, due to inconsistency in results, no final consent is established, so this debate
is ongoing. This research argues by underpinning RBV that the CSR engagements of the organizations
help them to develop resources that are exceptional, valuable, cannot be exactly imitated, and no exact
alternative is accessible. Such as employees’ skills and firms reputation as these are much challenging
to copy or substitute [19,20]. Hence, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). CSR positively affects firms’ financial performance.
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2.3. Mediation of Competitive Advantage

Competitive advantage is explained as the condition where competitive strategies are implemented
by the organization, which is gaining benefits from these strategies on such level where its competitors
are not able to copy nor to acquire benefits [27]. The resource-based view explained the importance
of matchless capabilities and resources to attain a competitive benefit. Organizations can achieve
competitive advantage by executing a worthwhile strategy that is not employed by the competitor at the
same time. Competitive advantage is considered as the capabilities and resources of the organizations
and is an essential factor for value creation [28].

Existing literature discussed the role of CSR activities in deriving competitive advantage and the
effect of competitive advantage on FFP as well [29–31]. For example, CSR is essential for innovation,
competitiveness, and sustainability for enterprises [28]. Marin [32] analyzed the causal effect of CSR
on competitiveness and found that organizations achieve competitiveness through CSR. Moreover,
CSR establishes the business resources which help to make positive stakeholder behavior, for instance,
loyalty, commitment, satisfaction, donations, and purchase of products that improve its competitiveness
and market value as well [8]. CSR is positively associated with a competitive advantage, which in turn
translates to FFP [28,33]. Hence, the present study postulates that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Competitive advantage mediates the CSR and FFP relationship.

2.4. Moderation of Ownership Structure

The ownership structure is defined as the existence of family participants in the company’s
board of directors or the influence of family members in decision making. Carney [34] examined the
link between corporate governance, family ownership, and competitive advantage and found that
family-owned businesses value creation come through governance advantage. Shahzad [21] tested the
moderation of ownership structure on the link between CSR and investment efficiency. They noted that
family-owned businesses were more engaged in CSR activities in comparison with non-family-owned
businesses. Likewise, Block [35] found that family firms give importance to the non-financial goals like
CSR in developing a reputation, identity, family image, and extending resources.

Family-owned organizations engage in non-financial goals or consider non-family stakeholders
to build their reputation for the longevity of their business [36]. Thus, it is possible to conclude that
the effect of firms’ CSR perception and disclosure on competitive advantage becomes stronger when
the firm is family-owned. In other words, when firms are family-owned, then their CSR initiatives
tend to provide more competitive advantage. As these firms are more committed to long-term
growth and consistent profits of the organization, they show intense concentration with organizational
competitiveness [28] and are more socially responsible for increasing their family image and their ties
with stakeholders [21]. Hence, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Family ownership moderates the CSR and FFP relationship mediated by competitive
advantage, and the effect is strengthened when family ownership is high than when it is low.

2.5. Moderation of CEO Narcissism

Narcissistic individuals consider themselves exceptional, distinctive, and overstate their abilities
and achievements [37]. The existing literature has investigated both the negative and positive roles
of narcissist leaders to influence organizational strategies and outcomes like risky initiative, excessive
research, and development, innovations, and CSR investments. Tang [38] analyzed the association of
CEO narcissism with CSR. According to these authors, narcissist CEOs utilize CSR as a tool for positive
self-perception. Moreover, narcissist CEOs tend towards CSR initiatives for their personal admiration,
media attention, and personal exhibitions. Using a sample of Fortune 500 CEOs, Petrenko [39] documented
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the positive link between CSR and CEO narcissism. CEO narcissism plays an essential part in enhancing
the firm’s CSR initiatives. Therefore, the effect of firms’ CSR perceptions and disclosure on competitive
advantage becomes stronger when the CEO is narcissistic. As narcissistic individuals are showy, they may
be inclined to use CSR initiatives to fuel their positive self-image; narcissistic CEOs may also highlight the
CSR actions of their organizations to gain reputation. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). CEO narcissism moderates the CSR and FFP relationship mediated by competitive
advantage, and the effect is strengthened when CEO narcissism is high than when it is low.

Figure 1 presents all the hypothesized relationships on the direct and indirect CSR and FFP
relationship with the mediation of competitive advantage and moderation of family ownership and
CEO narcissism. RBV is used to derive all hypotheses. CSR is presented by perception and disclosure,
and similarly, FFP is considered by perception-, market-, and accounting-based indicators.
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3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Data Collection and Sample

The present study utilized a cross-sectional quantitative research design with a deduction approach
to theory development. This is a multi-method and multi-source research with firms as a unit of
analysis. This research collected primary data by using survey strategy and secondary data from the
annual reports. This study followed a two-stage sampling process. In the sample selection process,
we did not consider the firms that had not reported CSR initiatives or activities on their annual reports
and whose data was not available. Thus, in the first stage, after prudentially considering the objectives
of this research, we selected 89 manufacturing firms listed at PSE, which are engaged in CSR activities.
These firms contribute to employees’ benefits, healthcare foundations, and free education and also
stipulate their CSR intents on their authorized websites.

