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Introduction

ithin the sustainability literature, in recent decades,

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has gained

significant attention from scholars, regulators, and
stakeholders due to the growing importance of climate change,
global warming, and contemporary social and economic issues
(AL Ani 2021; Hou et al. 2016; Martinez-Conesa et al. 2017;
Maswadi and Amran 2023). It emerged as a broad set of envir-
onmental, economic and social practices that bridge an organi-
sation’s strategy and operations with its responsibilities to
stakeholders (Freeman 2010). In today’s world, companies have
come to realise that it is essential for them to participate in CSR
activities to thrive (Du et al. 2022). Stakeholders now place
increased emphasis on the environmental, social, and economic
dimensions, making it imperative for organisations to establish
trust, transparency, accountability, reputation, and legitimacy to
meet these evolving requirements (Axjonow et al. 2018; Gerged
et al. 2021; Katmon et al. 2019; Platonova et al. 2018). Beyond
financial considerations, stakeholders are also concerned with the
impact of companies on the economy, society, and the environ-
ment (Oskouei 2019; Saeed et al. 2022). Consequently, the inte-
gration of CSR has become a strategic tool for companies to
attract investors, engage with stakeholders and meet their
expectations (Yang et al. 2019). Despite the growing awareness of
CSR best practices within companies and the imperative of CSR
as a competitive reality of organisations, the implementation of
CSR remains highly variable (McWilliams et al. 2006). In parti-
cular, in developing economies, growing awareness and recog-
nition of comprehensive CSR standards (e.g. Global Reporting
Initiative) has created pressure for companies to perform
accordingly. As such, firms face challenges in achieving CSR
expectations.

While the role of organisations in socio-environmental sus-
tainability has been occupying a growing space in the economic
debate, some prior studies have explored how CSR activities affect
corporate value and the long-term sustainability of business
(Barnett et al. 2020) and others highlighted the costs associated
with the CSR activities that could influence a firm’s value (Du and
Yu 2021). Because of widespread concerns about environmental
pollution and ecological degradation, companies increasingly
recognise their social responsibility and strive to incorporate CSR
into their business strategy, and they often disclose CSR initiatives
and activities undertaken to create a responsible image to stake-
holders (Ho et al. 2022). The argument follows that heightened
CSR efforts can benefit shareholders and stakeholders by reducing
risks and enhancing reputation. Consequently, diligent attention
to CSR activities is crucial for companies and their stakeholders.
Nevertheless, awareness remains relatively low in Arab countries,
including the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA) (Al-Abdin et al.
2018). Furthermore, the debate continues regarding whether
increased CSR activities positively influence a firm’s financial
performance and value. It still remains uncertain whether enga-
ging in CSR activities can enhance a firm’s value through these
initiatives (Ali and Kaur 2021). This is because CSR activities can
be categorised in different dimensions to meet the expectations,
often conflicting, of diverse stakeholders. As such, extant literature
is divided about firms’ CSR involvement regarding enhancing
financial performance or economic benefit without necessarily
increasing expenses (Hernandez et al. 2020). For example, Ogachi
and Zoltan (2020) suggest that a firm’s CSR strategy involves costs
and reduces profits due to investments in CSR activities. In con-
trast, Hernandez et al. (2020) and Li et al. (2020) posit that CSR
activities can enhance firm value. Thus, given extant literature
remains inconclusive on whether CSR activities can improve
corporate value (Gupta and Das 2022) in developing countries,
further research is warranted in this context.

2

In the contemporary business landscape, a knowledge-based
economy is crucial for corporate success, emphasising the sig-
nificance of intellectual capital (IC) encompassing knowledge,
skills, experience, organisational technology, customer relations,
and professional skills (Buallay et al. 2020; Tran and Vo 2020;
Allameh 2018). The resource-based view (RBV) theory asserts
that effective utilisation of IC is pivotal in creating value and
sustaining long-term growth for companies (Zambon and Dumay
2016). While companies increasingly rely on IC resources for
sustainable growth, the COVID-19 pandemic has posed a sig-
nificant threat to corporate survival, impacting CSR agendas and
overall firm performance and value. This global crisis, beyond its
public health implications, has led to severe financial and eco-
nomic challenges worldwide. The vulnerable impact of COVID-
19 on corporate value over the past two to three years has drawn
attention from researchers. Despite this, companies are expected
to strategise, innovate, and optimise their IC and other resources
to mitigate the financial vulnerabilities caused by the pandemic,
positioning IC as a crucial asset for navigating and overcoming
the crisis.

Earlier empirical research reached mixed findings on the
impact of CSR on the corporate value, meaning there is no
consensus on CSR-firm value relationship. Thus, a systematic
review of literature along with an empirical analysis is highly
needed. Moreover, most prior studies examining either the effect
of CSR on the firm value or the effect of IC on the firm value have
been limited to exploring the direct link between these two
components without considering the moderating effect. To fill
this gap, this study attempts to examine the extent to which CSR
activities promotes firm value in conjunction with IC and
COVID-19 as distinct moderators. In particular, the main pur-
pose of the present paper is to investigate the direct effects of
CSR, IC and COVID-19 on corporate value in the context of an
emerging market - KSA - first, and then the moderating effect of
IC and COVID-19 on the relationship between CSR and corpo-
rate value. Specifically, we concentrate on Saudi-listed companies,
analysing the simultaneous impact of investments in CSR, as well
as IC and COVID-19, on corporate value. Our study aims to
determine if socially responsible firms operating with extensive IC
demonstrate higher financial sustainability. Additionally, we
empirically explore whether the association between CSR and
corporate value is influenced by the levels of IC and the presence
of COVID-19, thus examining their moderating effects.

A few studies close to our study, Shahzad et al. (2022), Mutuc
and Cabrilo 2022 and Ar et al. (2024), have investigated the
interplay of CSR and IC on firm performance. Shahzad et al.’s
study on US companies shows a significant positive impact of
CSR on firm performance, partially mediated by IC. Ar et al
(2024) study also find that IC mediates the inverse relation
between CSR and firm performance in 24 emerging countries,
suggesting that market reactions to CSR are not always positive.
Mutuc and Cabrilo 2022 research, conducted across five devel-
oped and six developing Asian countries, explores the moderating
effect of IC on the CSR-financial performance relationship. Their
findings reveal a positive association between CSR and financial
performance in developing countries, while in developed coun-
tries, the relationship is negative. Notably, IC has a moderating
effect on the relationship between CSR and financial performance
in developing countries, but not in developed countries.

Our study on Saudi companies distinguishes itself from pre-
vious research by Shahzad et al. (2022), Mutuc and Cabrilo 2022
and Ar1 et al. (2024) in several key areas. First of all, we employ a
unique 37-item checklist to assess CSR activities disclosure
directly, rather than relying solely on ESG metrics. Second, we
utilise both the Value-Added Intellectual Coefficient (VAIC) and
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the Modified Value-Added Intellectual Coefficient (MVAIC) to
measure IC, expanding upon the single VAIC proxy used in prior
studies. Finally, our analysis encompasses a broader range of
financial performance proxies, including ROA, Tobin’s Q, and
additional measures compared to the more limited set used in
previous research. Additionally, our data period and methodology
diverge from theirs as well as the use of COVID-19 variable and
the overall findings of the study. Furthermore, our focus on Saudi
Arabia, a country situated between developed and developing
nations in the Middle East along with unique institutional set-
tings, provides a distinct perspective that complements existing
knowledge on CSR, IC, and COVID-19.

Our study makes significant contributions to the existing body
of literature in several key aspects. Firstly, it stands out as one of
the pioneering endeavours to explore the interconnectedness
among CSR, IC, COVID-19 and firm value in Saudi companies,
leveraging the perspectives of stakeholder, legitimacy and insti-
tutional theories and resource-based view. Secondly, the paper
devises a comprehensive research framework by positioning IC
and COVID-19 as moderators between CSR and firm value. It
further integrates alternative measures of the main variables of
interest and advanced econometric methods to explore the rela-
tionship between CSR and corporate value and considering the
moderating influence of IC and the impact of COVID-19.
Through this comprehensive framework, the study enriches the
existing research landscape and offers empirical validation.
Thirdly, the study holds potential for deepening our under-
standing of these dynamics within firms situated in developing
countries, offering a valuable reference for regulators, practi-
tioners, and researchers. The findings contribute new perspectives
on these complex relationships within the KSA, providing prac-
tical guidance for companies to safeguard their reputation,
legitimacy, and financial stability during the COVID-19 era
through effective CSR practices and leveraging IC. The study’s
outcomes present fresh insights for policymakers, regulators, and
investors, opening avenues for future research in academia and
practical application for business professionals.

The subsequent sections of this paper are structured as follows.
Section “Theory, literature and hypotheses” provides a short
theoretical foundation, a survey of the literature, and hypotheses
development. The study methodology and data used are
explained in Section “Methodology and data”, the empirical
findings are shown in Section “Empirical results”, and the
robustness test results are shown in Section “Robustness check”.
Finally, Section “Discussion and concluding remarks” offers a
brief discussion and concluding remarks including policy impli-
cations, limitations and suggested future research directions.

