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Socially Responsible Investment (SRI), a recent form of 
investment including respect for ethical values, environ-

mental protection, and improvement of social conditions or 
‘good’ governance is attracting more and more interest not 
only from institutional and private investors but also from 
the academic world. Historically, investments called ‘ethical’ 
first appear in the 1920s in the US and exclude from their 
selection companies linked to immoral activities (alcohol, 
tobacco, nuclear activity). ‘Socially responsible’ investments 
appear later (late 1980s in the U.S. and Britain) and adopt a 
technique called ‘inclusion’1. Some investments called ‘the-
matic’ may emphasize one of three inclusive approaches 
(environmental, social, governance) and SRI can also take 
the form of an engagement or shareholder activism, requiring 
companies to pay greater attention to their social and envi-
ronmental responsibility through direct dialogue and the 
exercise of voting rights in general meetings2. In the absence 
of consensus in the scientific community about the definition 

of SRI, we will retain the broad definition given by Renneboog 
et al. (2008, p.1723)3 for whom “SRI applies a set of invest-
ment screens to select or exclude assets based on ecological, 
social, corporate governance, or ethical criteria, and often 
engages in the local communities and in shareholder activ-
ism”. From a scientific point of view, the work treating SRI 
concerns mainly the search for its financial profitability, or 
in other words, tries to understand if this type of investment 
does not present financial cost compared to traditional 
investment.

Thus, the main question is does ‘socially responsible’ 
investing have an impact on financial or stock-market 
performance4 ? 

The answer to this question lacks theoretical founda-
tions. Following Déjean (2002), this field of research is 
characterized by “the exclusive presence of empirical stud-
ies whose theoretical foundations are very implicit”. Since 

Résumé

Au cours des vingt dernières années, le 
débat sur la performance financière de l’in-
vestissement socialement responsable 
(ISR) n’a pas généré de consensus clair, 
démontrant essentiellement qu’il n’existe 
pas de différence de performance entre ISR 
et investissement « conventionnel », bien 
que l’ISR puisse sous-performer ou surper-
former dans certains cas. Notre recherche, 
basée sur une approche méta-analytique 
« vote-couting » de la littérature empirique, 
nous permet de constater que les effets de 
l’ISR sur la performance financière sont 
multiples. Nous concluons dans un second 
temps que la performance financière de 
l’ISR change radicalement selon les 
méthodes empiriques utilisées par les cher-
cheurs.

Mots clés : investissement éthique, perfor-
mance financière, investissement sociale-
ment responsable, ISR

Abstract

Over the last twenty years, the debate on 
financial performance of socially responsi-
ble investment (SRI) has not yielded a clear 
consensus, arguing mainly that there was 
no difference in performance between SRI 
and ‘conventional’ investment, although 
SRI could underperform or outperform in 
some cases. Our research, based on a meta-
analysis ‘vote-counting’ approach of the 
empirical literature, allows us to observe 
that the effects of SRI on financial perfor-
mance are multiple. Second, we conclude 
that the financial performance of SRI is 
radically changing according to the empiri-
cal methods employed by researchers.

Keywords: ethical investment; financial 
performance; socially responsible invest-
ment, SRI.

Resumen

En los últimos veinte años, el debate sobre 
el rendimiento financiero de la inversión 
socialmente responsable (ISR) no ha gene-
rado un consenso claro, lo que demuestra 
que no hubo ninguna diferencia esencial en 
el rendimiento entre el ISR y inversión 
« convencional », aunque puede ISR desem-
peño inferior o superan en algunos casos. 
Nuestra investigación, basada en un enfo-
que meta-analítico « vote-couting » de la 
literatura empírica, podemos ver que los 
efectos de ISR sobre los resultados finan-
cieros son numerosas. Llegamos a la con-
clusión de que en un segundo tiempo el 
desempeño financiero de los cambios ISR 
radicalmente dependiendo de los métodos 
empíricos utilizados por los investigadores.

Palabras claves: la inversión ética, el des-
empeño financiero, la inversión social-
mente responsable, ISR
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1. Internal extra-financial analysts in asset management companies 
(buy-side) or external (sell side) evaluate companies on ESG criteria 
(environment, social, and governance), enabling integration or inclusion 
of the best companies in asset portfolios.