In the second stage, we made requests to the top management of these selected firms for the
primary data collection by clearly communicating the purpose of our research. Eventually, we received
confirmation from 60 firms. We promised to keep anonymity and privacy and signed an ethics
agreement with these firms. After that, we visited the human resource (HR) management of each firm.
HR had already been informed about our research by the top management, and they provided us
the complete details of permanent employees. Primary data were collected from multiple sources,
including top managers, middle managers, and finance managers. With HR support, we identified
325 top managers, 225 middle managers, and 250 finance managers. After that, we conducted multiple
self-administrative surveys to collect data from multiple sources with temporal breaks over six weeks
from December 2019 to January 2020. Podsakoff [40] explained that single-time data collection in
primary research could cause common method biases. Thus, to minimize these biases, the data were
collected in two waves about three weeks apart. Time-lagged designed is also referred to as a desirable
design in most of the CSR research [41,42].
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In the first wave, we conducted our Survey 1 and distributed 300 self-administrated questionnaires
among randomly selected top managers (five top managers each firm) to rate their CSR perception
and their CEO narcissism; 123 (41%) usable questionnaires were collected. This response rate seems
low at first glance. However, a similar response rate is also reported in numerous CSR studies who
collected data from top managers such as Mishra [43] and Saeidi et al. [8] who reported 10% and
17%, respectively. In Survey 2, we distributed 180 questionnaires among randomly selected middle
managers (three middle managers each firm) to collect data on competitive advantage and received
106 (58.8%) useable questionnaires.

In the second wave, Survey 3 was conducted to collect data from 200 randomly selected finance
managers (five finance managers each firm) on their perception of firms’ financial performance and
family ownership; we obtained 131 (65.5%) completed questionnaires. All the participants were
granted anonymity, privacy, and no effect of their responses on their performance, which was also
guaranteed to minimize biases such as social desirability Podsakoff [40]. Our final data set consists of
340 completed questionnaires with a final response rate of 50% in all facets.

The secondary data was collected regarding CSR disclosure and FFP (Tobin Q, EPS, and ROE)
PSE, the central bank of Pakistan, annual and sustainability reports available at the official website of
each firm. CSR disclosure data were collected for 2018 and one-year-lagged financial performance for
2019. At first sight, this period seems short, but the CSR disclosure data for previous years were not
available for a number of firms because reporting CSR activities or issuing sustainability reports is in
its beginning in Pakistan, thus restricting us from collecting recent data.

3.2. Measures

This research incorporates well-established measures and uses both primary and secondary
measures of CSR and financial performance. Primary data is collected on CSR perceptions by using
measures developed by Maignan [44], a 29-item Likert-type scale (5 for strongly agree (SA) to 1 for
strongly disagree (SD)). The sample items are: “We continually improve the quality of our products”,
“We are recognized as a trustworthy company”. The high reliability of the scale is shown by the
Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.92. Existing research has extensively documented various databases, for
instance, Kinder, Lydenberg, and Domini, Fortune’s Most Admired Companies, to measure CSR by
using secondary data. But no such databases are available in developing countries such as Pakistan.
Thus, existing studies have constructed a CSR disclosure index by taking data from annual and
sustainability reports. For instance, Khan [45] developed a 20-item index to measure CSR disclosures.
A binary procedure was applied to rate the presence of required information in the firm, and the
index is calculated by the ratio of actual score to attainable score for a firm. Blasi [46] constructed a
CSR disclosure index based on firms’ involvement in community, environment, employee relations,
human rights, governance, and management diversity. Kansal [47] also constructed the CSR index
by considering environmental factors, minority rights, and annual reports of the firms with CSR
disclosure. Yuen [48] used firm engagements like employee education, charity, reporting standards,
environmental involvement, and customer relations to develop the CSR disclosure index. Malik [49]
calculated the CSR disclosure index by firms’ engagements with employee, community, and customer
relations, and environmental involvement.

This research constructed the CSR disclosure index along with five dimensions, including
community involvement, environmental involvement, employee information, value-added information,
and product and service information, similar to Khan [45]. The index comprised of 20 items and
represents the extent to which firms reveal their CSR undertakings in the annual reports. A binary
method was applied in which a firm was awarded one in case an item incorporated in the index was
exposed, otherwise the firm was awarded zero. Moreover, a firm was not penalized for a zero if the
index item was not related to it, and this was done after reading the complete annual report. The index
is derived by estimating the ratio of the score achieved by a firm to the highest possible score (20).
The index for every firm is measured by dividing the attained score to the highest attainable score for
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that firm Galvin [50]. We assessed the index’s internal consistency by making use of Cronbach’s alpha,
which was 0.81.

