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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to analyze the relatiomsbétween economic and social
performance in an organizational context. We perfa meta-analysis to test this
relationship and to examine the influence of th@sneement criteria and organizational
characteristics, such as activity, social orientgtiechnology and cultural environment.
We find 591 effect sizes in 67 papers. Our regelNeal a positive relationship between
economic and social performance, although diffezenia the sign are detected when

moderator variables are introduced.
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INTRODUCTION

Currently, organizations are developing a growimgeriest in promoting socially
friendly activities. Michellon, Boesso and KumarO{3) identify advantages of an
organization deciding to promote these activitissich as improvement in its
legitimation and reputation, a better relationshifh its stakeholders and the promotion
of skills, processes and systems that increasertfaization’s competitiveness. These
advantages are translated into the ability to geaesocial and economic performance;
hence, this process of performance or value creaithe result of the strategy used by
the organization (Baron and Markman, 2000, 2003)akonsequence, one of the most
interesting topics studied in the literature is thkationship between an organization’s
economic and social performance. This question nestddressed taking into account
the needs of different organizations that develogially friendly activities, such as
socially responsible companies, social enterprésebs other phenomena in the context
of nonprofit organizations (Lopez-Arceiz, Bellostaxd Rivera, 2016).

The aim of this paper is to determine the existemanature of the relationship
between economic and social performance in thenargonal context. Although the
concepts of social and economic performance otigthan socioeconomic research
more than twenty years ago, there are no genaaatigpted definitions, measurements
or descriptions of the interactions between thems(#, Stevenson, and W8killern,
2006; Sud, VanSandt, and Baugous, 2009; Feliciog&wes, and da Conceicao, 2013;
Mair and Marti, 2006; Dees and Anderson, 2003; dRer@nd Mclean, 2006; Vasquez
and Davila, 2008; Bellostas, Lopez-Arceiz, and Mate016).

This paper develops a meta-analysis of the relstipnbetween economic and
social performance. Meta-analysis is an appropséagistical approach to use when

multiple individual studies have yielded inconcltesior conflicting results (Rosenthal
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and DiMatteo, 2002; Orlitzky, Schmidt, and Ryne8032). In studying the relationship
between economic and social performance, we obseEmeadictions between authors
who have found a dependency relationship and tds® have not (Brammer and
Millington, 2008; Hahn and Figge, 2011; Lockett, &g and Visser, 2006; Orlitzkst
al., 2003; Ullmann, 1985; Waddock and Graves, 1997; ¥006). Moreover, we find
that studies have used different sample sizes a@sunement criteria. Therefore, we
propose the treatment of the measurement critérgganomic and social performance
and the characteristics of the organization as mabitg elements of this relationship.
These aspects were analyzed by different authgnoaimately ten years ago (Orlitzky
et al., 2003; Margolis, Elfenbein and Walsh, 2007). Hoar\un the last few years,
there has been a strong progress in this reseaetth Wwith the creation of new
measurement criteria or indicators of economic aadial performance. This paper
introduces these new criteria and analyses itaientte in the relationship between
economic and social performance in different typesrganizations. In general terms,
our results show a positive relationship betweennemic and social performance,
although differences in the sign can be detectednwine moderator variables are
introduced. As our main contribution, we statidticaaggregate extant evidence
concerning the claim that social performance imsravith the economic performance
of an organization. Second, we test a central #sseof instrumental stakeholder
theory, i.e., that there is a positive interactimiween the two types of performance.
Moreover, we investigate whether the relationstapes based on the distance between
performance measures and characteristics of thaniaagion. Finally, we note that
organizations must design and integrate relevafihitke indicators in their strategic
management practices and that researchers shoutdrbgil in drawing conclusions

because they could be influenced by the abovenresdicnoderators.
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This paper is organized into five sections: Thetfgection is the introduction.
The second section defines the various researcdtiqns posed in this paper. The third
and fourth sections introduce the methodology dwdrésults, respectively, to answer
the proposed research questions. In the fifth sective discuss the results. The last
section provides conclusions based on the resbitsred.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Notes on the relationship between economic and satperformance
In the economic literature, there is a broad cosgerabout the necessity to study the
relationship between economic and social performdrerause of the advantages and
costs related to this strategy. Since the pubbticabf Bowen and Johnson’s study
(1953), there has been an increase in scientiferast in the interaction between social
and economic activity in organizations (Carroll729 The link between these activities
has been a core topic in the management literatoreyears (Schaltegger and
Synnestvedt, 2002). Corporate social responsilality socially friendly activities have
been understood as an alternative way of generaomnpomic and social welfare
(Godfrey and Hatch, 20Q0.7These practices imply the creation of social @altom
different initiatives. Business companies, coopeesatand mutuals create social value
through the market, whereas other types of nongrouch as foundations or
associations, create social value outside the rhaglstem (Chaves and Monzén, 2012,
Sanzoet al., 2015, Costa and Carini, 2016). Although severnapiecal papers have
assumed that social performance improvements geneeav costs, other papers have
empirically confirmed that socially friendly actilds generally pay off and improve
economic performance (Porter and Van der Linde51L9Bhis relationship is important
in socially friendly initiatives, and it is a keyugstion for some of them (Doherty,