2. Source Novethic, www.novethic.fr

3. We choose the SRI’s definition of Renneboog et al. (2008) because 
it is based on a synthesis of the recent literature.

4. A distinction must be made between work studying the relationship 
‘Corporate Social Performance / Corporate Financial Performance’ 
from an accounting perspective (CSP / CFP) and work studying 
the financial performance of SRI from a market perspective (stock-
exchange performance). For work exploring the relationship CSP/
CFP, refer to Orlitzky et al. (2003), Allouche and Laroche (2005) and 
Margolis et al. (2007).
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2002, theoretical foundations have been proposed and will 
be exposed in section 1. A lack of clear consensus on the 
link between socially responsible or ethical investing and 
financial performance also appears in empirical studies. 
Some studies argue that SRI can generate financial returns 
higher than conventional funds or indices and thus has no 
financial cost (Mallin et al., 1995; D’Antonio et al., 1997; 
Statman, 2000; Plantinga and Scholtens, 2001; Galema 
et al., 2008). Other studies show a negative impact, stat-
ing that SRI is destructive of value and gives performance 
inferior to those of conventional investments (Havemann 
and Webster, 1999; Burlacu et al., 2004; Girard et al., 2007; 
Jones et al., 2008). A last group of studies concluded on 
neutral or not statistically significant impact of SRI on per-
formance (Hamilton et al., 1993; Dhrymes, 1998; Kreander 
et al., 2005; Bauer et al., 2007).

The objective of the paper is not to contribute to the 
construction of theoretical foundation to explain SRI per-
formance but to clarify the results obtain by empirical stud-
ies. In order to reach this objective, this paper is the first 
to offer a quantitative research synthesis on a large corpus 
of 75 empirical studies and 161 experiments5 conducted 
over the period 1972-20096. On this corpus we have made 
a synthesis of the different impacts (positive, negative, or 
neutral) of SRI observed and determined whether there is 
different methodological bias explaining those different 
impacts. To date, and according to our knowledge, only 
a few reviews in scientific literature (Kurtz, 1997, 2005; 
Renneboog et al. 2008) as well as two institutional stud-
ies7 have been published. But there’s no survey in the SRI 
literature which gives a global interpretation of the relation 
between SRI and financial performance. All meta-analyses 
proposed by Orlitzky et al. (2003), Allouche and Laroche 
(2005), or Margolis et al. (2007) treat this issue from an 
economic point (the financial performance is measured by 
different economical or accounting ratios). Moreover, the 
meta-analysis of Frooman (1997), including 27 event stud-
ies, deals with the link between “having a behavior deemed 
socially irresponsible” and shareholders’ wealth. This 
study is positioned to the opposite of our subject, since the 
events recorded did not focus on the study of SRI, but on 
the criminal conduct, fraud, legal proceedings, or failure to 
comply with environment, and their impact on stock prices 
of companies involved. The author concludes that if being 
“irresponsible” does not create shareholder wealth, being 
socially responsible should allow this. We cannot consider 
this meta-analysis as the first SRI on the subject. To say 
that being socially irresponsible downward impacts stock 
prices is not the same thing as to say that SRI generates 
shareholder wealth.

The paper is organized as follows. At first, the theoreti-
cal foundations of the financial performance of SRI will 
be explained. In the second section, following an approach 
similar to that of meta-analysis, we explain the constitu-
tion of the empirical corpus, the determination of the SRI 
impact by studies, and the valuation of the publication bias. 
The third section presents the moderators of the financial 
performance of SRI. The last section offers discussion and 
conclusion.

Conceptual framework of research

From socially responsible company (SRC) to socially 
responsible investment (SRI)

First of all, we need to distinguish the financial perfor-
mance of socially responsible companies (SRC) from that 
of the socially responsible investment (SRI). Although SRI 
directly arises from the concepts of corporate social respon-
sibility (CSR) and sustainable development (SD), and is 
viewed as the application of CSR to financial markets, and 
although the SRI funds and portfolios are composed of 
stocks from SRC, both have their own theoretical founda-
tions. Economic performance of a high SRC does not con-
sistently involve good performance of SRI; it also depends 
on market anticipations and management constraints of the 
market (Lucas-Leclin, 2006). SRI takes the form of funds 
which can include stocks of SRC. Thus, good CSR perfor-
mance is a necessary but not sufficient condition of good 
SRI performance.