Firms’ financial performance is measured through perception-, market-, and accounting-based
indicators. Perception of financial performance is measured through the Saeidi et al. [8] seven-item
scale (1 = Much worse to 5 = Much better). The sample items included: “In the last three years,
our firm has performed worse/better than the major competitors in the industry regarding growth in
sales.” We measured accounting- and market-based indicators of FFP by using the secondary data
from the annual reports. In the existing literature, competitive advantage is measured by using various
scales. For instance, Zho [51] measured competitive advantage along with financial and market
dimensions by following existing scales, such as those developed by Protogerou [52] and Chen [53].
This study measured competitive advantage by using Chen’s [54] eight-item five-point Likert scale
(1 = SD to 5 = SA). This measure explained the firm’s competitive advantage by concentrating on
cost-effectiveness, product quality, innovation and research, managerial capability, growth, profitability,
position, and image of the company in contrast to competitors. The sample items include: “The corporate
image of the firm is better than that of the competitors”, “The Company is more capable of R&D and
innovation than the competitors”. CEO narcissism is measured by using the Resick [55] eight-item
scale (1 = Very to 5 = Not at all). The sample items consist of: “How accurately the word arrogant
describes your CEO”. Family ownership was considered as a binary variable that takes the value
of one in case of family ownership (presence of family members in the firm’s board of directors),
otherwise zero for non-family-owned firms. Moreover, control variables incorporated in this research
were respondents’ gender, education, age, tenure with organization, firm size and leverage.

3.3. Analytical Strategy

This research employed contemporary data analysis procedures. We conducted preliminary data
analysis to test for accuracy, outliers, missing values, normality, summary, and inferential statistics in
SPSS. We also performed a confirmatory factor analysis to examine construct validity and model fitness
indicators by making use of AMOS. Model fitness is assessed by commonly used indices, such as
chi-square/degrees of freedom, root mean square error approximation (RMSEA), standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR), Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) and comparative fit index (CFI). The acceptable
values for these indicators ranged from <2 for X2/dƒ; the value for RMSEA and SRMR must be less
than 0.08, and it should be greater than 0.90 for CFI and TLI [56]. Reliability of the constructs was
measured through Cronbach’s alpha, and composite reliability and further discriminant validity were
established through average variance extracted. Further, to investigate the existence of common
method biases, we performed Harman’s one-factor test because of the self-reported surveys and the
cross-sectional nature of data, and found no such issue in this research. Finally, structural equation
modeling (SEM) was used to find direct and indirect effects. CSR perception, competitive advantage,
and perceived financial performance were aggregated to firm-level by following Chan’s [57] typology
of the direct consensus model. As top managers’ perception of CSR, middle managers’ ratings of
competitive advantage and finance managers’ perception of financial performance were aggregated
from individual-level responses to firm-level.

Chan [57] and Farh [58] explained that such aggregation is possible. Further, to found this
consensus to aggregate individual responses to the firm-level, we computed RWG (j) for perceived
CSR (0.69), competitive advantage (0.78), and perceived financial performance (0.83) following
Preacher et al. [59]. We found that these values were within the acceptable range [60,61] and validated
the aggregation. This decision is also consistent with other studies that have also made such
aggregation [5,62,63]. Further, existing studies noted the endogeneity bias while investigating direct
CSR and firms’ financial performance relationship. Endogeneity bias presents a crucial concern to
analyze cause and effect relations, and failure to control endogeneity bias may result in misleading
and counterfeit findings [10,64]. Javeed [10] documented that endogeneity is a common issue in most
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panel data analysis due to the correlation of explanatory variables with the error term in regression
that causes biased findings.

Existing literature has found various sources of endogeneity, such as simultaneous causality,
omitted variable, and errors in variables [64,65]. Simultaneous causality is the most common cause of
endogeneity bias in CSR and firms’ financial performance relationship. Exiting research addressed the
endogeneity issue with various remedies, such as the use of control variables, instrumental variables
(two-stage least square, three-stage least square), high moment, latent instrumental variable, matching
method, generalized method of moments (GMM), Heckman two-step procedure and lagging
independent and dependent variable [9,63]. Each of these remedies has its implication; for example,
GMM is suitable and frequently used to deal with endogeneity issues in panel data and lagged
variables for simultaneous endogeneity bias. The present research employs a lagged variable technique
to deal with endogeneity concerns while examining the direct CSR and FFP relationship. This is a
non-statistical remedy to mitigate the possible endogeneity issue and consider in advance at the time of
the research design stage by adopting a time-lagged measurement of the explanatory and dependent
variables. Accordingly, we lagged the dependent variable by one period as the data for CSR disclosure
was collected for 2018 with one-year-lagged financial performance (market and accounting-based
indicators) data for 2019, and this is also consistent with other studies that alleviated endogeneity bias
by employing the lagged variable method [10,66–68].

4. Data Analysis and Results

4.1. Descriptive Analysis

Table 1 explains the construct reliability, validity, and descriptive statistics, and the results specified
no issue of validity and reliability.

Table 1. Reliability and Descriptive Statistics.