Haugh, and Lyon, 2014).
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Despite the large number of relevant academic driions, the links between
social performance and economic performance remaclear (Brammer and
Millington, 2008; Hahn and Figge, 2011; Lockettal., 2006; Orlitzkyet al., 2003,
Uliman, 1985; Waddock and Graves, 1997; Wu, 2088pperle, Carroll, and Hatfield
(1985) and, more recently, McWilliams, Siegel, drebh (1999) and McWilliams and
Siegel (2001) find no empirical relationship betwexonomic and social performance
in companies with a social orientation. By contrastaddock and Graves (1997),
Kinnell and MacDougall (1997), Blois (1999), andr@ant (1999) detect a positive
relationship between a proxy of social value antbanting measurements of economic
value, whereas Abiodun (2012) detects a negatilaiorship between investment in
social activities and economic return. Taking iat@ount the conflicting results reached
by previous studies, we propose the following regequestion:

RQ:: Is there a significant relationship between ecomoand social

performance?

If there is a significant relationship , the reésulill be in line with Preston (1978),
Freedman and Stagliano (1991), Graves and Wadd2@®0f, Griffin and Mahon
(1997), Bermaret al. (1999), Van de Velde, Vermeir, and Corten (20058) &Vu
(2006). These authors all find a relationship betweconomic and social performance.
The sign of this relationship could be influencgdtbe measurement criteria and the
indicators used by different authors to analyzes tt@lationship. In the context of
corporate social responsibility, Orlitzkgt al. (2003) study the importance of
measurement criteria as moderator variables. Baesal. (2016) also detect a lack of
agreement among academic researchers concernirgpitijgosition and measurement
of both types of performance. Thus, correlationsvben the economic and social

performance constructs can be influenced by thesarement strategies.
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Measurement strategies for economic and social perMmance
The interaction between economic and social perdioga can be influenced by the
measurement criteria adopted in each researchcpr@ipetrella and Richez-Battesti,
2014). The degree of development of each indicedorvary to a considerable extent.
Although some authors have developed models to uneasconomic and social
performance in the last few years (Yang, Huang,laee] 2014; San-Jose and Retolaza,
2012; Testi and Bellucci, 2011), there is a lackafisensus about the operational level.
In this sense, the measurement of economic perfozendas not free of
challenges. Economic performance supposes thatestil continuous economic
activities are being conducted. The question is Howmeasure an organization’s
economic activity. Orlitzkyet al. (2003) proposed three broad subdivisions of ecariom
performance: market-based (investor returns), adougtbased (accounting returns),
and perceptual (survey) measurements. Market-based accounting-based
measurements constitute a partial perspective bedhey recognize only the consumer
and the producer or owner of a company as legiénsakeholders (San-Jose and
Retolaza, 2012; Payne, Holt, and Frow, 2000; Jaraasd Nielsen, 2011; Nishimura,
2007; Fontaine, Haarman, and Schmid, 2006; Freei®84). In this case, traditionally
the most used criterion has been the accountingrmebut nowadays sales or asset
growth are more important in some entities suchnasprofit organizations (Liu,
Takeda, and Ko, 2012; Coombetsal., 2011; Bai, 2013). Something similar happens
with perceptual measures. These measures are basi answers of a person who
can give a subjective evaluation (Conine and Madd686; Reimann, 1975; Wartick,
1988). The perceptions of managers are being usedsaurce in the measurement of
economic performance because managers have aoctss éntity’'s economic targets

(Brouthers, 2002; Hulet al., 2008; Liu, Eng, and Takeda, 2014). Nevertheldss,
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reasonable to assume that the measurement cofeg@nomic performance chosen by
the researcher can influence the relationship bEtveeonomic and social performance.
For instance, Lu et al (2014) evidenced a negaffect of the market measurements.
These indicators tend to consider all the availabfermation, while accounting
indicators are the result of the organizationaloaoting policy. Moreover, the new
perceptual measurements can be able to influensiivady the interaction between
economic and social performance according to SamdsBrito (2012) or Peloza (2009)
(Table 1). Therefore, we define the following resbaguestion:

RQ.: Is the measurement criterion of economic performance a

moderator variable in the relationship between ento and social

performance?
The analysis of this question enables us to uralmistthe orientation of each
organization. If there is no influence of the measwent criteria of economic
performance, we can assume that although there sonsensus in the measurement
criteria of economic performance, there is a gdnegeeement about the meaning of
economic performance (such as return, growth ocgmpdion). Conversely, if we
observe an influence of these criteria, economifop@ance should be considered a
multidimensional construct with different dimenssoinat the researcher must consider
(Ortas and Moneva, 2011).