Theory, literature and hypotheses

Theoretical views of CSR activities disclosure and intellectual
capital. The concept of CSR has gained momentum recently,
garnering increased attention from business leaders, investors,
and policymakers. While some argue that companies have moral
and ethical obligations to society (Carroll 2004), CSR encom-
passes wealth creation, social power, social demand, and ethical
values (Garriga and Mele 2004). Existing literature notes that CSR
involves a trade-off between stakeholders, balancing moral and
economic interests. Despite the absence of a universal theory,
many scholars connect CSR to integrated theories like stakeholder
and legitimacy theories. Some argue that legitimacy theory is
grounded in stakeholder theory where CSR represents a strategy
that can be used by firms to create their value (Garriga and Mele
2004; Tanimoto 2019). These theories play a crucial role in
guiding businesses to develop and implement environmental and
social reporting to fulfil their social contract and gain recognition

from stakeholders (Burlea Schiopoiu and Popa 2013). In this
context, Li et al. (2016) contend that CSR activities lead to
improve relationships between firms and their diverse stake-
holders, which in turn increase firm value. Other scholars argue
that external pressure exerted on firms motivate them to parti-
cipate in CSR initiatives. Institutional theory explores how
external pressures drive firms towards CSR. It posits that in order
to gain legitimacy, companies need to adjust to the external
pressures and institutional frameworks, addressing social and
environmental issues raised by stakeholders through CSR.
Because, attaining legitimacy is critical as firms face different
types of attention, such as financial performance, CSR engage-
ment and innovation outcomes. Thus, CSR disclosure aligns with
stakeholder, legitimacy and institutional theories.

The CSR and firm performance relationship, i.e. whether CSR
activities of the firm is value increasing or not, have been a subject
of extensive academic debate in the literature, with various
theories and empirical studies offering diverse perspectives. From
a theoretical perspective, a blend between CSR and stakeholder
theory has been validated in numerous literature (Brown and
Forster 2013) documenting CSR as an important dimension for
value-added to the company (Margolis and Walsh 2003) as well
as obtaining legitimacy from different stakeholders suggested by
the legitimacy theory (Burlea Schiopoiu and Popa 2013;
Tanimoto 2019). While the direct causal link between CSR and
financial performance is debated, stakeholder theory provides a
valuable lens for understanding this complex interplay. The
theory posits that a company’s success depends on its ability to
satisfy the needs and expectations of various stakeholders. The
advocates for CSR argue that it can be used for creating firm
value. Within the context of stakeholder theory, companies can
leverage CSR as a strategic tool to enhance firm performance and
value by balancing competing interests and priorities of different
stakeholders. Similarly, CSR can be viewed as a strategy to achieve
and maintain legitimacy in the eyes of their stakeholders, which is
essential for the firm’s success and survival. Legitimacy theory
offers a valuable framework for understanding the relationship
between CSR and firm performance. By engaging in socially
responsible practices, firms can enhance their legitimacy, improve
reputation, reduce risks and achieve better financial outcomes.
CSR can be seen as a mechanism through which companies
usually adapt to external pressures and expectations, and improve
their overall performance. Again, institutional theory can also be
used to explain the consequences of CSR on firm performance.
From this theory perspective, firms engage in CSR activities,
expected within their industry-wide institutionalised practice, to
avoid negative publicity, and improve their public image and
long-term business performance. In summary, these theoretical
perspectives emphasis on how CSR activities can impact firm
financial performance, not just why firms engage in CSR
initiatives.

Contrary to the above discussion, prior studies also argue that
CSR activities create agency costs. According to the agency
theory, firm resources are expected to be invested in projects that
add value to the firms or are distributed among the shareholders
(Hafez 2016). This theory suggests that increased costs in higher
levels of CSR activities may be considered a waste of resources for
not improving financial performance and firm value. Managers
may prioritise CSR initiatives that serve their own interests rather
than maximising firm value. Agency theory on CSR argues that
managers can deliberately use corporate resources to pursue their
own utility or uphold firm reputation that are detrimental to
corporate value. Consistent with these arguments, prior studies
indicate that some firms resort heavily to CSR activities with the
purpose of hiding their manipulating reported earnings (Prior
et al. 2008; Chih et al. 2008). Also, to hide managerial self-serving
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behaviour and other opportunistic motivation (such as earnings
management), managers may create a veil through increased CSR
activities to create a good public image for the firms by misusing
resources, putting the firms at an economic disadvantage and
sacrificing long-term profitability (Prior et al. 2008). This refers to
CSR washing where managers engage in superficial CSR activities
without making meaningful changes to create value for
shareholders.

Finally, IC encompasses knowledge, experience, and practical
competencies, contributing to increased corporate value (Dumay
2016). The resource-based view (RBV) theory highlights a
company’s resources and competencies as crucial drivers for
long-term performance and competitive advantage (Kraaijen-
brink et al. 2010). The theory suggests that firms possess unique
resources and capabilities that can provide them with a
competitive lead to improve financial performance. Allameh
(2018) argues that IC serves as a valuable strategic resource by
offering both tangible and intangible knowledge resources for
businesses to extract and generate value. According to the RBV
theory, IC forms the foundation for value creation (Daou et al.
2013), with corporate performance depending on a firm’s
effective and efficient utilisation of both tangible and intangible
assets (Ismail and Al-Musali 2011).

CSR activities disclosure, intellectual capital, COVID-19 and
corporate value. The increasing global emphasis on CSR initia-
tives stems from a rise in environmental accidents, heightening
public awareness of climate change and its multifaceted reper-
cussions—spanning adverse social and environmental effects and
substantial economic consequences. Noteworthy research, such as
that by Peters and Romi (2015) and Weber et al. (2014), has
highlighted the profound economic impacts associated with cli-
mate change. Stakeholders across various sectors, including
investors, corporations, regulators, and policymakers, have
exhibited a growing awareness of the importance of environ-
mental and climate issues, as evidenced by studies conducted by
Han et al. (2023) and Haque (2017). These pressures extend
beyond traditional corporate management considerations,
reflecting an increasing emphasis from stakeholders on social and
environmental concerns, particularly climate change, as indicated
by research from Chang et al. (2017) and Choi and Lee (2018). In
a similar vein, the social dimensions of CSR (such as employ-
ment, human rights, health and safety, food safely, customer
satisfaction, community wellbeing) have also become a focal point
for businesses seeking to demonstrate their commitment to
ethical practices and integrate social responsibility into their core
business model. By prioritising social initiatives, companies can
cultivate a positive and responsible public image and build trust
with various stakeholders that contribute their overall business
performance. Nguyen and Nguyen (2021) indicate that the
employee orientation subcomponent of CSR positively correlated
with a firm’s financial performance in Vietnamese listed com-
panies. Again, Saeed et al. (2023) investigate the role of firms’
social and environmental dimensions in the financial perfor-
mance in eight emerging Asian markets. They report that the
social dimension is more effective in increasing firm performance
relative to the environmental dimension, supporting the view that
socially responsible firms have a competitive edge over their rivals
that leads to higher profitability. Eledum and Elmahgop (2024)
reveal that CSR significantly improves corporate performance and
competitive advantage in Saudi food industry primarily when
focused on innovation, indicating the need for integrating CSR
into core business strategies to strengthen stakeholder relation-
ships and profitability. Saeed et al. (2024) also document a
negative association between CSR dimensions relating to

4

diversity, and employee relations and firm leverage, implying
easier access to equity financing. Thus, it can be argued that by
actively addressing the social concerns, companies can not only
contribute to positive social change but also strengthen their
relationships with employees, customers, investors, and the
broader community.

The global financial and health crises have prompted a call for
improved CSR practices across organisations of varying sizes,
beyond the traditional focus on large enterprises (Young and
Marais 2012). Debates arise regarding the impact of environ-
mental investments on firm value, with some arguing for value
enhancement (Jones 1995; Albuquerque et al. 2020; Anginer et al.
2018; Ferrell et al. 2016), while others contend it may divert
limited resources from profit-centric objectives (Freeman, 1984;
Stout 2012). Notably, studies present conflicting results (Chen
and Lee 2017). Advocates suggest that CSR investments
contribute to long-term business performance and stakeholder
support (Guenster et al. 2011). However, opponents posit that
such expenditures may be viewed as detrimental to shareholder
value, with concerns about managerial motivation and potential
self-serving behaviour (Dang et al. 2021; Krueger 2015). Building
on diverse theoretical perspectives discussed above, this literature
explores the tension between the perceived benefits and draw-
backs of CSR initiatives in terms of financial outcomes and
managerial motivations.

Considering the divergent opinions, an extensive literature
analysis indicates that CSR initiatives generally enhance company
success (Chang and Shen 2014; Saeidi et al. 2015) and value
(Qureshi et al. 2020). Studies by Sheikh (2018), Yoon et al. (2018),
and Hu et al. (2018) in the US, Korea, and China, respectively,
suggest a positive link between CSR engagement and corporate
performance. Kurniasari et al. (2017) and Socoliuc et al. (2018)
also indicate a positive effect of CSR on firm value including banks
and real estate companies. Conversely, Ahsan et al. (2022), Badayi
et al. (2021), and Jyoti and Khanna (2021) report a negative
significant association between environmental sustainability and
corporate performance. D’Amato and Falivena (2019), Guo et al.
(2020), Mukhtariddin et al. (2019) and Nekhili et al. (2017) also
demonstrate a negative effect of CSR on firm value including
banks, suggesting that CSR increases the costs that do not generate
profit, thus leading to decrease firm value. Additionally, some
other studies find no direct relationship or significant link between
CSR and firm value (Hafiz 2016; Nuryana and Bhebhe 2019;
Surroca et al. 2010; Worokinasih and Zaini 2020). Thus, despite
the positive aspects of CSR across environmental, social, and
economic dimensions, companies sometimes engage in CSR
activities for greenwashing/blue-washing or to safeguard their
corporate image. By prioritising CSR initiatives over financial
performance, managers may also use CSR activities to hide self-
serving behaviour and create agency costs.