Item Alpha AVE CR Mean SD

Perceived Financial Performance 7 0.76 0.50 0.94 4.00 0.41
Perceived CSR 29 0.92 0.51 0.89 4.30 0.31
Competitive Advantage 8 0.71 0.61 0.79 4.10 0.57
CEO Narcissism 8 0.59 0.77 0.77 4.00 0.41
Family Ownership 2 0.62 0.70 0.69 0.46 0.20
Tobin Q 2.03 1.55
Earnings per Share 34.01 18.0
Return on Equity 25.09 40.1
CSR Disclosure 0.71 0.12

Notes: Alpha stands for Cronbach’s alpha, AVE represents average variance extracted, CR is the composite reliability,
and SD signifies the standard deviation.

The Cronbach’s alpha is within the acceptable range values for all the constructs, as recommended
by Nunnally [69]. For instance, 0.76 for perceived financial performance, 0.92 for perceived CSR,
0.71 for competitive advantage, 0.59 and 0.62 for CEO narcissism and family ownership, respectively.
The data were also tested for composite reliability and validity, and there was no such issue. Our results
were in an acceptable range; for example, CR is above 0.70, and AVE is 0.50 for all the constructs [56].
Further, the mean and standard deviation values (SD) were also satisfactory. For instance, the CSR
perception mean value was 4.30, which might seem high because the firms considered in this research
are known for their CSR initiatives, whereas the values for standard deviation were also within the
normal range. But standard deviation values were high for accounting-based indicators as the firms
with distinctive size and sectors were considered.

Table 2 represented the bivariate correlation results among the studied variables. We found that
no variable is exactly or strongly correlated with other variables. Thus, there is no multicollinearity
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problem, and the correlation coefficients are also in the supposed directions. Thus, we found a
statistically significant positive relationship of CSR perception with perceived financial performance
(0.11, p < 0.05), Tobin Q (0.23, p < 0.01), earning per share (0.17, p < 0.01) and return on equity
(0.20, p < 0.01). Similarly, CSR disclosure was also positively and significantly related to perceived
financial performance (0.21, p < 0.01), return on equity (0.20, p < 0.01), Tobin Q (0.04, insignificant)
and earning per share (0.05, insignificant). We found that perceived CSR and competitive advantage
were significantly and positively related (0.25, p < 0.01), as well as CSR disclosure and competitive
advantage (0.24, p < 0.01). Competitive advantage and perceived financial performance positively and
significantly correlated (0.15, p < 0.01), whereas Tobin Q (0.04, insignificant), earning per share (0.09,
insignificant) and return on equity (0.02, insignificant) remained statistically insignificant.

Table 2. Inferential Statistics.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Perceived FFP 1
2. Perceived CSR 0.11 ** 1
3. Competitive Advantage 0.15 * 0.25 * 1
4. CEO Narcissism 0.57 * 0.11 0.05 1
5. Family Ownership 0.08 0.22 0.30 ** 0.08 1
6. Tobin Q 0.05 0.23 * 0.04 0.05 0.00 1
7. Earnings per Share 0.06 0.17 * 0.09 0.06 0.02 0.16 1
8. Return on Equity 0.07 0.20 ** 0.02 0.06 0.11 0.28 * 0.43 * 1
9. CSR Disclosers 0.21 * 0.04 0.24 * 0.21 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.20 * 1

Notes: FFP stands for firms’ financial performance, * p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05.

4.2. Hypotheses Testing

Table 3 and Figure 2 report the direct effects among the variables. Model fit indices were X2/df = 2.31,
RMSEA = 0.035, SRMR = 0.017, CFI = 0.98 and TLI = 0.97.

Table 3. Summary of Direct Effects.

Estimates p-Value Remarks

Perceived CSR→ Perceived Financial Performance 0.18 ** 0.05 H1: Supported
Perceived CSR→ Tobin Q 1.63 ** 0.03 H1: Supported
Perceived CSR→ Earning Per Share 0.40 ** 0.04 H1: Supported
Perceived CSR→ Return on Equity 0.30 * 0.03 H1: Supported
CSR Disclosers→ Perceived Financial Performance 0.83 * 0.02 H1: Supported
CSR Disclosers→ Tobin Q 0.85 ** 0.05 H1: Supported
CSR Disclosers→ Earning Per Share 0.21 ** 0.05 H1: Supported
CSR Disclosers→ Return on Equity 0.99 * 0.01 H1: Supported
Perceived CSR→ Competitive Advantage 1.29 * 0.03
CSR Disclosers→ Competitive Advantage 0.45 ** 0.05
Competitive Advantage→ Perceived Financial Performance 0.02 ** 0.05
Competitive Advantage→ Tobin Q 0.12 ns
Competitive Advantage→ Earning Per Share 0.37 Ns
Competitive Advantage→ Return on Equity 0.29 Ns

* p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05 Disclosure.
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In Hypothesis 1, we stated that CSR positively affects firms’ financial performance. Accordingly,
we tested the effect of multiple indicators of CSR (CSR perception and disclosure) on multiple indicators of
firms’ financial performance (perceived financial performance, Tobin Q as market-based, earning per share,
and return on equity as accounting-based). We found that perceived CSR has a statistically significant
positive effect on perceived financial performance (0.18, p = 0.05), Tobin Q (1.63, p = 0.03), earning per
share (0.40, p = 0.04) and return on equity (0.30, p = 0.03). Thus, by keeping all other things constant,
with a one-unit increase in CSR perceptions, perceived financial performance, Tobin Q, EPS, and ROE
increase by 0.18 units, 1.63 units, 0.40 units, and 0.30 units, respectively. We also noted a positive and
significant effect of CSR disclosure on perceived financial performance (0.83, p = 0.02), Tobin Q (0.85,
p = 0.05), earning per share (0.21, p = 0.05) and return on equity (0.99, p = 0.01). Thus, by keeping all other
things constant, with a one-unit increase in CSR disclosure, perceived financial performance, Tobin Q,
EPS, and ROE increase by 0.83 units, 0.85 units, 0.21 units, and 0.99 units, respectively.