INSERT TABLE 1
This idea is relevant when we analyze the measurerogteria of social

performance. In general terms, social performamders to the generated impact on
stakeholders affected by the organization. Thisaichpcan be understood through
different approaches. Some authors, such as Aeséin (2006), Suckt al. (2009), and

Felicioet al. (2013), propose that stakeholders can be defiasddoon the inputs that
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are necessary to achieve levels of collective welflair and Marti (2006), Dees and
Anderson (2003), and Peredo and Mclean (2006) elstiakeholders by considering the
procedures that are applied within the organizatideanwhile, Vasquez and Davila
(2008) identify stakeholders based on the outpcitéesed or social performance. This
last approach enables us to measure the resulisctdlly friendly activities using a
concept similar to the one adopted to measure @cenoerformance where the output
is the result of the financial management of thganization. As a consequence, higher
social performance is a symptom of higher welfarestakeholders. Liet al. (2014),
Orlitzky et al. (2003) and Post (1991) identify four strategies tiweasuring social
performance: a) Social performance disclosures;Sbgial performance reputation
ratings; c¢) Social audits, social performance psees, and observable outcomes, and d)
Managerial social performance principles and valGegial performance disclosure is a
criterion based on public information (annual repotetters to shareholders, etc.).
Although this is the most objective criterion, infaation disclosure by itself is only a
proxy of social performance and may be insufficienstudy this element in its entirety
(Farneti and Guthrie, 2009). The second and thpmt@aches are related to systematic
third-party efforts to assess a firm’s ‘objectivascial performance behaviors, such as
community service, environmental programs, and @@ye philanthropy. For this
criterion, the main problem is the comparabilitytioé information. If the initiative does
not publish the social audit process, the compariadl not be feasible, and the
usefulness of this criterion will be low (Gao anttarig, 2001, 2006). The fourth
criterion assesses the values and principles inhere an organization’s culture
(Aupperle, 1984; Carroll, 1979). This criterionasroad category with a high level of
subjectivity because it is based on the perceptdrise individual who evaluates these

values and principles.
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Although these authors made an important effort rwhigey studied these
measurement strategies, additional criteria shdwdd considered at present. For
example, service quality can be an indicator oflével of integration of stakeholders’
needs into the organization (Mitchell, Agle, and MIp 1997; Sacchetti, Tortia, and
Lépez-Arceiz, 2016). Furthermore, community intésesr regional development are
proxies of this integration when the entity pronsolégher levels of growth in that area
(Borzaga and Fazzi, 2000). Other authors have dpedl indicators, such as social
return on investments that offer a specific visadrsocial performance (Rotheroe and
Richards, 2007). Finally, social auditing and sbamexing are not available in all
cases because some entities are easier to acemssttters. Table 1 shows negative
influences when the measurement criterion useshitag:party assessments. Moreover,
the new criteria would be able to change the icteya between economic and social
performance. Millar and Hall (2013), in relation tile social return on investment,
suggest a tendency to obtain positive relationshidas (2013) in relation to social
auditing identify negative interactions in the aoxitof nonprofit organization which are
not table to participate in social indexing. Allette particularities can modify the
relationship between economic and social performankaking into account the
previous research, we propose the following resequestion:

RQs: Is the measurement criterion of social performance oaarator

variable of the relationship between economic auibs performance?

Finally, some organizational characteristics, whican act as control variables,
influence the relationship between economic andatquerformance. Deegan and
Gordon (1996) and Garcia-Ayuso and Larrinaga (208&)tify a strong influence of
the type of developed activity on the relationsluptween economic and social

performance. The social orientation of the orgaiopais also a variable that can
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modify this relationship. According to Borzagaal. (2015), entities that adopt a legal
form closer to nonprofit organizations will havetaonger social orientation and will be
able to create a more intense relationship. Howenteer authors, such as Bai (2013),
Bouckaert and Vandenhove (1998) and Weisbrod (20p8)pose that although
nonprofit organizations have an explicit social agelf-dealing and market competition
can prevent these entities from reaching an optimadl of social performance. The
level of technology required by the organizatiosoatletermines this relationship. In
this sense, Pradet al. (2009), Guadamillas-Gomez et al. (2010), Morfi@12) and
Bernal-Conesat al. (2016) state that entities belonging to techn@algsectors are the
ones that provide more information to their stakééis and, as a consequence, are able
to create a more intensive relationship betweena&oac and social performand@ther
characteristics that can influence this relatiopsnie the cultural environment of the
organization.Defourny and Nyssens (2008), Kerlin (2006), Quinfd0607), Hulgard
(2010) and Fayolle and Matlay (2010) show that itimpact of socially friendly
activities varies based on the diversity of experés at a regional level and is affected
by the prevailing cultural backgrounds. As a congsege, the prevalent sphere of
values will promote the development of a more isgerelationship between economic
and social performance (Lopez-Arcetzl., 2016; Wang, Dou and Jia, 2016).