Apart from the above, a considerable body of research has
explored the influence of IC on corporate performance. One
research strand examines IC measured by the VAIC, while
another investigates IC measured by the MVAIC. Both groups
identify a positive and significant effect of IC on firm
performance (Maji and Goswami 2017; Nadeem et al. 2018;
Sardo and Serrasqueiro 2017; Tran and Vo 2020; Xu and Li 2019).

Further, the COVID-19 pandemic caused significant turbu-
lence in the global economy. Numerous research have extensively
documented the profound impact of the COVID-19 pandemic in
global financial markets, particularly emerging markets, substan-
tially declining equity returns of listed firms and exacerbating
market risks (Jiang et al. 2022). As a result, with the advent of the
COVID-19 pandemic, CSR related activities have been severely
affected because of additional costs associated with CSR activities
that could influence a firm’s value (Ogachi and Zoltan 2020).
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Given the above explanations and findings of the studies in the
existing literature, the first hypothesis is articulated as follows:

Hla: CSR activities disclosure is significantly associated (either
positive or negative) with corporate value in Saudi listed
companies.

H1b: Intellectual Capital is positively associated with corporate
value in Saudi listed companies.

Hlc: COVID-19 is negatively associated with corporate value in
Saudi listed companies.

Moderating or contingent roles of intellectual capital and
COVID-19 on CSR activities disclosure and corporate
value nexus

Intellectual capital. The concept of moderation refers to any
variable influencing the association between two or more vari-
ables, indicating the moderator’s effect on this association. In a
moderating test, a statistically significant interaction term sug-
gests that the relationship between dependent and independent
variables depends on the levels of the moderation variable. In our
study, despite the direct effect of CSR on corporate value being
significant, as hypothesised (H1), the impact of the interaction
term of CSR and IC (VAIC or MVAIC) on corporate value
determines the dependency of the direct effect on the levels of IC
(VAIC or MVAIC).

While the literature extensively explores the direct effect of IC
on corporate value, no existing study examines the interactive
effect of IC (VAIC, MVAIC) on the CSR-corporate value
relationship. This means whether IC acts as an amplifier or
attenuator (i.e., moderating effect) in the association between CSR
disclosure and corporate value remains unexplored in current
literature. To address this gap, our second hypothesis is
formulated as follows:

H2: Intellectual Capital has a moderating/interactive effect on
the relationship between CSR activities disclosure and corporate
value in Saudi listed companies.

COVID-19. The COVID-19 pandemic has profoundly impacted
the global economy, with numerous studies exploring its eco-
nomic effects. It surpassed previous pandemics in its devastating
consequences on worldwide economies (Padhan and Prabheesh
2021). COVID-19 significantly influenced economic activity,
leading to sharp spikes in unemployment (Campello et al. 2020),
substantial declines in stock prices and revenues (Fahlenbrach
et al. 2021), and disruptions in trade across sectors (Bapuji et al.
2020). In specific industries, Mazur et al. (2020) noted substantial
market capitalisation declines exceeding 70% in crude petroleum,
real estate, entertainment, and hospitality. Shen et al. (2020)
identified a negative correlation between confirmed coronavirus
cases and industry performance, while Topcu and Gulal (2020)
found the most adverse effects in Asian emerging markets.

Continuing with the moderation concept, if the interaction
term between CSR and COVID-19 significantly impacts corpo-
rate value, the direct effect of CSR depends on the level of
COVID-19. Despite various studies exploring COVID-19’s
influence on economic activities, none have investigated its
interactive effect on the association between CSR and corporate
value - whether COVID-19 amplifies or attenuates (i.e.,
moderates) the CSR disclosure and corporate value link. Given
the Saudi economy’s oil sector focus and the significant decline in
oil prices during the coronavirus crisis, it is plausible that KSA-
listed companies were severely affected. To address this gap, we
formulate the third hypothesis as follows:

H3: COVID-19 has a moderating/interactive effect on the
relationship between CSR activities disclosure and corporate value
in Saudi listed companies.

Table 1 Sample selection.

Description No. of firms-years
Panel A

Firms listed in the Saudi stock market 189
(Tadawul) from 2011 to 2021

Less: Financial and insurance firms 323
Less: Missing Data 34
Final Sample 832
Panel B

Sector Observations Percentage
Materials 244 29.33
Consumer Discretionary 142 17.07
Industrials 18 14.18
Consumer Staples 95 .42
Real Estate 63 7.57
Health Care 50 6.01
Communication Services 36 4.33
Diversified Financials 34 4.09
Energy 27 3.25
Utilities 14 1.68
Information Technology 9 1.08
Total 832 100
Source(s): Table created by authors.

Methodology and data

Data collection and sample. To evaluate the aforementioned
hypotheses, this study focuses on nonfinancial firms listed on the
Saudi Stock Exchange (Tadawul) between 2016 and 2021. The
choice of 2016 as the starting point aligns with the announcement
of the Saudi Vision 2030 by the Saudi government in 2016, a plan
emphasising social development sustainability (Bamahros et al.
2022; Qasem et al. 2022). This initiative may have prompted
increased CSR activities among Saudi companies, as indicated by
Alharbi’s (2021) research on improved CSR disclosures after the
Saudi Vision 2030 declaration. The study’s timeframe
(2016-2021) is significant, encompassing key institutional
developments: the modified Saudi Corporate Governance Code
(CGCQ) introduction in 2017, the Saudi Vision 2030, and the
Covid-19 pandemic. In the sample selection process, firms
operating in the financial sector such as banks, insurance and
other financial institutions were excluded due to their distinct
disclosure regulations and corporate governance structures
established by the Saudi Central Bank (SAMA), rendering them
inappropriate for inclusion in the study sample (Boshnak 2022;
Ebaid 2022; Habbash and Haddad 2020). As a result, a final
sample comprises of 154 companies (832 company-year obser-
vations) across Tadawul’s 11 sectors, is detailed in Table 1. CSR
and non-financial data, including COVID-19 information, were
extracted from sampled firms’ annual reports, while financial
data, IC, and control variables were sourced from the Thomson
Reuters DataStream database.

Variables

Dependent variable. The dependent variable in this study is cor-
porate value represented through four key measurements, encom-
passing both market-based and accounting-based perspectives.
Corporate value refers to investors’ perception of a company’s
success, closely linked to its share price and representing its market
value. Enhancing corporate value stands as a primary objective for
companies, serving as a critical benchmark for investors. Tobin’s Q
(TQ) serves as the market-based indicator, gaining prominence in
business research, particularly in examining the link between CSR
disclosures and firm value (Nirino et al. 2022; Wang and Sarkis
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2017). Tobin’s q ratio represents the market’s valuation of a firm’s
current assets and is frequently used as a proxy for assessing firm
value and performance (Ar1 et al. 2024). Previous research by
Godfrey (2005) and Godfrey et al. (2009) indicates that corporate
engagement in CSR can reduce the potential impact of negative
events on stock prices, achieving an insurance-like effect. Peloza
(2005) and Peloza (2006) contend that the reputation generated by
companies through CSR investment is equivalent to purchasing
insurance for the company, making it a wise choice for managers to
implement CSR, not only for its insurance function but also to
maintain competitive advantage. CSR reputation can protect firms
and reduce the impact of negative events, decreasing losses and
lowering the probability of financial crises (Schnietz and Epstein
2005). When firms are willing to participate in more environmental
conservation, social welfare, and community care activities, and
achieve good CSR ratings, they can enhance their image and
reputation, thereby improving their financial performance (El
Ghoul et al. 2019). According to Hu and Yin (2024), companies
with higher CSR ratings achieve superior stock returns compared to
those with lower ratings, especially during times of political
uncertainty. Previous studies have commonly regarded Tobin’s Q as
a more suitable measure in evaluating a firm’s potential future
performance as well as connecting between CSR disclosure and
company value. Tobin’s Q is widely employed as a more appro-
priate measure for firm worth which is forward-looking nature
compared to other financial metrics (Tahmid et al. 2022). Addi-
tionally, accounting-based measurements include Return on Assets
(ROA), Return on Equity (ROE), and Return on Invested Capital
(ROIC), widely utilised in prior studies (Ghardallou and Alessa
2022; Jyoti and Khanna 2021; Khan and Qasem 2024; Saeed et al.
2023).

Independent variable. The CSR disclosure score serves as the
primary explanatory variable in this research. To calculate the
CSR score, we developed a self-constructed disclosure index. This
index is based on a 37-item checklist covering six key categories:
community, employees, environment, energy, customer, and
products and services. The checklist was designed in accordance
with the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI-G4) framework, ISO
26000, and the CMA ESG disclosure guidelines 2022, which
emphasise environmental, social, and economic considerations.
Appendix A provides a mapping matrix that illustrates the
alignment of each checklist item with these frameworks. Addi-
tionally, the items in this checklist align with those analysed in
prior studies focused on the Saudi market (Alotaibi and
Hussainey 2016; Boshnak 2022; Ebaid 2022; Habbash and
Haddad 2020; Mahjoub 2019; Qasem et al. 2023, 2024) and in
other emerging markets with similar contexts (Alkayed and Omar
2022; Ananzeh et al. 2022; Badru and Qasem 2024; Dakhli 2021).