Therefore, our Hypothesis 1 is supported across all multiple indicators of CSR and firms’
financial performance. Further, we also tested the direct effect of perceived CSR and CSR disclosure
on competitive advantage and the direct effect of competitive advantage on perceived financial
performance, Tobin Q, EPS, and ROE. We found that CSR perception positively and significantly
affected competitive advantage (1.29, p = 0.03) and CSR disclosure on competitive advantage (0.45,
p = 0.03). Thus, with a one-unit increase in CSR perception and disclosure, firms’ competitive advantage
increases by 1.29 units and 0.45 units, respectively. Likewise, the competitive advantage was also
found to have a significant and positive effect on perceived financial performance (0.02, p = 0.05).
However, it had a positive and insignificant effect on Tobin Q (0.12, p = 0.07), EPS (0.37, p = 0.065),
and ROE (0.29, p = 0.495).

Table 4 and Figure 3 represent the indirect effects of perceived CSR and CSR disclosure on
perceived financial performance, Tobin Q, EPS, and ROE through the mediation of competitive
advantage. We stated in Hypothesis 2 that the CSR and FFP relationship is mediated by competitive
advantage. Our results indicated that competitive advantage significantly mediated the relationship
of perceived CSR and Tobin Q 0.15 (95% CI [0.05, 0.19]), earning per share 0.48 (95% CI [0.05, 0.19]),
return on equity 0.37 (95% CI [0.05, 0.19]), but it remained statistically insignificant for perceived
financial performance 0.02 (95% CI [−0.01, 0.04]). Thus, this supported our Hypotheses 2 except
for the association of perceived CSR with a perceived financial performance by the mediation of
competitive advantage. Moreover, we also noted the mediation of competitive advantage between
CSR disclosure and EPS 0.17 (95% CI [0.22, 0.41]) and ROE 0.13 (95% CI [0.03, 0.59]). However,
this relationship remained statistically insignificant for perceived financial performance, and Tobin Q
and our Hypothesis 2 is not supported. In particular, competitive advantage mediated the relationship
of perceived CSR and market-based and accounting-based financial performance indicators. Likewise,
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we also found the mediation of competitive advantage between CSR disclosure and accounting-based
financial performance.

Table 4. Summary of Mediation Effects.

Estimates 95% CI Remarks

Perceived CSR→ CA→ PFP 0.02 [−0.01, 0.04] ns
Perceived CSR→ CA→ Tobin Q 0.15 * [0.05, 0.19] H2: Supported
Perceived CSR→ CA→ EPS 0.48 * [0.21, 0.77] H2: Supported
Perceived CSR→ CA→ ROE 0.37 * [0.12, 0.55] H2: Supported
CSR Disclosure→ CA→ PFP 0.009 [−0.11, 0.02] ns
CSR Disclosure→ CA→ Tobin Q 0.05 [−0.16, 0.04] ns
CSR Disclosure→ CA→ EPS 0.17 ** [0.22, 0.41] H2: Supported
CSR Disclosure→ CA→ ROE 0.13 ** [0.03, 0.59] H2: Supported

Notes: * p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, CA = Competitive Advantage, PFP = Perceived Financial Performance, EPS = Earnings
per Share, ROE = Return on Equity.
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Table 5 and Figure 3 reported the moderation of family ownership on the relationship of CSR
perception and disclosure with firms’ perceived financial performance, Tobin Q, EPS, and ROE through
the mediation of competitive advantage. In Figure 3, CSRD stands for CSR disclosure, and FO represents
family ownership. Further, to investigate the moderation of family ownership on the above-discussed
relationship, we examined the interaction effect of CSR perception and family ownership, and CSR
disclosure and family ownership on the competitive advantage.

We found a statistically significant positive effect on competitive advantage for both CSR perception
and disclosure (Perceived CSR*FO = 1.39), 95% CI [0.88, 2.99] and (CSR disclosure*FO = 0.51), 95% CI
[0.13, 2.68]. In our third hypothesis, we stated that family ownership moderates the CSR and FFP
relationship through the mediation of competitive advantage. Accordingly, we found that family
ownership strengthened this relationship. For example, the impact of perceived CSR on perceived
financial performance mediated through competitive advantage is strengthened by family ownership
0.03 (95% CI [0.01, 0.05]) as previously as discussed in Table 4; it was statistically insignificant 0.02
(95% CI [−0.01, 0.04]).
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Table 5. Moderation of Family Ownership.