RQ4: Organizational characteristics are a moderatorabéai of the

relationship between economic and social performanc
The previous three research questions allow thatioekhip between economic and
social performance to be tested from different pectves to determine the extent to
which economic and social measurements and thecieaistics of the entity influence

the behavior of organizations that decide to dgvel6édouble bottom” strategy.
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METHODOLOGY

Sample and indicators used

Searches of the Web of Science, Scopus, and ABtfimfdatabases were conducted

using the keyword ‘organizational performance’. &yyms, which were searched

separately, were ‘organizational performance’, fpability’, ‘economic performance’,

‘financial performance’, and ‘economic value’. Tkeyword ‘social performance’ was

alternately substituted with ‘(corporate) sociapensibility’ and ‘social value’. Web of

Science gives access to the full text and imagesa€ than four million business and

trade journal articles, with a coverage period oé dwundred years. Scopus indexes

abstracts of journal articles (approximately 57 lionl references) and books

(approximately 100,000 references). To increasestiope of our search, cross-citations

from previous reviews (for exampl@rlitzky et al., 2003; Margoliset al., 2007) were

also explored.
The relevant studies selected for the meta-analys& the following
characteristics, and these were the selectiorrierite

- The studies referred to concepts associated withalbp responsible businesses,
social enterprises and nonprofit organizations.

- The analyzed studies quantitatively examined thatiomship between economic
and social performance. The reported effect siziédcbe Pearson’s correlation r, a
t-test statistic or an effect size (Hunter and Sdhmi990).

- The studies were concerned with at least one aspea firm’'s economic
performance. To study the different aspects, wengdigished between five possible
criteria based on the theoretical framework (Monemad Ortas, 2010): a)
Accounting measurements, b) Market criteria, c)rgcoic aim management or

perceptual indicators, d) Size or growth criteaad e) Other measurements. We
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identified indicators that had a frequency of oneour database search as ‘other’
(for instance, the level of intangible assets).

- The same procedure was used for social performaumrding to the previous
economic literature, we considered seven possibticators: a) Professional
integral audit based on social performance discéoge.g., KLD), b) Stakeholder
integration (e.g., managerial social performana®),Service quality, d) Social
auditing/indexing (e.g., reputational measuremen&) Regional development
criteria, f) Created social value criteria (e.ggial return on investments), and g)
Other criteria (Wood 1991, Moneva and Ortas 20I®}the ‘other’ category, we
included indicators that had a frequency lower tbaa (for instance, volunteering
or networking).

- Finally, we considered organizational charactersstsuch as the organization’s
activity (raw materials, production of goods or vseg delivery), its social
orientation (based on its legal form), the intgnsit its use of technology, and the
cultural environment (Anglo-Saxon or continental)which the organization was
framed.

As consequence, we had access to 591 effect sares6i7 papefs The Appendix lists

the most important study characteristics, suchutsoa(s), date of study, study sample

size Ni, observed r (or transformed and/or paytiatirrected r), number of correlations

' We included studies of environmental management farahcial performance in the meta-analysis.
First, some studies, especially earlier ones, usdrenmental management as a proxy for social
performance. Second, we found stakeholders relateshvironmental aims (Starik, 1995). Finally, the
business community tends to regard social respitihsiBs including both social and environmental
performance (for example, BusinessWeek, 1999).

2 We started the research process using this segquaEnBoolean operators: (Social performance OR
Corporate social responsibility OR Social value) ANEconomic performance OR Profitability OR
Financial performance OR Economic value). We olei@iB1095 papers in SCOPUS and 23601 in Web
of Science. After this process, we added three eftsn type of organization (socially responsible
business, social enterprise and nonprofit), ratstidp and correlation. Web of Science offered icles,
and SCOPUS offered 67 papers. Those papers fromof@tience were included in SCOPUS.
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per study, organizational characteristics and teasurement criteria of economic and
social performance.
Methodology
A meta-analysis integrates the quantitative findionf separate but similar studies and
provides a numerical estimate of the overall effectnterest (Petrie, Bulman, and
Osborn, 2003). This meta-analysis uses Hunter adidmkit's (1990) statistical
aggregation techniques for cumulative correlatiansl to correct for various study
artefacts to estimate the true score correlation between economic and social
performance. The meta-analysis arrives at a mesmsttore correlation by correcting
observed correlations for sampling efrdBecause sampling error varies directly with
sample size, all studies are weighted by sampke NiZSchmidt and Hunter, 1977).
Studies with a smaller standard error and largempéa size are given more weight in
the calculation of the pooled effect size