While this index incorporates globally recognised CSR
elements, it also includes items unique to the Saudi context.
Some CSR themes, such as ongoing charity (WAGFF), Quran
memorisation programs, and Islamic charity, reflect the country’s
cultural and religious practices, which may not be fully covered by
ISO 26000, GRI-G4, or CMA frameworks (see Appendix A).
These Saudi-specific items are consistent with prior studies
emphasising the importance of integrating local cultural and
religious elements into CSR reporting (Alotaibi and Hussainey
2016; Mahjoub 2019). This approach aligns with recommenda-
tions from Al-Abdin et al. (2018) and Eduardo et al. (2019) for
incorporating country-specific CSR items to provide a culturally
reflective and comprehensive view of CSR practices. Some items
from the ISO 26000, GRI-G4, or CMA frameworks were excluded
from our CSR index as they are not commonly addressed in
previous Saudi studies, reflecting their limited relevance in local
CSR practices.

6

We employ manual content analysis, a reliable method for
evaluating disclosure quality, based on predetermined criteria
(Ebaid 2022), assessing the importance of CSR items to reporting
firms (Ullah et al. 2019). This technique, widely used for quality
and quantity assessments of disclosures (Boshnak 2022), assures
repeatability and validity in extracting references from data
(Krippendorft 2013). The analysis rates each checklist item on a
scale of 0 to 3 (refer to Appendix A) according to CSR activities
disclosed in the firms’ annual reports or CSR reports, with a score
of zero assigned to firms providing no CSR data for a specific
index item. A score of 3 is assigned for quantitative data, 2 for
qualitative but specific disclosures, 1 for general qualitative
disclosures, and 0 for no disclosure. This scoring system allows
for a nuanced evaluation of disclosure quality, differentiating
between levels of detail provided by firms.

To clarify the scoring process, we provide examples that
differentiate between ratings of 3, 2, and 1, based on sample
disclosures from annual reports:

e Quantitative disclosure (Score of 3): This indicates the
highest level of specificity, where the CSR disclosure
includes numerical data or financial information. For
example, under the community theme for social activities
support, Sahara International Petrochemical Company
(Sipchem) reported: “In 2021, Sipchem allocated a total of
about SAR 9 million for community service activities, as the
contributions and initiatives varied according to Sipchem’s
policy in community service. Sipchem focused on implement-
ing sustainable programs aimed at increasing the pace in
line with social change and has focused on areas of concern”
(Board Annual Report of Sipchem Company 2021, p. 30).

e Qualitative Specific Disclosure (Score of 2): This level
reflects non-quantitative but detailed information that
clearly describes CSR initiatives. For instance, for sponsor-
ing environmental activities under the environment theme,
National Agricultural Development Co. reported: “Sponsor-
ship and participation in international events and days in
cooperation with strategic partners, most notably the World
Diabetes Day event with the King Abdulaziz City for Science
and Technology and the World Earth Day event by
participating in an accompanying exhibition under the
supervision of the Ministry of Environment, Water and
Agriculture” (Annual Report of National Agricultural
Development Co. (2020, p. 62).

e Qualitative Generic Disclosure (Score of 1): This rating is
for broad, non-specific descriptions that indicate CSR
involvement without detailed information. For example,
under the customer theme for customer service and
meeting customers’ needs, Bawan Co. disclosed: “Safe-
guarding customer interests is of paramount importance to
the Company. Bawan’s commitment is to professionalism,
and they constantly aim towards an improved customer
journey and experience. The knowledge base system is very
straightforward, and it leads customers to understand their
needs and employees to serve them in the simplest way
possible, thus, leading employees to assist clients in making
the most suitable decisions” (Annual Report of Bawan Co.
(2020, p. 60).

The CSR index for each firm is calculated by determining the
ratio of actual scores to the total number of items using the
specified formula:
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Where CSR; = firm’s CSR disclosures, which are scored on a scale
of 0 to 3.

n; = denotes the total number of disclosure items, amounting
to 37 for jth firm.

Xj;=a score of 3 is assigned if the it? firm reveals quantitative
data, a score of 2 is given if qualitative data is disclosed with a
precise explanation, a score of 1 is assigned for the disclosure of
general qualitative data, and a score of 0 indicates no disclosure.

Reliability of CSR scoring. In our study, the CSR disclosure
scoring process was conducted by a single primary coder with
prior experience in CSR coding. Milne and Adler (1999) claim
that a single coder with a good experience is more reliable and
cost effective in scoring process. To ensure inter-rater reliability
and minimise subjectivity, we adopted a verification process
consistent with practices in prior research (Abhayawansa and
Guthrie 2016; Al-Shaer 2018; Anas et al. 2015; Sadou et al. 2017).
Specifically, we re-assessed 45 annual reports (approximately
5.5% of the sample) three months after the initial scoring. These
reports were independently recoded by a second coder who was
briefed on the disclosure index and scoring methods. The cor-
relation between the primary coder’s initial scores and the second
coder’s scores was 84%, indicating a high level of consistency
(Qaderi et al. 2022; Wan-Hussin et al. 2021). The discrepancies
identified between the primary and secondary coder’s scores were
carefully reviewed and resolved through discussion, ensuring
consistent application of scoring criteria.

Moderating variables. The moderating variables investigated in
this study are intellectual capital (IC) and COVID-19. In terms of
IC, we employed the MVAIC model, a monetary measure of IC.
Initially, we computed companies’ value added (VAD) by sum-
ming operating profit (OP), depreciation and amortisation (DA),
and employees’ costs (EC). VAIC was then derived from total
human capital efficiency (HCE), structural capital efficiency
(SCE), and capital employed efficiency coefficient (CEE). HCE
represented the percentage of VAD to EC, SCE was computed by
dividing structural capital (SC) by VAD (where SC equaled VAD
minus HCE), and CEE denoted the percentage of VAD to capital
employed (CE). While VAIC is a comprehensive metric for
assessing a company’s performance over time (Skhvediani et al.
2023; Tiwari 2022), it lacks consideration of relational capital
(HCE). The modified MVAIC addresses this limitation by
incorporating relational capital efficiency (RCE), making it a
more comprehensive extension of the original VAIC (Soetanto
and Liem 2019). In addition, given that VAIC is one of the best
measurements for statistical analysis (Andriessen 2004), which
has been extensively used in prior studies (Battisti et al. 2022;
Nirino et al. 2022; Tiwari 2022; Vrontis et al. 2020), the VAIC was
used for the robustness test in Section “Robustness check” of
this study.

COVID-19 denotes the COVID-19 period and is assigned a
value of one for observations belonging to years 2020-2021, and a
value of zero otherwise (Baatwah et al. 2022; Hambali and
Adhariani 2023; Shen et al. 2020).

Control variables. In this study, building upon prior research,
several variables that could influence the nexus between CSR
activities disclosure and corporate value are incorporated as
control variables such as firm size (SIZE), leverage (LEVEG), sales
growth (SGROWTH), systematic risk (BETA), illiquidity (Ami-
hud), capital intensity (CaplInt), and tangibility (Tangble)—to
examine their impact on the relationship between independent
variables and firm performance metrics (Al-Dhamari et al. 2022;
Ghardallou and Alessa 2022; Gupta and Krishnamurti 2021; Jyoti
and Khanna 2021; Nirino et al. 2022; Saeed et al. 2023; Youn et al.

2015). Firm size is calculated as the natural logarithm of market
capitalisation (Qasem et al. 2025), while leverage is determined as
the percentage of total debt to total assets (Saeed et al. 2023;
Wang and Sarkis 2017). Sales growth is calculated as the differ-
ence between sales in year t and sales in t - 1, scaled by the sales
in year t - 1 (Badru and Qasem 2024; Ghardallou and Alessa
2022). Market risk is defined by the correlation between the
fluctuation in a stock’s volatility and the overall volatility of the
market (Qasem et al. 2022; Youn et al. 2015). Fang et al. (2009)
find that firms with more liquid stocks have better performance,
in this study, we use the illiquidity measurement suggested by
Amihud and Mendelson (1986). Hence, illiquidity is measured as
the annual average of the daily absolute return of a stock divided
by its daily trading volume (Gupta and Krishnamurti 2021; Wan-
Hussin et al. 2021). Capital intensity is defined as the percentage
of total assets to the firm’s total revenues (Saeed et al. 2023), and
tangibility is measured as the percentage of a firm’s tangible assets
to its total assets (Ghardallou and Alessa 2022).

Model specification and regression method

Direct relationship model specification. To investigate the effects of
CSR activities disclosure and IC on corporate value, the following
regression model is employed:

CVALUE, = B, + 3,CSR;, + B,MVAIC,, + B,LnSIZE,,
+B,LEVEG,;, + B;SGROWTH,, + B,BETA,,
+ B,LnAmihud;, + ByCapInt,, + ,Tangble,,
+ Years Dummies + Sector Dummies + ¢

M

Again, to examine the effects of CSR activities disclosure and
COVID-19 on corporate value, the following regression model is
employed:

CVALUE;; = B, + B,CSR;; + B,COVID — 19;, + 5 LnSIZE;
+ B, LEVEG,, + 3, SGROWTH,, 4 3, BETA,,
+ 3, LnAmihud,, + B4 Caplnt,, + B, Tangble,,
+ Years Dummies 4 Sector Dummies + ¢,
@

Moderation model specification. To test the moderation or con-
tingent effects of IC and COVID-19 on the association between
CSR activities disclosure and corporate value (i.e., attenuating or
amplifying), we estimate the following regression models:

CVALUE;, = B, + B,CSR;, + B,MVAIC,, 4 3,CSR x MVAIC;,
+ B,LnSIZE;, + B;LEVEG;, + B,SGROWTH,,
+ B,BETA,, + BsLnAmihud,, + ,CapInt, + f3,,Tangble,,
+ Years Dummies + Sector Dummies + ¢;,

(€)

CVALUE;; = B, + B,CSR;, + B,COVID-19;, + ;CSR x COVID-19,,
+ B,LnSIZE, + B;LEVEG;, + B,SGROWTH,, + 3,BETA,;,
+ ByLnAmihud,, + By Caplnt,, + B,,Tangble,,
+ Years Dummies + Sector Dummies + ¢,

4

To mitigate the impact of years and industries, the regression
equations incorporate dummy variables for these factors. To
enhance robustness, we apply winsorisation to limit outliers and
data errors by trimming values at the 15t and 99th percentiles.
Table 2 presents the measurements of the variables used in this
study.
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Table 2 Variable definitions.