Estimates 95% CI Remarks

Perceived CSR*FO→ CA 1.39 * [0.88, 2.99]
CSR Disclosure *FO→ CA 0.51 * [0.13, 0.68]
Perceived CSR*FO→ CA→ PFP 0.03 ** [0.01, 0.05] H3: Supported
Perceived CSR*FO→ CA→ Tobin Q 0.17 * [0.02, 0.21] H3: Supported
Perceived CSR*FO→ CA→ EPS 0.51 * [0.14, 0.68] H3: Supported
Perceived CSR*FO→ CA→ ROE 0.40 * [0.09, 0.11] H3: Supported
CSR Disclosure *FO→ CA→ PFP 0.01 [−0.01, 0.03] ns
CSR Disclosure*FO→ CA→ Tobin Q 0.06 [−0.14, 0.03] ns
CSR Disclosure*FO→ CA→ EPS 0.19 ** [0.19, 0.32] H3: Supported
CSR Disclosure*FO→ CA→ ROE 0.15 ** [0.01, 0.47] H3: Supported

* p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, FO = Family Ownership, CA = Competitive Advantage, PFP = Perceived Financial Performance,
EPS = Earnings Per Share, ROE = Return On Equity.

Moreover, we also find that relationships of perceived CSR with Tobin Q, EPS and ROE mediated
by competitive advantage are strengthened with the moderation of family ownership: 0.17 (95% CI
[0.02, 0.21]), 0.51 (95% CI [0.14, 0.68]), 0.40 (95% CI [0.09, 0.11]), respectively. This supported our
Hypothesis 3. However, the indirect effects of CSR disclosure on perceived financial performance and
Tobin Q mediated by competitive advantage remained statistically insignificant: 0.01 (95% CI [−0.01,
0.03]), 0.06 (95% CI [−0.14, 0.03]). Meanwhile, family ownership strengthened the indirect effect of
CSRD on EPS and ROE mediated by competitive advantage: 0.19 (95% CI [0.19, 0.32]), 0.15 (95% CI
[0.01, 0.47]). These results supported Hypothesis 3 as well.

Further, to better understand the moderation of family ownership on perceived CSR and
competitive advantage, and CSR disclosure and competitive advantage that ultimately translate to
multiple indicators of financial performance, we plotted the moderation effects in Figure 4. It represents
that family ownership strengthened the effect of perceived CSR and CSR disclosure on competitive
advantage. Additionally, it can also be noticed that CSR perception and competitive advantage,
CSR disclosure, and competitive advantage relationships are strengthened when family ownership is
high than when it is low.
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Figure 4. Moderation of family ownership.

Table 6 and Figure 3 showed the moderation effect of CEO narcissism on the impact of CSR
perception and CSR disclosure on the perception of financial performance, Tobin Q, EPS and
ROE through the mediation of competitive advantage. Hypothesis 4 stated that CEO narcissism
strengthens the above-mentioned indirect relationship of CSR with firms’ financial performance.
Firstly, we tested for the interaction effect of CSR perception and CEO narcissism, as well as
CSR disclosure and CEO narcissism on competitive advantage and found statistically significant
positive effects: (Perceived CSR*CEO narcissism = 1.31), 95% CI [0.91, 1.87] and (CSR disclosure*CEO
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narcissism = 0.49), 95% CI [0.03, 0.61]. Further, we found that CEO narcissism strengthened the
impact of CSR perception on perceived financial performance through the mediated mechanism of
competitive advantage, 0.03 (95% CI [0.02, 0.09]), as it was statistically insignificant, 0.02 (95% CI
[−0.01, 0.04]), as previously shown in Table 4.

Table 6. Moderation of CEO Narcissism.

Estimates 95% CI Remarks

Perceived CSR*CEON→ CA 1.31 * [0.91, 1.87]
CSR Disclosure * CEON→ CA 0.49 ** [0.03, 0.61]
Perceived CSR* CEON→ CA→ PFP 0.03 ** [0.02, 0.09] H4: Supported
Perceived CSR* CEON→ CA→ Tobin Q 0.16 * [0.15, 0.39] H4: Supported
Perceived CSR* CEON→ CA→ EPS 0.49 * [0.11, 1.22] H4: Supported
Perceived CSR* CEON→ CA→ ROE 0.38 * [0.19, 0.88] H4: Supported
CSR Disclosure* CEON→ CA→ PFP 0.01 [−0.02, 0.09] ns
CSR Disclosure* CEON→ CA→ Tobin Q 0.06 ** [0.03, 0.10] H4: Supported
CSR Disclosure* CEON→ CA→ EPS 0.18 * [0.06, 0.23] H4: Supported
CSR Disclosure* CEON→ CA→ ROE 0.14 * [0.04, 0.29] H4: Supported

* p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, CA = Competitive Advantage, CEON = CEO Narcissism, PFP = Perceived Financial
Performance, EPS = Earnings Per Share, ROE = Return on Equity.