Agreement or disagreement between the studies eaexbmined using a
heterogeneity test. In this study, we use Cochi@nshis statistic is the weighted sum
of squares on a standardized scale. It is repavidd a p-value, where low p-values
indicate the presence of heterogeneity (Higgihal., 2003). To test the relationship
between economic and social performance, we spagcifgta-regression model to study
the role of the measurement criteria of economit sotial performance. In this model,
we have added the moderator variables, such as guwamables, following this

expression [1]:

% According to Horfmann (2005), there are three atages related to the use of the correlation
coefficient. First, the accumulation of findinggess studies allows for a proper estimation ofrttean
population correlation being controlled variabilityecond, the variance of population can be estidnat
Finally, we can model the variability among popugatthrough the effect of potential moderators

* To evaluate the publication bias, we use Eggessfor small-study effects. The obtained resultsiot
enable us to reject the null hypothesis (p-valug®D.Thus, there is a little evidence of this tghdias in
the studied sample.
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Yij = a; + BiD;j + @i [1]

where Y is the effect size, Prepresents each moderator variable, @pds the
random error. Paramet@rmeasures the effect of the moderator elementb®effect
size. We use the software SPSS 22.0 and Statadldddimate the different models.
RESULTS
As shown in the first line of Table 2, the meaneskied correlation for the total set of
591 correlations (k) and the total sample size gN},294,011 observations is 0.189,
with an observed standard deviation of 0.289.

INSERT TABLE 2

As Table 2 shows, Cochran's Q coefficient has alpevlower than 5 percent,
which indicates the presence of heterogeneity e dtudied sample. Therefore, we
decide to use a random effects meta-regression Imdties, the true (corrected)
correlation score is 0.203, which is higher thae tbserved correlation with a
confidence interval at 95 percent of [0.286239]. Therefore, there is positive and
significant relationship between economic and dop@&aformance among the papers
that discuss this relationship. However, this resolld be affected by the measurement
criteria employed for social and economic perforagarMoreover, the control variables
related to the characteristics of the studied iestitould affect this relationship. For this
reason, taking into account the presence of hetemity, we decide to include these
elements as moderator variables.

In Table 3, we show the impact of the measuremeit¢ria of economic
performance on the relationship between econondcsanial performance. Taking into
account the previous literature, we create five sugment sets to examine the

moderator effects based on the measurement critérieconomic performance: a)
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Accounting criteria, b) Market criteria, ¢) Peraggdt criteria, d) Size criteria, and e)
Other.
INSERT TABLE 3

Table 3 indicates that the association betweenaunanand social performance
depends on the type of measurement used by tharcbkee to measure economic
performance. The size criteria reveals the higpesittive correlation between economic
and social performance (r = 0.842, Cl= [0.7/@B917]), whereas other (related to
subjective organizational aspects, such as selfegabnd utilitarian identity) presents
the lowest correlation (r = 0.019, CI= [-0.150.196]). Accounting measures are more
highly correlated with social performance than netidiased measures (r= 0.175; Cl=
[0.153-0.196] vs. r=0.068; Cl= [0.0550.081]). Finally, perceptual criteria, related to
management by targets, show an intermediate bah@w.104; Cl= [0.086-0.122]).
Therefore, the relationship between economic astkperformance changes when we
consider the measurement criteria of the econoimeiasion.

We also test whether the measurement criteria @flsperformance may affect
the relationship between economic and social pexdoce. The results are shown in
Table 4.

INSERT TABLE 4

To study the measurement of social performancedistnguish between the
following categories: a) Professional integral awdliteria (e.g., KLD); b) Stakeholder
criteria; c¢) Quality criteria; d) Social auditingflexing criteria; e) Regional

development criteria; f) Created social value ddteand g) Other critefaThe results

> We include in this category indicators with a friegcy lower than one: financial sustainability,
economic efficiency, economic efficacy, self-valueslitarian identity, quality of service, orgaaitonal
satisfaction, organizational success, and volunteeker relationship.

® We include in this category indicators with a fregay lower than one: promotion of cultural
development, existence of pension plans, promotiénresearch and development, definition of
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show that the highest correlation occurs when tleasurement criteria include the
degree of satisfaction among stakeholders (r =10.26= [0.193-0.326]). By contrast,
the lowest value is observed when the researcledeteto entrust in the measurement
of a third party (r= 0.069; Cl=[0.059.077]). In all cases, the correlations are pasjtiv
except when the created social value criteria asal r= 0.217, Cl= [-0.0390.447]).
Therefore, themeasurement criteria of social performance modeitaterelationship
between economic and social performance.