Variables Acronym Descriptions

Dependent variables
Tobin's Q TQ

Independent variables: Intellectual Capital (VAIC and MVAIC)

(Market value of equity + total debt)/total assets

Return on assets ROA Net income divided by total assets
Return on equity ROE Net income divided by total equity
Return on invested capital ROIC Net income divided by invested capital
Independent variables

Corporate social responsibility CSR CSR disclosure score

Corporate social responsibility CSRgn CSR guantity

The sales growth rate, calculated as the difference between sales in year t and sales in t - 1, scaled by
Market risk is defined by the correlation between the fluctuation in a stock’s volatility and the overall

Following Amihud and Mendelson (1986), illiquidity measured as the annual average of the daily

Human capital efficiency HCE Computed as value added divided by human capital
Structural capital efficiency SCE Computed as structural capital divided by value added
Capital employed efficiency CEE Computed as value added divided by capital employed
Value Added Intellectual VAIC Computed as the sum of the three efficiencies
Coefficient (VAIC = HCE + SCE + CEE)
Relational capital efficiency RCE Computed as relational capital divided by value added
Modified Value-Added MVAIC Computed as the sum of the four efficiencies
Intellectual Coefficient (MVAIC =HCE + SCE + CEE + RCE)
COVID-19 COVID-19  Take 1 for 2020, 2021, and O otherwise
Control variables
Company size SIZE Market capitalisation
Size LnSIZE Natural log of firms’ market capitalisation
Leverage LEVEG The ratio of total debt to total assets
Sales Growth SGROWTH

the sales in year t - 1.
Systematic risk BETA

volatility of the market.
Illiquidity Amihud

absolute return of a stock divided by its daily trading volume.
Capital intensity Caplnt The ratio of total assets to total revenue of the firm
Tangibility Tangible

Defined as the ratio of all tangible assets to total assets of the firm

Source(s): Table created by authors.

Regression method. This study employs a 6-year longitudinal
dataset to quantitatively analyse the impact of explanatory vari-
ables (CSR disclosure, IC and COVID-19) on firm value first and
then moderation effects of IC and COVID-19. Utilising the panel
data approach, as suggested by Ebaid (2022), which integrates
cross-sectional and time-series observations, we aim to minimise
collinearity issues. For conducting the regression analyses, we
assessed data using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression
assumptions. First, we compared random-effects (REs) and pooled
OLS regressions using the Breusch and Pagan Lagrange Multiplier
Test (BPLM). BPLM results favoured the REs method over the
pooled OLS method (p = 0.000) (Ghaleb et al. 2022; Gujarati and
Porter 2009; Khan et al. 2024). The Hausman specification test
(Hausman 1978) led to choosing a fixed effects method, but
diagnostic tests revealed flaws, particularly the Breusch-Pagan/
Cook-Weisberg tests provide significant p-values (p = 0.000)
indicating heteroscedasticity. Furthermore, to test for the existence
of autocorrelation in the regression methods, Wooldridge’s test for
panel data was used. The findings show that all regression
methods suffered from autocorrelation problems (p = 0.000).
Acknowledging the potential for autocorrelation and group-wise
heteroscedasticity in the error variance over time (Baum 2001), the
feasible generalised least squares (FGLS) method is utilised in this
study. The FGLS method, recommended by Wooldridge (2009),
proves robust in handling first-order autoregressive disturbances,
cross-sectional correlation, and heteroscedasticity across panels in
unbalanced datasets (Al-Duais et al. 2022; Bouaziz et al. 2020;
Qasem et al. 2020; Wan Mohammad et al. 2016; Wooldridge
2010). Furthermore, the FGLS regression model addresses con-
cerns related to data normality and homoscedasticity, making it
more suitable for our analysis (Saif-Alyousfi 2020).

8

Empirical results

Descriptive statistics. Our study comprises 832 firm-year
observations from 2016 to 2021, representing 11 industries clas-
sified by the Tadawul sectors. Descriptive statistics in Table 3
present key variables, including mean, median, standard devia-
tion, minimum, and maximum values. TQ’s mean (median) is
1.769 (1.240), ranging from 0.032 to 26.415. ROA averages 3.652
(3.530) with a range of —62.420 to 47.220, while ROE’s mean
(median) is 4.131 (4.730), ranging from —73.140 to 75.410.
ROIC’s mean (median) stands at 4.405 (4.130), with values
spanning —69.140 to 53.660. Our sample companies exhibit an
average CSR score of 0.994 (33%), ranging from 0.000 to 2.784
(out of a possible 3). This aligns with prior Saudi findings, such as
27% Ebaid (2022), 24% Habbash (2016), and 36% Abdulhaq and
Muhamed (2015), indicating a consistent trend of lower average
CSR scores.

The MVAIC model indicates an average (median) IC value of
5.850 (3.957) across all sampled firms, with a minimum of —4.107
and a maximum of 92.593. Results reveal a mean COVID-19
value of 0.347, implying that approximately one-third of our
sampled companies pertain to the years 2020-2021. SIZE has a
mean value of SR35 billion, ranging from SR60 million to SR7.1
trillion. Table 3 demonstrates mean (median) values for LEVEG
and SGROWTH at 24.201 (11.700) and 0.165 (0.000) respectively.
Additionally, BETA and Amihud show mean (median) values of
1.054 (1.150) and 2.277 (0.443), while CapInt and Tangible
exhibit mean (median) values of 5.982 (2.384) and 0.470 (0.489)
respectively.

Correlation analysis. Table 4 presents the correlation matrix
results for firm performance variables (TQ, ROA, ROE, and
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics.

Variable Mean p50 SD Min Max
TQ 1.769 1.240 1.745 0.032 26.415
ROA 3.652 3.530 8.709 —62.420 47.220
ROE 4131 4.730 16.730 —73.140 75.410
ROIC 4.405 4130 11.371 —69.140 53.660
CSR 0.994 0.919 0.717 0.000 2.784
CSRgn 0.443 0.432 0.302 0.000 1.000
MVAIC 5.850 3.957 7.459 —4.107 92.593
VAIC 5354 3.425 7.569 —6.184 92.566
COVID-19 0.347 0.000 0.476 0.000 1.000
SIZE (000) 35,000,000 1,845,000 424,000,000 60,600 7,160,000,000
LnSIZE 14.672 14.428 1.543 11.012 22.691
LEVEG 24.201 22.700 19.461 0.000 80.930
SGROWTH 0.165 0.000 1.949 —0.980 35.118
BETA 1.054 1.150 0.623 —7.200 2.670
Amihud 2.277 0.443 8.023 0.001 181.352
LnAmihud —0.753 —-0.814 1.794 —7.106 5.200
Caplnt 5.982 2384 11.683 0.187 93.580
Tangible 0.470 0.489 0.247 0.000 0.991
Note: All variables are defined in Table 2.

ROIC), as well as independent and control variables, across
sampled companies from 2016 to 2021. The findings indicate the
absence of multicollinearity concerns, with correlations below
0.80 for variables within the same model. The highest correlation
(0.414) is observed between SIZE and CSR (Gujarati and Porter
2009; Kennedy 2008). Variance inflation factor (VIF) calcula-
tions, though unreported, reveal values consistently below 10,
confirming the absence of multicollinearity issues in this study
(Kennedy 2008).

Regression results. Table 5 presents the results for regression
Models (1) and (3), exploring the impact of CSR disclosure and
IC (IC - MVAIC) on firm performance, along with the moder-
ating effect of IC on the CSR-corporate performance relationship.
Financial performance variables (TQ, ROA, ROE, ROIC) are
dependent variables, while CSR and its interaction with IC
(CSR*MVAIC) are explanatory variables. In Model (1), detailed
in Table 5 Columns 1 to 4, CSR disclosure coefficients are con-
sistently negative and statistically significant at the 1% level
(P<0.001) across all corporate performance metrics, supporting
our hypothesis Hla in the negative direction. This implies that
increased engagement in CSR activities does not enhance firm
performance. Our findings align with prior studies that associate
CSR with negative impacts on firm performance (Ar et al. 2024;
Buallay 2019; Duque-Grisales and Aguilera-Caracuel 2021; Jyoti
and Khanna 2021; Mutuc and Cabrilo 2022), firm value (Ahsan
et al. 2022), and profitability (Badayi et al. 2021). According to
Duque-Grisales and Aguilera-Caracuel (2021), the negative
influence stems from inadequate disclosure of CSR-related
expenditures in a firm’s financial performance. Additionally,
management may disproportionately allocate resources to CSR
initiatives for personal gains and reputation enhancement, dis-
advantaging shareholders (Barnea and Rubin 2010; Buallay 2019).
Our findings also reflect observations by Ahsan et al. (2022) and
Shahzad et al. (2022), who suggest that without strategic align-
ment, CSR efforts may fail to produce measurable financial
benefits, potentially detracting from firm value. Godfrey (2005)
argues that exceeding an ideal CSR investment level results in
increased expenses without proportional benefits to the company.