Some theories can explain a positive performance of 
SRC. This is particularly true for the ‘Stakeholder Theory’ 
(Freeman, 1984) or the Porter’s assumption (1991). Theory 
states that taking into account the expectations of stake-
holders and improving the environmental performance cre-
ates value for the company. Kurtz (2002), in his theory of 
‘information effect’ also states that “extra-financial rating 
can be interpreted as reflecting some control of risks fac-
ing the company. Therefore, companies that manage the 
most their socio-environmental stakes limit risks of labor 
or industrial unrests, liable to harm their image in particu-
lar, and are so called ultimately to outperform their com-
petitors”. Conversely, companies which do not take into 
account shareholder interests are confronted with a higher 
risk of failure and withdrawal of capital by investor.

In contrast, some theories argue that taking into account 
CSR in corporate strategy would reduce economic perfor-
mance. The position of Milton Friedman (1962, 1970) aims 
to criticize the proponents of corporate social responsibility. 
Friedman said there is no compatibility between investing 

5. An empirical study contains several experiments from the time the 
author uses various combinations of variables for analysis and observa-
tion. Each experiment identified can be considered to a specific test.

6. The definition of the observation period corresponds to the pionee-
ring work of Moskowitz (1972) on the financial performance of SRI, 

knowing that most empirical studies considered in this research lie 
between 1990 and 2009, corresponding to the real period of institutio-
nalization of SRI in the financial markets.

7.  Phillips, Hager & North (2007), www.phn.com and study UNEP.FI 
/ Mercer (2007), www.unepfi.org
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in a socially responsible company and profitability, and the 
only “social responsibility of business is to increase its prof-
its”. Taking into account social and environmental concerns 
in the policy of the company generates additional external 
costs which have to be internalized and irreversibly cause a 
decrease of firm value.

Theoretical foundations of SRI financial 
performance (market-based)

Opponents of SRI base their arguments in the modern 
portfolio theory (Markowitz, 1952). According to them, 
SRI reduces investment opportunities by the constraints of 
required selection and exclusion, reducing de facto poten-
tial diversification gains. This should result in a perfor-
mance lower than a traditional investment, “the efficient 
frontier of SRI was therefore under the limit of Markowitz” 
(Le Maux and Le Saout, 2004). This is consistent with the 
theory of Clow (1999) who claims that SRI, by its selective 
approach, would lead to a sector bias by restricting itself to 
a smaller number of investment sectors, thereby increasing 
their risk while reducing its profitability8. Rudd (1981) also 
argues that the introduction of constraints in investment 
portfolios (including social and environmental constraints) 
could also play a negative role on their performance. 
Finally, the theory of ‘cost’ of SRI is also advanced to 
explain the underperformance of SRI compared to conven-
tional investment. According to Rudd (1981), every trans-
action generates financial costs represented by a brokerage 
commission, by the expenditures for prosecuting, or by the 
exclusion of some blocks of stocks in the portfolio selec-
tion (what Luther et al. (1992, p.57) define as ‘monitoring 
costs’ or costs of supervision). Thus, SRI’s screening crite-
ria decreases in the long term the average liquidity of assets 
(and therefore increase the market’s impact on each future 
transaction), and also leads to more complex and expensive 
asset management (more research to find if a stock meets 
SRI criteria or not). All these costs would diminish perfor-
mance over time (Munnell et al. 1983; Lamb, 1991, Luther 
et al. 1992; Tippet 2001, Bauer et al. 2005; Barnett and 
Salomon, 2006).

In contrast, SRI has theoretical contributions that tend 
to prove that such investment can generate value. This is 
the case of the ‘learning effect’ presented by Bauer et al. 
(2005, 2006), for whom in the short-term, SRI would tend 
to underperform conventional investment, and then reduce 
this gap in the medium term to reverse in the long term. A 
long-term horizon would be the key factor of success of 
SRI (Cummings, 2000; Barnett and Salomon, 2006).