The obtained results are robust according to theamegression model (Table
5). In all cases, the indicators of each dimensletermine the correlation between
economic and social performance (p-value<0.05). él@n, the interpretation of each
parameter is different because fheparameter is a measurement of the intensity of the
change.

INSERT TABLE 5

For example, in economic performance, when the mpages a size criterion, the
relationship between economic and social performasdigher § = 0.177), whereas
when the author uses the market criterion, theltrésuinverse 3 = -0.079). Although
we are not able to determine the correlation usihig methodology, we can
approximate the change in magnitude. Thus, thishogkts complementary to the
traditional meta-analysis. This methodology enahisso add the effect of different
moderator variables. As we can observe, entitiessehactivity is related to service
delivery are able to intensify the interaction bedéw economic and social performance

(B = 0.277,3 = 0.309). This same pattern is revealed in higlttelogy organizations

(B = 0.225,3 = 0.249) in an Anglo-Saxon cultural environmeht0.069,3 = 0.132).

organization values, normative identity, knowledgedate, creation of shared value, commitment to
stakeholders, community development, and promatfdrust.
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In contrast, socially oriented organizations aré¢ able to promote a more intense
relationship between economic and social performabecause of the negative
parameter achieved in the meta-regresggon-0.020,3 =-0.063). Taking into account
this result, a positive correlation between ecomoamd social performance is detected,
although this result is affected by the measureneeitéria of economic and social
performance and organizational characteristics.

DISCUSSION

The results of this meta-analysis demonstrate @iy®sssociation between social and
economic performance across the studied papers.ré&hult contradicts conclusions of
McWilliams et al. (1999) and McWilliams and Siegel (2000), who statg economic
and social performance are independent spheresieinotganizational context. By
contrast, our results support the conclusions otifdek and Graves (1997), Kinnell
and MacDougall (1997), Blois (1999), and Sarged®99), who detected a positive
relationship between economic and social performafitus, the creation of social
performance can interact with the economic perforceaof these entities (Freeman,
1984; Porter and Van der Linde, 1995; Waddock arav€s, 1997; Freeman and Evan,
1991; Hill and Jones, 1992; Jones, 1995; and, mamently, Di Domenico, Haugh, and
Tracey, 2010).

However, this relationship may be influenced by ttréeria used in the
measurement of economic and social performancéwmdganizational characteristics.
The measurement criteria for economic and socidbpaance have been discussed in
previous papers. Brown and Perry (1994, 1995) andd\and Jones (1995) found that
positive correlations may be artefactual functioofs the measurement elements.
Therefore, we distinguish different measuremenicaidrs in the definition of both

types of performance in our meta-analysis. Econop@idormance can be measured
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from several perspectives. In the analysis of tfevipus literature, we identified five
measurement criteria. Differences in the correfatimetween economic and social
performance are observed in the subjective critdother criteria), when the
measurement adds elements such as self-behaveoutlitarian identity. In this case,
the results change, and the relationship becomes Zhis measurement can weaken
the relationship between economic and social perdioce. As a consequence, when the
relationship between economic and social performascmeasured using subjective
criteria, the results may be illogical becausertiationship is based on the opinion of
the manager who evaluates the level of economioqmeance in the entity. This result
is also found by Ortliztkyet al. (2003), who observe that when the economic
performance measurement is based on a surveyrdbgs-study variation in correlation
is removed, and the correlation becomes positiveeohtrast, measurements based on
perceptual criteria are associated with a stromgktionship between economic and
social performance according to Santos and Bri@@l22 or Peloza (2009). Thus,
according Ortliztkyet al. (2003), many of the negative findings in indivadigtudies are
artefactual, and if the researcher or the compases wa different criterion, positive
relationships will appear (Jones and Wicks, 19%yaPand Krausz, 1995; Ullmann,
1985; Wood and Jones, 1995). The meta-regressiowsshhat changes in the
measurement criteria used tend to strengthen ckemethis relationship. Measurements
that are not associated with efficiency, such ag sheasurements (sales or asset
growth), are able to favor the relationship. Howewmarket criteria introduce a
penalization in this relationship. This same rekall been obtained by Goyal, Rahman
and Kazmi (2013). Therefore, the use of a criteroplies a specific correlation in the
relationship between economic and social performaiMoreover, the adoption of a

measurement strategy can encourage or discoursgeslitionship. As a consequence,
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we must be careful in analyzing economic perfornreabecause the results obtained
may be artefactual in the sense of Abbott and Mond®79), Ingram and Frazier
(1980) and Wiseman (1982).