Table 5 reveals a significant and positive impact of IC on
corporate performance, with IC, as measured by MVAIC,

demonstrating statistical significance at the 1% level (P <0.001)
for key performance metrics such as ROA, ROE, and ROIC.
Notably, the coefficient for MVAIC is not significant in the case
of TQ. Consequently, our hypothesis H1b is largely supported in
a positive direction. These findings align with prior research
indicating a positive association between IC and corporate
performance (Ar1 et al. 2024; Ginesti et al. 2018; Hamdan 2018;
Kamukama et al. 2011; Nirino et al. 2022; Rahman and Liu 2023;
Shahzad et al. 2022; Skhvediani et al. 2023; Tiwari 2022; Tran and
Vo 2022; Xu and Li 2019). According to Shahzad et al. (2022) and
Nirino et al. (2022), IC contributes to a company’s competitive
advantage and overall performance by enhancing operational
efficiency and innovation capacity, which in turn drive long-term
financial outcomes. Turning to control variables, most exhibit a
significant relationship with corporate performance measures. As
anticipated, both company size and sales growth display a positive
association with performance, while leverage and risk show a
negative correlation. However, illiquidity and tangibility deviate
from expected relationships, and capital intensity shows no
discernible connection.

Regarding regression Model (3), Table 5, Columns 5 to 8
exhibit slight variations in the coefficients of the interaction
variable (CSR*MVAIC) across different corporate performance
metrics. While insignificant with TQ, the coefficients show a
negative and significant association at 1% and 5% levels with
ROE, ROA, and ROIC. These findings imply that, despite CSR
having a direct negative impact on corporate performance and
MVAIC having a positive impact, the moderating effect of
MVAIC strengthens the inverse relationship between CSR and
corporate performance in three out of the four measures (ROE,
ROA, and ROIC). This supports our hypothesis H2, indicating a
complementary effect of the interaction variable on the inverse
CSR-corporate performance relationship. Our results align with
(Mutuc and Cabrilo 2022), who also found either no or very weak
moderating effects of IC on the CSR-corporate performance
association.

The results of regression Models (2&4) in Table 6, investigating
the moderation effect of COVID-19 on CSR’s impact on firm
performance, are presented. Dependent variables include TQ,
ROA, ROE, and ROIC. In Columns 1 to 4, COVID-19 coefficients
exhibit a direct, significant negative association with ROA, ROE,
and ROIC at a 1% level (P<0.001), while displaying a positive
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s 8 and statistically significant association with TQ. Thus, our
< = hypothesis Hlc is largely supported. These results indicate a
detrimental effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on company
oo performance, aligning with previous studies (Golubeva 2021; Hsu
88 and Liao 2022; Shen et al. 2020). Moving to Columns 5 to 8, the

|

(13)

interaction variable (CSR*COVID) shows negative and statisti-
cally significant coefficients at a 1% level with TQ, while
insignificance with other performance metrics (ROA, ROE, and
ROIC). This implies that the pandemic exacerbates the negative
link between CSR and firm performance, supporting hypothesis
H3. The findings suggest an amplified detrimental impact of CSR
on financial performance during the pandemic, likely due to
increased operational and financial challenges faced by firms.

1.000
—0.173"*
—0.109***

(12)

1.000
—0.387**
0.076**
0.014

1)

Robustness check
Using alternative measures of CSR: CSR Quantity. In our
S robustness test for baseline findings, we employ CSR quantity
38888 (CSR,,) as an alternative measure through manual content ana-
lysis to evaluate the CSR-corporate performance relationship in
Saudi firms. To measure CSR,,, we applied a different metho-
dology. We used the same 37-item disclosure checklist outlined in
Section “Independent variable” for assessing CSR quality. Fol-
~85s5o lowing prior Saudi research (Alotaibi and Hussainey 2016;
Boshnak 2022; Ebaid 2022; Qasem et al. 2024), a binary scoring
approach was adopted: companies received a score of 1 for each
obib i disclosed item on the checklist and 0 otherwise. The CSR,,, score
S5238588 for each company was then calculated by dividing the total scores

(10)
1

-0
0

-0
0

000
o012
104+
192+
161+
243+

9)

g Teesgee by the maximum possible score (37), using the following formula

CSR.. — >-Actual items disclosed,,

8 i 885 i o " Maximum checklist items

e 5566560 .

< P Table 7 presents the results of the alternative CSR measure
analysis for regression Models 1 and 2. Corresponding with our
REEE Y outcomes in Table 5, CSR quantity exhibits a significant negative
8382288k impact on all corporate performance measures in Table 7.
) T999S9e9s Similarly, MVAIC demonstrates a positive and significant effect

on most financial performance metrics. Thus, hypotheses Hla
. and HIb maintain validity in their respective directions.
:% Regarding the interaction variable (CSR,,*MVAIC), Table 7
2ys53egegsy reaffirms the findings from the baseline results, indicating a
. negative and significant moderation effect of MVAIC on ROE,
ROA, and ROIC, with no significant effect on TQ. This suggests a

(5)

t o1riii reinforcement of the inverse relationship between CSR quantity
SHANBARIRA and corporate performance, supporting hypothesis H2.

) TOO90Q0Q090 Table 8 displays the outcomes of an alternative CSR measure
analysis for regression Models 2 and 4. Consistent with our
results in Table 6 (Columns 1 to 5), both CSR quantity and

ohkibhohiiitly COVID-19 exhibit a notable adverse impact on various
SEERCRLIRNANE

------------ corporate performance measures in Table 8. Thus, hypotheses
Hlc keeps validity in its direction. However, the interaction
variable (CSR,,*COVID) is only statistically significant in
. relation to TQ, indicating a complementary moderation effect
88 of COVID-19 on the relationship between CSR,,, and corporate

Too009090909g performance. This lends marginal support to hypothesis H3, as
previously reported in Table 6.

(3)

2

Using Alternative measures of IC - Value-added intellectual

2

-

E

,E 2|75563353855583 § coefficient (VAIC). An alternative measure of IC, VAIC, is
= I I P commonly employed in the literature. To validate our main
[ 3 results from regression Models 1 and 2, we substituted MVAIC
£ o . . .

S o v with VAIC. Table 9 presents the outcomes using VAIC, revealing
< ol s é 22| consistent effects of CSR and VAIC on corporate performance in
9 5| <ueI30S6RI6E (S line with Table 5, showcasing negative and positive impacts,
I [ S St a=e g I} respectively. This confirms hypotheses Hla and HIb. However,
= s|cfeIveceeeccee |

the interaction variable (CSR*VAIC) exhibits slight variation

-
o

| (2025)12:401| https://doi.org/10.1057/541599-025-04729-8



ARTICLE

Table 5 FGLS regression results (Models 1 & 3).

Variables m ) 3) (CY) (5) (6) @ (¢:))
TQ ROA ROE ROIC TQ ROA ROE ROIC
CSR —0.301"** —0.674** —0.916*** —0.809*** —0.309*** —0.629*** —0.891** —0.756***
(0.027) (0.201 (0.341) (0.237) (0.027) (0.208) (0.375) (0.244)
MVAIC —0.028 1.625*** 2.138** 1.612%** -0.027 1.616*** 2.325"** 1.632**
(0.019) (0.162) (0.276) (0.188) (0.019) (0.170) (0.313) (0.200)
CSR*MVAIC —-0.0m —0.336™" —0.595"** —0.362**
(0.014) (0.132) (0.230) (0.154)
LnSIZE 0.492** 2.099** 4071 2.822%* 0.480** 2077 4.066"** 2.838"*
(0.028) (0.162) (0.300) (0.216) (0.027) (0.170) (0.328) (0.221)
LEVEG —0.007*** —0.064*** —0.109*** —0.086"** —0.007*** —0.066"** —0.107*** —0.086**
(0.001) (0.009) (0.019) (0.012) (0.001) (0.010) (0.019) (0.012)
SGROWTH 0.102*** 3.1 7.007*** 4,640 0.108*** 3.955*** 6.743** 4,671
(0.037) (0.349) (0.585) (0.404) (0.037) (0.338) (0.675) (0.390)
BETA —0.025 —1.973"** —2.927** —2.376"** —0.034 —1.987*** —2.812"** —2.435%**
(0.056) (0.301) (0.649) (0.393) (0.056) (0.305) (0.655) (0.389)
LnAmihud 0.067*** 0.835*** 1.394** 0.890*** 0.072*** 0.790*** 1.412*** 0.847**
(0.015) onn (0.202) (0.139) (0.015) (0.112) (0.205) (0.140)
Caplnt —0.002 —0.035 —0.068 —0.051* —0.003 —0.028 —0.043 —0.044
(0.003) (0.024) (0.045) (0.029) (0.003) (0.024) (0.045) (0.029)
Tangible 0.067 —2.957*** —4.845*** —3.336""* 0.091 —2.855*** —3.849"* —3.211
(0.119) (0.740) (1.437) (0.918) (0.119) (0.760) (1.446) (0.928)
_cons —6.049"* —22.574* —52.032%** —30.945*** —5.874*** —22.789%** —50.632** —31.319***
0.471) (2.847) (5.548) (3.898) (0.460) (2.943) (6.015) (3.948)
Observations 832 832 832 832 832 832 832 832
Wald chi? 866.74** ma.72*** 1089.14*** 1059.62*** 952.76™** 1062.71°%* 867.43* 1036.35***

Year/Sector Dummies Included

%< 0,01, **p<0.05, p<0.1.