Although several theories can explain the nature of 
the financial performance of SRI, the theory developed by 
Dupré et al. (2009) provides a conceptual framework more 
specific and focused on the influence of socially respon-
sible investors on the ethical stocks price. The authors state 
that the emergence of a social rating will encourage socially 
responsible investors to enter the market. This will cause 
an increase of the demand of ethical stocks, inducing an 
increase of their price, generating a low profitability for 
ethical investors (‘cost of ethics’). This price differential is 
borne by socially responsible investors, who promote the 
ethical conduct of business at the expense of profitability. 
From a standpoint of ethical companies, higher prices will 
decrease the cost of their equity capital. Thus, in a second 
stage, in front of the lower cost of capital, companies will 
be encouraged to conduct programs of social conformity 
(Dupré et al., 2009, p.18). The benefit generated by the 
lower cost of capital will be offset by the cost of social 
compliance, bringing an equilibrium price between ethi-
cal and non-ethical stocks (inducing a similar performance 
between SRI and conventional investment).

Figure 1 provides a model of all theoretical foundations 
developed in the context of the financial performance of SRI.

The effect of SRI on financial performance

We can say today that a theoretical framework exists for the 
theme of the financial performance of SRI. But it is difficult, 
due to the different bases that surround the field, to really 
set the financial performance of SRI in a specific category 
(positive, neutral, or negative). It is tempting to explain this 
performance by the ‘transitional SRI effect’ theory devel-
oped by Dupré et al. (2009), more recent and more focused 
on the role of socially responsible investors. But the com-
plexity of the concept does not allow us to assert that the 
financial performance of SRI is neutral and that SRI has no 
effect on performance. Thus, we have to draw up an inven-
tory of the empirical literature to understand the relation-
ship between ethics and value creation.

For this, we use the same method as meta-analysis to 
select studies which will be included in our empirical cor-
pus of treatment, namely the selection of the empirical cor-
pus and the description of the different statistical treatment.

Selection of the data and constitution of an empirical 
corpus

To make our empirical corpus (EC) as comprehensive as pos-
sible and avoid excluded empirical studies dealing with the 
financial performance of SRI, two methods of bibliographical 

8. We should weigh these arguments because the modern portfolio 
theory and the principle of market efficiency can be reappraised in the 
case of SRI. Since the efficient frontier includes the efficient portfolios 
in a mean-variance framework (optimization of risk-return), it is possible 
to admit that in some cases SRI can provide a better return than some 

conventional portfolios. If portfolio manager uses active management to 
its portfolio by overweighting SRI assets because he believes that they 
are performing, he can expect a return greater than that given by the 
efficient frontier in the case of passive management where the reduction 
of the investment universe reduces the gains from diversification.
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collection were selected: manual search (bibliographi-
cal saturation) and research on computerized databases 
(Scopus, ABI Inform / Proquest, JSTOR, Ebsco, Science 
Direct, Emerald, Cairn, Springer Link, Wiley-Blackwell, 
Google Scholar, Google Books, EconPapers, Social Science 
Research Network (SSRN) Social Science Citation Index 
(SSCI), EconLit, Doge, Current Contents, Contents and 
Management Journal of Economic Literature).

We selected studies based on keywords appearing 
recurrently in the literature to analyze issues relating to 
the financial performance of SRI (the EC is based on the 
language used by the scientific community of SRI, which 
is very expansive). We searched the French and English 
words to reach all international studies in the area and thus 
provide a broad generalization9.

Finally, our literature review includes 75 empirical stud-
ies in the period between 1972 and 2009. All these studies 
test the link between SRI and performance. Experimental 
methods of these studies compare the performance of SRI 
mutual funds or indices with those of conventional mutual 
funds or indices (or non-SRI), in order to highlight a trend 

of outperformance or underperformance or even similar 
performance. Some studies use several experiments to test 
this relationship (several combinations of different methods 
to locate the performance of SRI in many contexts). Thus, 
we identify 161 experiments or estimates of the relationship 
between SRI and financial performance.

We decided to include in our corpus all types of stud-
ies (published and unpublished researches) to overcome 
the different publication bias as preconized by Song et al. 
(2000), Doucouliagos et al. (2005), and Laroche (2007).

Determination of the SRI impact by studies

To determine the nature of the relationship between SRI and 
performance, we relied on the “conclusion” and “discus-
sion” provided by the authors in their studies. These findings 
stem from a global interpretation of the different perfor-
mance of SRI observed by the technique of vote counting10.