The definition of the social performance of an oigation has also been
debated. At the theoretical level, different pradeshave been made. One of the most
accepted theories proposes that social performamace be evaluated using two
indicators: a) The integration of stakeholders’deand b) The definition of limits in
the distribution of profits (Defourny and NysseB608). However, these proposals are
difficult to measure. In this study, we have gradipiee indicators into seven categories
and obtained different intensities in the functioh each indicator. The weakest
relationship is obtained when the created socialevariteria are used. In the meta-
regression, we observe that if the researcher det¢achange the measurement strategy
of social performance, it can influence the inteoac between economic and social
performance. In this sense, the indicators basegrofessional integral auditing and
social auditing/indexing can decrease the streafjthe relationship between economic
and social performance. This result diverges froherG Feldmann and Tang (2015),
who obtain a positive interaction in the context ménufacture sector when these
criteria are used. In contrast, taking into accotlm& local impact and the regional
development may improve this relationship. In aage; similar to the measurement of
economic performance, some studies use one measureand have small sample
sizes; therefore, the conclusions in some papeysb@mdiased (Ortliztkygt al., 2003).

Finally, the control variables play an importanteroThe activity of the
organization determines the relationship betweamamic and social performance.
Those activities related to the services sector adole to promote a more intense

interaction between the two types of performandas Tesult is obtained by Miles,
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Verreynne and Luke (2014), who demonstrate a s&nongjationship in the case of
organizations in the sphere of social services.eODttontrol variables also show a
positive effect of this relationship. Then, where tantity develops high-technology
activities, it is able to create a better intem@ttiaccording to Pradet al. (2009),
Guadamillas-Gémeet al. (2010), Morfit (2014) and Bernal-Conedaal. (2016). The
Anglo-Saxon environment also tends to promote greaiteraction (Jackson and
Apostolakou, 2010). According to these authors, difteerences in the institutional
context and the level of involvement of stakehaddare the explanations for this
behavior. In contrast, the social orientation & trganization does not influence this
relationship. Costat al. (2012) or Bellostast al. (2016) detect a strong relationship
between social and economic performance in ltadiacial cooperatives and Spanish
sheltered workshops, respectively. This resultlmaexplained based on the legal form
of the organization, which drives this positiveretation. However, the meta-regression
evidences that the social orientation does not ainfhee relationship between economic
and social performance, especially in the casehef measurement of economic
performance. According to Chaves and Monzon (20%8yjal performance can be
created by hybrid organizations in the market othie nonmarket, independently of
their legal form.

CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this paper has been to analyzedlationship between economic and
social performance in the organizational contexte Tesults show how those entities
that develop socially friendly activities experienpositive synergies between their
social and economic performance. However, someukintges appear when we take

into account the measurement criteria of economit social performance and some
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characteristics of the organization, such as itwifg its technology and the cultural
environment in which it operates.

This paper contributes to the academic debate abeutelationship between
economic and social performance and shows how [fossible to foster social and
economic performance from different strategic orgaional models. In fact, a gradual
process of convergence occurs in which some nofit-@natities tend to develop the
economic side in their management model. Similastme for-profit entities tend to
develop their social side. Currently, there are rgmng new models of hybrid
organizations that pose a challenge for researcheds managers who need new
theoretical frameworks that can explain these nsdalany case, it is not possible to
provide a universal set of indicators for the measient of both types of performance
due to the observed diversity among the differarities. Therefore, this paper also
issues a warning about the use and design of diffemdicators. In this sense,
managers of organizations must design specificcatdrs that take into account the
singularities of the entity. Otherwise, if theylé general indicators, the measurement
will be imprecise, and conclusions about the edficy of the activity will be measured
incorrectly.

Finally, this paper has some limitations that sidé noted. The aggrupation in
different categories of the indicators of economma social performance is based on
previous studies, and it could be different if wealgzed other papers. Moreover, in
some selected studies, we have detected small sasizgls, which could influence the
extracted conclusions. This fact and the lack @t indicators are limitations that

future research must address.
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Table 1.Expected signs related to the moderator variables

Moderator Measurement criterion Exggcr:ed Main references

Accounting criteria + Preston and O’bannon (1997), Tang et al (2012)
Economic Market criteria - Lu et al (2014)

Perceptual criteria + Santos and Brito (2012), Peloza (2009)

Size criteria + Wu (2006), Bai (2013), Liu et al (2012)

Professional integral audit + Miras et al (2014), Rhodes et al (2008)

criteria

Stakeholders criteria - Orliztky et al (2003)

. o Felicio et al (2013), Leipniztz (2014), Bellostds e

Social Quiality criteria + al (2016) ( ) P ( )

Social auditing/indexing + Wu and Shen (2013), Mallin et al (2014)

criteria

Regional development crite + Ramayah et al (201

Created social value criteria + Rahim et al (2015), Lebovics et al (2015)

Table 2. Metanalysis with sample error correction.