Table 6 FGLS regression results (Models 2 & 4).

Variables m ) 3 4 (5) (6) @ 8
TQ ROA ROE ROIC TQ ROA ROE ROIC
CSR —0.290** —0.663*** —1.052** —0.815** —0.272%* —0.631"** —1.102** —0.784***
(0.028) (0.207) (0.367) (0.246) (0.027) (0.208) 0.377) (0.249)
COVID-19 0.172*** —1.331"** —2.140*** —1.550"** 0.221** —1.318*** —2177** —1.531"**
(0.025) (0.19M (0.336) (0.239) (0.025) (0.191) (0.346) (0.24M)
CSR*COVID —0.093*** —0.140 017 —0.122
(0.013) (0.18) (0.207) (0.147)
LnSIZE 0.495*** 2304 4,581 3.018"* 0.406"** 2.282"** 4.603*** 2.992%**
(0.027) (0.170) (0.312) (0.221) (0.026) (0.171) (0.319) (0.223)
LEVEG —0.007*** —0.074*** —0.113** —0.096"** —0.009*** —0.073*** —0.113*** —0.097***
(0.001) (0.010) (0.020) (0.012) (0.001) (0.010) (0.020) (0.012)
SGROWTH 0.093*** 4.450*** 8.118** 5.253*** o.mz** 4.446** 8.114*** 5.257***
(0.036) (0.363) (0.670) (0.428) (0.034) (0.363) (0.698) (0.4310)
BETA —0.014 —2.385"** —3.614"* —2.790"* —0.021 —2.365"* —3.530*** —2.757*
(0.056) (0.31) (0.678) (0.410) (0.057) (0.31) (0.682) (0.410)
LnAmihud 0.064** 0.870*** 14427 0.939*** 0.102*** 0.887** 1.426*** 0.951"**
(0.015) (0.113) (0.207) (0.141) (0.015) (0.m4) (0.209) (0.143)
Caplnt —0.001 —0.055** —0.104** —0.073** —0.002 —0.057** —0.100** —0.075**
(0.002) (0.025) (0.047) (0.03D) (0.003) (0.025) (0.048) (0.031)
Tangible 0.064 —2.746"* —5.079*** —3.092*** 0.154 —2.766™** —5.083*** —3.16***
(0.118) (0.773) (1.474) (0.962) n7) (0.773) (1.488) (0.968)
_cons —5.963*** —25.786"** —58.926*** —34.157* —4.578** —25.338"** —59.497*** —33.645**
(0.472) (2.928) &.777) (3.946) (0.456) (2.955) (5.919) (3.998)
Observations 832 832 832 832 832 832 832 832
Wald chi? 825.51** 925.85*** 825.51** 866.52*** 881.80*** 927.06*** 797.94*** 859.67***

Year/Sector Dummies Included

***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.
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Table 7 FGLS regression results (Models 1 & 3).
Variables m (2 3) 4) 5) 6) @ (8)
TQ ROA ROE ROIC TQ ROA ROE ROIC
CSRyn —0.327** —0.523** —0.813** —0.619*** —0.317* —0.494** —0.852** —0.602**
(0.019) (0.199) (0.344) (0.235) (0.021) (0.204) (0.367) (0.241)
MVAIC —0.030~" 1.638*** 2.153*** 1.6217 —0.029 1.625*** 2.361** 1.6317**
(0.018) (0.162) (0.275) (0.187) (0.019) (0.169) (0.313) (0.199)
CSRgn*MVAIC —0.012 —0.279** —0.587** —0.305*
(0.013) (0.132) (0.237) (0.154)
_cons —6.688*** —21.517*** —50.494*** —29.521*** —6.404** —21.627*** —49.678*** —29.723***
(0.438) (2.825) (5.531) (3.850) (0.447) (2.909) (5.915) (3.895)
Control variables Included
Observations 832 832 832 832 832 832 832 832
Wald chi? 364401 1097.84*** 991.95*** 1039.48*** 2224.07*** 1041.33*** 855.65*** 1012.02***
Year/Sector Dummies Included
#*4p<0.01, *p<0.05, p<0.1.
Table 8 FGLS regression results (Models 2&4).
Variables m ) 3) 4) (5) (6) @ (3)
TQ ROA ROE ROIC TQ ROA ROE ROIC
CSRgn —0.321 —0.442** —0.906** —0.557* —0.248"** —0.431** —0.934* —0.545*
(0.020) (0.204) (0.364) (0.242) (0.026) (0.204) (0.370) (0.245)
COVID-19 0.165*** —1.390*** —2.223** —1.633*** 0.207** —1.375** —2.268"* —1.612***
(0.025) (0.191) (0.343) (0.238) (0.025) (0.192) (0.352) (0.247)
CSRgn*COVID —0.092*** —-0.124 0.184 —0.099
(0.013) 0.121) (0.214) (0.150)
_cons —6.552*** —24.418*** —57.333*** —32.447*** —4.837** —24NM3*** —57.862*** —32.053***
(0.439) (2.895) (5.740) (3.883) (0.455) (2.914) (5.858) (3.927)
Control variables Included
Observations 832 832 832 832 832 832 832 832
Wald chi? 2883.03*** 932.04*** 793.55*** 876.33*** 915.12*** 929.41*** 771.81*** 862.55***
Year/Sector Dummies Included
*#4p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.
Table 9 FGLS regression results (Models 1 & 3).
Variables m 2 A) 4) ) (6) @ 3)
TQ ROA ROE ROIC TQ ROA ROE ROIC
CSR —0.294*** —0.659*** —0.897*** —0.776*** —0.301*** —0.631*** —0.934** —0.741**
(0.028) (0.199) (0.344) (0.234) (0.027) (0.204) (0.386) (0.239)
VAIC —-0.0Mm 1.643*** 2.374** 1.682*** —0.012 1.624*** 2.550*** 1.699***
(0.019) (0.160) (0.281) (0.187) (0.019) (0.164) (0.316) (0.195)
CSR*VAIC —0.002 —-0.173 —0.452* —0.254~
(0.014) (0.127) (0.233) (0.147)
_cons —6.066™** —21.892*** —50.109*** —30.060*** —5.941** —22.148*** —48.195*** —30.613***
(0.479) (2.825) (5.588) (3.865) (0.472) (2.902) (6.102) (3.913)
Control variables Included
Observations 832 832 832 832 832 832 832 832
Wald chi? 84213 132.61** 1024.64*** 1073.61** 879.31"** 1097.03*** 815.00*** 1068.56***
Year/Sector Dummies Included
*+*p<0.01, *p<0.05, *p<0.1.

across different performance measurements compared to Table 5.
In Table 9, CSR*VAIC coefficients are not significant for TQ and
ROA but are negative and marginally significant at a 10% level for
ROE and ROIC. These findings, though not fully rejecting
hypothesis H2, partly support it, indicating a complementary
moderation effect of IC (VAIC) that strengthens the inverse
relationship between CSR and corporate performance in at least
two measures (ROE and ROIC).

12

Endogeneity issue. To affirm the results in Table 5 (Models 1 and
2), we conducted a final robustness test using instrumental
variables (IV) in a two-stage regression to address endogeneity
concerns related to heteroscedasticity, autocorrelation, and
simultaneity/causality issues. Based on previous studies (Alobaid
et al. 2024; Attig et al. 2013; Benlemlih and Bitar 2018; Bilyay-
Erdogan et al. 2024; El Ghoul et al. 2011; Samet and Jarboui 2017;
Shahzad et al. 2022) we used the industry-year average of CSR
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Table 10 Two-stage regression results (Models 1 & 3).
Variables First Stage Second Stage
m ) 3) 4) (5) (6) @ 3) )
DV =CSR DV=TQ DV=ROA DV=ROE DV=ROIC DV=TQ DV=ROA DV=ROE DV=ROIC
PrCSR —0.350*** —1.233*** —1.744*>*  —1465**  —0.357"* —-1.107*** —1.612*** —1.289***
(0.043) (0.259) (0.441) (0.301) (0.044) (0.277) (0.491) (0.322)
CSR_IND 0.492***
(0.082)
CSR_INI 1.352***
(0.046)
MVAIC 0.005 —0.006 1.553*** 2.067** 1.515%** —0.007 1.623*** 2.415*** 1.627***
(0.009) (0.017) (0.161) (0.278) (0.187) (0.020) (0.170) (0.312) (0.201M)
PrCSR*MVAIC 0.006 —0.499***  —0.869*** —0.513"**
(0.015) (0.140) (0.256) (0.166)
_cons —1.797*** —4.333***  —28.026"* —56.459*** —35896*** —4351*** _27.523*** _55555*** _35797***
(0.256) (0.505) (3.239) (6.196) (4.253) (0.514) (3.362) (6.767) (4.446)
Control variables Included
Observations 776 776 776 776 776 776 776 776 776
Wald chi? 2103.86 517.52 965.44 937.42 953.28 508.35 875.51 803.73 848.20
Kleibergen-Paap rk LM 43.338
statistics (under- (P=0.0000)
identification test)
Kleibergen-Paap rk 250.852
Wald F statistic (weak
identification test)
Hansen J statistic 0.1349 0.9337 0.9633 0.9595 0.1040 0.9057 0.8692 0.8921
(over-identification
test) (p-value)
Year/Sector Dummies Included
***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.