We also found that the relationships of perceived CSR with Tobin Q, EPS, and ROE mediated
by competitive advantage are strengthened with the moderation of CEO narcissism: 0.16 (95% CI
[0.15, 0.39]), 0.49 (95% CI [0.11, 1.22]), 0.38 (95% CI [0.19, 0.88]), respectively. Thus, Hypothesis 4 is
supported. Moreover, we also found statistically significant effect of CSR disclosure with Tobin Q,
earnings per share and return on equity mediated by competitive advantage is strengthen with the
moderation of CEO narcissism 0.06 (95% CI [0.03, 0.10]), 0.18 (95% CI [0.06, 0.23]), 0.14 (95% CI [0.04,
0.29]) respectively. This supported our Hypothesis 4. Conversely, the impact of CSR disclosure on
perceived financial performance through the mediation of competitive advantage remained statistically
insignificant: 0.01 (95% CI [−0.02, 0.09]).

Moreover, for a better understanding of the CEO narcissism moderation effect, we plotted the
moderation effects in Figure 5. It represented, CEO narcissism strengthened the impact of perceived
CSR and CSR disclosure on competitive advantage. It can also be noticed in Figure 5 that the
above-mentioned effects are strengthened at a high level of CEO narcissism than when it is low.
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Figure 5. Moderation of CEO narcissism.

5. Discussions and Conclusions

The CSR and FFP relationship has remained the topic of importance for academic scholars and
practitioners in the field of management and finance for the last few decades [1,8]. Recent calls for
research on antecedents and consequences of CSR have drawn the attention of researchers worldwide
and in developing economies in particular [42]. A vast stream of literature on the CSR and FFP
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relationship investigated the direct impact of CSR on FFP and found positive, negative, and even
no effects [13,70]. However, these studies have not explained how CSR can be related to financial
performance positively, negatively or neutrally. Accordingly, various attempts have been made
to come up with the mechanisms and boundary conditions which can justify the direction of this
relationship. But no final consensus has been established so far on the association of CSR with firms’
financial performance due to inconsistent findings, and the debate is ongoing [3]. Most of the existing
research has overlooked numerous mediators and boundary conditions to explaining CSR and FFP [28].
Moreover, existing studies have also used distinctive measures of CSR and financial performance,
which may provide ambiguous findings [71].

Thus, the need of the hour is to investigate the CSR and FFP relationship by considering the factors
that have been ignored or given less attention in the present literature. Further, it is also essential to
investigate the multiple indicators of CSR and firms’ financial performance within one framework.
Therefore, this study aims to address these gaps in the existing research on CSR and FFP relationship by
examining an essential mechanism and boundary conditions to explain how and when CSR is linked
with FFP. This research intends to examine the impact of CSR on FFP with the mediation mechanism of
competitive advantage and boundary conditions of CEO narcissism and family ownership. RBV is
used to ground the underlying framework.

Specifically, this research advances the current debate of CSR and firms’ financial performance
relationship by collecting multi-source, multi-method data for various indicators of firms’ CSR initiatives
(CSR perception and disclosure) and financial performance (perception-, market-, and accounting-based)
that have not been jointly investigated so far. Further, the mediation mechanism of competitive
advantage by the theoretical lens of RBV is investigated. Additionally, the boundary conditions of
family ownership and CEO narcissism further enhanced the significance of this research.

First, we investigated the direct impact of CSR perception and disclosure on perception, accounting,
and market-based firms’ financial performance. We found interesting and unique results across several
indicators of CSR and FFP. For instance, there is a direct positive impact of CSR perception on perceived,
accounting, and market-based financial performance. Our findings are in line with the existing
literature on this relationship. For example, Waddock [13] and Akben-Selcuk [72] also reported similar
results. Thus, our research validated studies that have reported a positive impact of CSR on FFP,
in contrast with the neoclassical view, which suggested this relationship to be negative. This research
also found a positive and statistically significant direct impact of CSR disclosure on perception-,
accounting-, and market-based financial performance. These results also verified the existing studies
on this relationship, such as Javeed [10] who found that CSR disclosure and accounting-based financial
performance are directly and positively related. Further, our research also validated that CSR disclosure
is strongly linked with accounting-based financial performance [68,73,74].

Secondly, the present study also seeks to inspect the impact of CSR perception and CSR disclosure
on FFP indicators through the mediation of competitive advantage, and we found partial mediation.
Existing studies carried out by employing the resource-based view noted that sustainable competitive
advantage plays an essential role in achieving a key aim of the corporation, which is to maximize
financial performance [8,75]. Thus, the objective of various organizational strategies is to attain a
sustainable competitive advantage. CSR is one of these strategies which intent to create a good standing
for the firms in the massive competitive environment. Our findings validated the perspectives of
the resource-based view and existing studies on this relationship. For example, Cantele [28] noted
a positive and statistically significant effect of CSR perceptions on perceived financial performance
through the mediation of competitive advantage. We also found a positive relationship, but it remained
statistically insignificant.