Observed effect 0.189 Observed standard deviation 0.289
Size effect 0.203 Confidence Interval 95% 0.166-0.239
Total size (N) 1,294,011.000 Number of correlations (k) 591.000
Q-Cochram (pvalue) 0.000

Table 3.Meta-analysis with sample error correction. ModaraEconomic performance.

NA N Size effect csQ e
(pvalue) L U
Accounting criteria 50 558,442 0.175 0.000 0.153 0.196
Market criteria 16 400,077 0.068 0.000 0.055 0.081
Perceptual criteria 14 1,100,472 0.104 0.000 0.086 0.122
Size criteria 10 1,072,173 0.842 0.000 0.708 0.917

Others 5 62,578 0.019 0.000 -0.159 0.196
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Table 4. Metanalysis with sample error correction. Soc&tf@rmance.

) Cl 95%
NA N Size effect c le
(pvalue) L U
Professional integral audit criteria 30 840,625 0.087 0.000 0.075 0.099
Stakeholders criteria 34 800,727 0.261 0.000 0.193 0.326
Quality criteria 24 1,161,012 0.136 0.000 0.118 0.153
Social auditing/indexing criteria 13 1,021,913 0.069 0.000 0.059 0.077
Regional development criteria 6 1,191,064 0.089 0.000 0.076 0.103
Created social value criteria 8 1,209,505 0.217 0.000 -0.039 0.447
Other criteria 4 1,063,559 0.200 0.000 0.046 0.345
Table 5.Meta-regression. Moderator variables.
Economic dimension Social dimension
Cl 95% Cl 95%
B pvalue L U B pvalue L U

Intercept -0.6310.000 -0.725 -0.536 -0.604€.000 -0.682 -0.527
Economic dimension

Accounting criteria 0.025 0.277 -0.019 0.069

Market criteria -0.079 0.000 -0.122  -0.037

Perceptual criteria 0.024 0.269 -0.019 0.069

Szecriteria 0.177 0.000 0.096 0.259

Others -0.008 0.894 -0.134 0.117
Social dimension

Professional integral audit criteria -0.116 0.000 -0.146 -0.084

Sakeholderscriteria 0.018 0.208 -0.010 0.047

Quality criteria -0.025 0.105 -0.055 0.005

Social auditing/indexing criteria -0.279 0.000 -0.312 -0.246

Regional development criteria 0.246 0.000 0.187 0.305

Created social value criteria -0.007 0.826 -0.077 0.062

Other criteria -0.044 0.338 -0.136  0.047
Control variables

Activity 0.277 0.000 0.238 0.317 0.309.000 0.281 0.337

Social orientation -0.020 0.413 -0.068 0.028 -0.063.002 -0.103 -0.023

Technology 0.225 0.000 0.185 0.265 0.249.000 0.217 0.281

Cultural context 0.069 0.000 -0.036 0.104 0.13D.000 0.103 0.162
R2 59.97% 80.66%
pvalue (F test) 0.000 0.000
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employment, service quality, success

corporate governance, social

balance, stakeholders

Employment Number of social enterprises
depend on a mother entity

Social aim Economic aim

Social aim Economic aim

ROA, ROE, ROS, sales, net
profit

Created social value

Service quality Sales, net profit, sales cost

Employment, users, Sales, sales cost

volunteers

Employment Sales

Service quality Equity

Volunteers Sales, equity, Number of
social enterprises depend on
a mother entity, sale

cost,volunteer-workers
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0.384

0.300

0.416

0.124

0.020

0.969

0.115

0.108

0.075
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Manufacture industry, medium socialrdagon,
, high technology, continental environment

Manufacture industry, medium sociamrtion,
high technology, continental environment

Service and manufacture industgy, $ocial
orientation, high technology, Anglo-saxon
environment

Service, manufacture and raw matadastries,
high social orientation, high technology, Anglo-
saxon environment

Service industry, high social orientatiow
technology, Anglo-saxon environment

Raw material industry, medium social
orientation, high technology, continental
environment

Service and manufacture industriesjumned
social orientation, high technology, continental
environment

Service and manufacture industrie$, sagial
orientation, low technology, continental
environment

Service, manufacture and raw materihlstries,
high social orientation, low technology, Anglo-
saxon environment

relationship

Created social value Created economic value

Philanthropy Sales

Funds Sales

Funds, networks Sales, equity

Corporate governance Net profit, equity

Employment Total income, assets

Network, community service, ROA
trust, commitment

Social aim, created social ROA
value

Social balance, social aim,  Sales
created social value

(*) Order: Main activity, social orientation, levef technology and cultural context.