(CSR_IND) and the initial CSR value of the firm (CSR_INI) as
instrumental variables. These variables were chosen for their
relevance to CSR without directly influencing corporate perfor-
mance outcomes, thus satisfying the exclusion restriction. In the
first stage, CSR was regressed on the instruments CSR_IND and
CSR_INI, along with all control variables from the baseline
models. As shown in column 1 of Tables 10 and 11, the first-stage
regression results indicate that both CSR_IND and CSR_INT are
significantly and positively related to CSR at the 1% level,
demonstrating their relevance.

In the second stage, we replaced CSR with the predicted CSR
values (PrCSR) derived from the first stage, while retaining the
same set of control variables. Table 10 presents the second-stage
regression results, where PrCSR and MVAIC display significant
associations with various corporate performance metrics across
Columns 2 to 5, consistent with the patterns observed in Table 5.
An exception is the relationship between MVAIC and Tobin’s Q
(TQ), which is non-significant. These results affirm hypotheses
Hla and HIb, offering a clearer perspective on our earlier
findings. Furthermore, mirroring Table 5 (Columns 5 to 8), the
interaction variable (PrCSR*MVAIC) in Table 10 (Columns 6 to
9) also reveals a significant negative moderation effect on all
performance measures, except TQ. This underscores our argu-
ment regarding the complementary role of MVAIC in reinforcing
the inverse relationship between CSR quality and corporate
performance, thus validating hypothesis H2.

To validate the results in Table 6 (Models 2 and 4), we used the
‘predicted” CSR (PrCSR) variable, maintaining other explanatory
and control variables, including COVID-19, consistent with Table
6. In Table 11 (Columns 2-5), we observe a consistent and
significant relationship between PrCSR and COVID-19 confirm-
ing hypotheses Hlc, and each corporate performance measure

reported in Table 6. Additionally, in Table 11 (Columns 6-9), the
interaction variable (PrCSR*COVID) shows a statistically
significant and negative association with TQ in Columns 6.
These results not only confirm hypothesis H3 but also enhance its
support from marginal to partial, offering a clearer perspective on
the reinforcing impact of COVID-19 on the inverse relationship
between CSR quality and corporate performance measures.

To check the validity of our instrumental variables, we
conducted three specification tests. First, the under-
identification test results, indicated by the Kleibergen-Paap rk
LM statistic (p = 0.0000), confirm that our models are correctly
identified (Al-Hadi et al. 2016; Sun et al. 2020). Second, the
Kleibergen-Paap rk Wald F-statistic (Kleibergen and Paap 2006)
was used to test for weak identification. The reported F-statistic
values in Tables 10 and 11 exceed the critical threshold of 10 from
the Stock-Yogo weak identification test (Stock and Yogo 2005),
confirming that our instruments are both strong and relevant.
Third, the Hansen’s J statistic (Hansen 1982) was used to test for
over-identification. The non-significant p-values for the Hansen’s
] statistic across all models in Tables 10 and 11 indicate that our
instruments are exogenous and valid for the second-stage
regressions.

Discussion and concluding remarks

In recent decades, global attention has intensified towards the
pivotal role of CSR activities, prompting regulators and cor-
porations worldwide to emphasise CSR towards corporate value
for sustainable growth. Balancing CSR with corporate value,
particularly through IC, is a significant and challenging endeavor.
Despite a growing public demand for increased CSR focus,
companies require financial stability to address complex issues
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Table 11 Two-stage regression results (Models 2&4).
Variables First Stage Second Stage
m ) (3) 4) (5) 6) @ (¢:)) 9
DV =CSR DV=TQ DV=ROA DV=ROE DV=ROIC DV=TQ DV=ROA DV=ROE DV=ROIC
PrCSR —0.362***  —1.160*** —1.775*** —1.387*** —0.346"**  —1150*** —1.806*** —1.387***
(0.043) (0.270) (0.476) (0.319) (0.039) (0.270) (0.480) (0.320)
CSR_IND 0.498***
(0.081)
CSR_INI 1.352***
(0.045)
COVID-19 0.104*** 0.159*** —1.267*** —2176***  —1.551** 0.174*** —1.258*** —2.193*** —1.544***
(0.022) (0.025) (0.196) (0.357) (0.245) (0.023) (0.197) (0.363) (0.246)
PrCSR*COVID —0.061***  —0.112 0.071 —0.080
(0.012) (0.129) (0.244) (0.166)
_cons —1.744*** —4306** —29504*** —62187** —-37.981"** —3585*** —29.260*** —62.609*** —37.774***
(0.256) (0.500) (3.229) (6.534) (4.324) (0.449) (3.230) (6.636) (4.349)
Control variables Included
Observations 776 776 776 776 776 776 776 776 776
Wald chi? 2113.23 523.15 804.64 722.97 760.83 567.27 805.44 71416 756.53
Kleibergen-Paap rk 42.656
LM statistics (under- (P =0.0000)
identification test)
Kleibergen-Paap rk 219.193
Wald F statistic (weak
identification test)
Hansen J statistic 0.1463 0.5431 0.5286 0.5490 0.1537 0.5462 0.5342 0.5533
(over-identification
test) (p-value)
Year/Sector Included
Dummies
**p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1.

like climate change, global warming, and various ecological,
social, and economic dimensions. The competitive market land-
scape, coupled with the challenges posed by COVID-19, further
complicates companies’ efforts to achieve CSR/sustainability and
meet stakeholders’ expectations. This study empirically explores
the interplay between disclosure of CSR activities and corporate
value among Saudi-listed companies. Additionally, we assess the
moderating role of IC and COVID-19 pandemic on the rela-
tionship between CSR and corporate value. Our advanced
econometric analysis reveals a significant negative impact of CSR
on firm value, while IC exhibits a positive effect and COVID-19
negative effect on firm value. Furthermore, our investigation into
the moderating role of IC and COVID-19 on the CSR-firm value
nexus indicates that both factors complementarily strengthen the
inverse relationship between CSR and corporate value. These
findings hold under alternative measures of CSR and IC, as well
as the 2SLS (IV) approach, addressing any concerns related to
endogeneity.

This study presents new evidence in the emerging market of KSA
in the Middle East. The negative correlation between disclosure of
CSR activities and corporate value, along with the positive (negative)
correlation between IC (COVID-19) and corporate value, align with
the perspectives of stakeholder, legitimacy and institutional theories,
as well as the resource-based view theory. These findings indicate that
Saudi public companies have not been responding to stakeholder
expectations for enhancing legitimacy through adequate CSR dis-
closure and making knowledge-based investments in the economy.
While our results differ from the majority of prior studies empha-
sising the positive impact of CSR disclosure on firm value, they align
with some others. The identified inverse relationship between CSR
and corporate value highlights conflicting evidence, which may
adversely affect a company’s competitive advantage and introduce

14

uncertainty for investors. Such unintended consequences may sig-
nificantly impact investors™ assessments of the fundamental value of
listed firms.

Despite the positive impact of IC on corporate performance, it
is worrisome that this effect can turn negative when interacting
with CSR. This indicates that the adverse explanatory power of
CSR in influencing corporate value outweighs the positive effect
of IC, resulting in a negative moderating complementary effect.
This underscores the importance of a clear link between IC
development and CSR efforts, as excessive investment in IC is
costly and without such a connection may divert resources from
areas with a more direct influence on firm value. Additionally, the
COVID-19 pandemic accentuates the negative impact of CSR on
firm value, suggesting a negative moderating complementary
effect. This implies that the operational and financial challenges
faced by firms during the pandemic could worsen the detrimental
effects of CSR on corporate value.

This research provides new insights into the intricate rela-
tionship between CSR, corporate value, and investments in IC
during the pandemic. Stakeholder and legitimacy theories explain
the observed negative correlation between CSR disclosure and
corporate value while institutional theory exerts external pres-
sures for CSR. Excessive disclosure introduces uncertainty,
impacting performance, with no offsetting positive influence from
IC. Despite the potential benefits of CSR disclosure, there is a risk
of misinterpretation, benefiting competitors. These findings
underscore the importance of a careful and strategic CSR
approach for achieving both financial and social performance
objectives, urging caution among corporate management, reg-
ulatory bodies, and policymakers.

Our study expands the CSR and IC literature by examining the
impact of CSR on corporate value in Saudi-listed companies with
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robust IC resources. Our new pieces of evidence in Saudi com-
panies offer valuable insights for management, policymakers/
regulatory bodies and investors on the interplay between CSR and
corporate value in the presence of the pandemic and investment
in IC. However, certain limitations should be considered when
interpreting the findings. The study’s limited sample period and
size may restrict generalisability to other jurisdictions, a common
challenge in labour-intensive studies with manual content ana-
lysis and data collection from annual reports. Future research
should employ a larger dataset over an extended timeframe for
enhanced generalisability. Additionally, this study utilises specific
measurements for disclosure of CSR activities (CSR disclosure
score, CSR quality) and IC (VAIC, MVAIC) and firm value (TQ,
ROA, ROE, ROIC). Future studies can explore alternative mea-
surements such as ESG disclosure, GRI-based sustainability score,
economic value added, and calculated intangible value. It’s crucial
to acknowledge that the influence of CSR and IC on corporate
value may vary in diverse emerging economies, warranting cross-
country comparisons and exploration of non-economic ramifi-
cations. Despite potential limitations, our study provides valuable
insights for management, policymakers, investors, and stake-
holders, particularly in the context of Saudi Arabian listed com-
panies. The implications extend to other emerging markets in the
Middle East, aiding in the pursuit of optimal corporate value
amid recurring pandemics.

Data availability

The datasets generated and/or analysed during the current study
are not publicly available due to ethical restrictions but are
available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.
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