We chose this technique over a quantitative meta-ana-
lytical approach11 for several reasons. First, vote-counting 

FIGURE 1

Conceptual framework of the financial performance of SRI
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9. We used a list of 53 keywords or groups of words in English and 
French. The main keywords used for this collection are “socially 
responsible investment” (“investissement socialement responsable”), 
“SRI” (“ISR”), “ethical investment” (“investissement éthique”), “finan-
cial performance” (“performance financière”), “ethical mutual funds” 
(“fonds éthiques”), “socially responsible mutual funds” (“fonds sociale-
ment responsable”). This list is available upon request.

10. The aim of the vote counting technique is to identify the links 
between variables in a non-statistical way, simply on a census of studies 
showing a positive, neutral or negative relationship.

11. The meta-analytical approach is based on the calculation of an effect 
size by study or experiment, which is a statistical estimation of the 
link between two variables. Hedges and Olkin (1985) and Hunter and 
Schmidt (2004) describe the meta-analytical process, which correspond 
to evaluate all the effect size and aggregate them in a weighted mean 
effect size to give a central tendency of the link between the variables 
studied.



The Link Between SRI and Financial Performance: Effects and Moderators 109

allows us to aggregate the largest number of studies in our 
empirical corpus (in order to preserve a large number of 
studies for which the effect size cannot be estimated). The 
second and main reason is that we can take into account 
the wide diversity of financial performance measures which 
makes problematic the calculation of the weighted mean 
effect size. Moreover, financial performance measure, 
being a major methodological choice, is one of the main 
independent variables in our study.

However, except the estimation of the SRI impact by 
study, our methodology follows the classical framework of 
a meta-analytical approach: selection of the studies, effect 
by study or experiments, evaluation of the publication bias, 
central tendency of the effect, influence of moderators on 
the relation between SRI and performance.

Appendix 1 provides a review of these studies and the 
number of experiments identified by study, SRI market, 
data comparison method, investment family, sample size 
(SRI, non-SRI and total), financial performance measure, 
and type of research. All these variables are part of the 
method used by the authors of the studies. We also recorded 
for each experiment an estimate of the relationship between 
SRI and financial performance.

We identify 40 positive SRI impacts on financial perfor-
mance (outperformance of SRI compared to the non-SRI), 
80 neutral impacts (similar performance), and 41 negative 
impacts (underperformance of SRI). A significant trend of 
no effect of SRI on financial performance emerges (49 % of 
empirical corpus). This would confirm the theoretical con-
tributions of Dupré et al. (2009) who explain the similar 
performance by an equilibrium price between ethical stocks 
and non-ethical stocks. Beyond this initial finding, we have 
also to analyze the different publication bias as preconized 
by Stanley (2005) and Laroche (2007).

Evaluation of the publication bias

The publication bias can be defined as the tendency to 
include in the analysis only studies which have been pub-
lished. Statistically significant or potentially interesting 

results are more likely to be submitted or published than 
researches with insignificant or no results (Song et al., 
2000; Laroche, 2007). It can create a selective publication.

Doucouliagos et al. (2005, p.321) show “that areas of 
research where mainstream economic theory supports a 
specific effect (e.g., negative price elasticity and the effect 
of property rights on economic growth) are likely to con-
tain publication bias”. The authors add that “where there 
is widely accepted theoretical support for both positive and 
negative effects, or where a range of values is ‘acceptable’, 
research areas are likely to be free of significant publication 
bias because all empirical outcomes are consistent with the-
ory”. We observed that the theme of financial performance 
of SRI offers no real theoretical consensus. However, as the 
authors argue, it should be free of publication bias, since 
the empirical evidence should offer varied and conflicting 
results. Moreover, techniques such as funnel plots and FAT 
(funnel asymmetry test) used in publication bias tests are 
more appropriate for meta-analysis based on the calculation 
of effect sizes rather than vote-counting.

Table 1 shows the different SRI impacts on financial 
performance depending on the nature of the publication 
(type of research).

As stated by Doucouliagos et al. (2005), empirical 
results are correlated to theoretical foundations, and we 
can conclude that this topic is free of publication bias. We 
observe both positive and negative effects, with unpub-
lished papers, and in a symmetric repartition (28 positive 
effects and 31 negative effects for published papers, and 
12 positive effects and 10 negative effects for unpublished 
papers).