There exists little evidence of the impact of CSR disclosure on competitive advantage,
which ultimately translates into accounting- and market-based financial performance. We found
partial mediation of competitive advantage on CSR disclosure and multiple indicators of financial
performance relationship. Saeidi [8] also found partial mediation of competitive advantage on the
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effect of CSR disclosure on the perception of financial performance. Regarding the indirect impact
of CSR disclosure on accounting and market-based indicators through the mediation of competitive
advantage, it is not evident in the present literature. However, numerous studies have examined the
direct effect of CSR disclosure on accounting- and market- based financial performance and noted
positive relationship. Thus, further investigations are required to verify our findings.

We analyzed the moderation of family ownership of the effect of perceived CSR and CSR disclosure
on the competitive advantage that, in turn, translate into perception-, market-, and accounting-based
indicators. We found that family ownership strengthened this relationship. To date, we have not found
any research that has investigated the boundary condition of family ownership on the above-mentioned
relationship as most of the existing research is confined to direct effect; we showed that the CSR and
FFP relationship is strengthened with the presence of family ownership.

Moreover, the originality and significance of this study are further enhanced by the boundary
condition of CEO narcissism. We found that the impact of CSR perception and disclosure on the
competitive advantage that ultimately translates to perception-, market-, and accounting-based FFP is
strengthened by CEO narcissism. We noted that no research has so far investigated the moderation of
CEO narcissism directly or indirectly of the association of CSR perceptions and disclosure with multiple
indicators of financial performance or through the mediation of competitive advantage. Hu [76] and
Grewatsch [16] recently called for research on CEO characteristics. The scarcity in the literature on this
relationship is worse in emerging and developing countries particularly.

Specifically, we extended the ongoing CSR and financial performance debate in numerous
ways, such as investigating the mediation mechanism of competitive advantage by underpinning a
resource-based view and moderation of family ownership and CEO narcissism. Finally, we examined
multiple indicators of CSR (perception and disclosure) and firms’ financial performance (perception-,
market-, and accounting-based) under one cohesive framework.

5.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications

This research makes numerous theoretical and practical contributions. For instance, this study
progressed our current understandings of how CSR perception and disclosure provide a competitive
advantage to the firms, which ultimately translated into the perception-, market-, and accounting-based
indicators of financial performance. It also highlighted when the boundary conditions of family
ownership and CEO narcissism influenced this above-said relationship of CSR and FFP. Academically,
our research contributes to the CSR and FFP literature in various striking ways.

First, this research extends and confirms the current line of research on CSR and firms’ financial
performance relationship by analyzing the direct impact of multiple CSR indicators (CSR perception and
disclosure) on multiple financial performance indicators (perception, market and accounting). To date,
there exist no such studies that have examined these relationships together. Second, theoretically,
this research validates the perspectives of the resource-based view, as we found that organizations can
achieve competitive advantage by executing CSR as a value-creating strategy to achieve sustainable
competitive advantage. While existing studies have also examined this mediation of competitive
advantage on the CSR and FFP relationship, our research considered the mediation of competitive
advantage between multiple indicators of CSR and FFP under one cohesive framework. This study also
established that both CSR perception and disclosure provided sustainable competitive advantage to
the firms. Third, the value of this study is extended with the boundary conditions of family ownership
and CEO narcissism as well. We found that the existing literature overlooked the effect of these
boundary conditions on indirect CSR and FFP relationship. Thus, in accordance with RBV, the present
study proved that family ownership and CEO narcissism are such intangible resources that they are
heterogeneous, immobile, valuable, rare, and inimitable. These resources assist firms in achieving
sustainable competitive advantage that ultimately turns into firms’ financial performance.

From a practical viewpoint, this research revealed various means through which managers may
strategically concentrate on their policy implications regarding CSR. Firms can achieve sustainable
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competitive advantage by keeping in check their CSR perception and disclosure. Firms should also
focus on their CEO’s narcissism to attain their sustainable development objectives. Narcissism is
usually considered a dark personality trait; however, here, for the CSR policy implications, it is proved
to be strengthen the firms’ CSR initiatives and competitive advantage relationship. The human resource
management of firms should also align the recruitment process with firms’ sustainability policies.
For example, applicants can be evaluated on their personality traits, such as narcissism by asking,
related questions at the time of the interview. Thus, when firms consider CSR as a value-creating strategy,
they may prefer to appoint narcissistic individuals to achieve sustainable competitive advantage.
Finally, managers must also give due attention to family ownership, as family ownership structure
was found to positively influence the firms’ CSR actions and competitive advantage relationship.

5.2. Limitations and Future Directions

This study focuses on firms’ CSR perception and disclosure on FFP with the mediation mechanism
of competitive advantage. It would be valuable to examine the impact of CSR perception and disclosure
on financial performance by considering cross-level mediators and boundary conditions like employees’
performance, leadership style. This research used cross-sectional data. It is recommended for further
studies to collect longitudinal data. This research contributed to the resource-based view. Moreover,
it is also suggested to investigate the relationship of CSR with FFP through other theoretical lenses such
as social identity theory. It would be interesting to uncover the role of micro-level (employee-level)
theory to derive a macro-level (firm-level) relationship. Thus, future studies must concentrate on
multilevel aspects.
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