Moderators of the financial performance of SRI

Facing the heterogeneity of the SRI impacts, we have to 
test what kinds of moderators can influence the relationship 
between SRI and financial performance. All meta-analyses 
consider this issue and test different methodological crite-
ria on the standardized effect (Doucouliagos and Laroche, 
2003 2009; Laroche and Schmidt, 2004; Allouche and 

Table 1 

SRI impact depending on the type of research

Published papers Unpublished papers

Positive SRI impact 28 12 40

Neutral SRI impact 60 20 80

Negative SRI impact 31 10 41

119 42
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Laroche, 2005). We have to identify the different factors 
of influence. As suggested by Stanley (2001, p.131-132), 
“moderators are elements of the method (design) or data 
choices made by researchers”. We divide moderators in two 
groups. The first one contains factors improving the meth-
odological quality of the study; the second one contains 
more contingent characteristics of each study.

Moderators characterizing the quality of the study

These determinants have no predicted effect on the nature 
of the impact of SRI on financial performance but are very 
important to assess the reliability of results obtain by each 
studies. We selected four determinants: 

- Financial performance measure: Financial perfor-
mance is measured by the stock-market performance of 
funds or stocks. Experiments composing the corpus use 
different measures proposed by portfolio management the-
ory. This could extend to the simplest evaluation measures 
such as raw returns to single-factor models derived from 
the CAPM regression (Sharpe Ratio (1966) and Jensen’s 
Alpha (1968, 1969)) via more complex multifactorial mod-
els (Fama-French, 1993; Carhart, 1997). As suggested by 
Derwall et al. (2005) and Galema et al. (2008), we expect 
to obtain different results depending on whether the finan-
cial performance measures are risk-adjusted or not. More 
complex financial performance measures permit to better 
isolate the SRI effect on performance (taking into account 
the potentially perturbations caused by risk, size, growth 
potential, etc).

- Observation period: The observation period is also 
a factor that may influence the nature of the performance 
of SRI. Core et al. (2006) as well as Amenc and Le Sourd 
(2008) demonstrate empirically that the longer the observa-
tion period, the more significant the results, and the more 
the effect of SRI on the observed performance should be 
positive or negative rather than neutral. Furthermore, we 
have seen in our conceptual framework that Bauer et al. 
(2005) argue that the higher the learning effect is, the more 
performance of SRI is important, compared to that of a tra-
ditional investment.

- Sample size: Research should take into account the 
size of the sample as an observation variable. Sample size is 
measured by the sum of the experimental sample size (SRI 
group) and the control group sample size (non-SRI). Sizes 
are grouped into homogeneous and representative catego-
ries. As for the length of the observation period, sample size 
improves the quality of the statistical estimations and tests.

- Type of research (journal effect): Finally, the assump-
tion that the type of research may affect the financial per-
formance of SRI should be tested to determine whether 
the results can be influenced or moderated depending on 
whether they were published or not in academic journals. 
We have seen in the analysis of publication bias that SRI 

impacts could depend on whether the research has been 
published or not. A scientific journal can be viewed as a 
filter for the quality of the studies.

Moderators characterizing the methodology of the 
study (contingent moderators)

These factors are chosen by the authors of the studies but 
can have a systematic effect on the link between SRI and 
financial performance. Three characteristics are selected: 

- SRI market: researches cover the various SRI markets. 
Geographic areas are European or international; some SRI 
investments are invested in markets larger than that of a sin-
gle country. Thus, we chose to respect the historic SRI mar-
ket segmentation as identified by Louche and Lydenberg 
(2006). According to the authors, shareholder activism and 
negative screening are more common in the United States, 
while positive screening (selective approach or Best-in-
class) is more used in Europe. So we expect to see different 
impacts depending on the markets studied, more particu-
larly for US SRI markets and non-US SRI markets.

- Data comparison method: We expect to observe dif-
ferent results according to the data used by the authors. 
Diltz (1995) demonstrates in his work that the performance 
of SRI differs depending on whether we observe existing 
SRI funds or if researchers establish their own SRI portfo-
lios using the SRI ratings of extra-financial analysts.

- Investment family: The investment family (bonds, 
stocks, balanced) can act as a moderator of the performance 
of SRI. In their work, Hutton et al. (1998) and D’Antonio 
et al. (2000) show that an SRI-oriented ‘bonds’ or ‘bal-
anced’ may outperform an SRI-oriented ‘stocks’. The per-
formance of SRI can vary according to the degree of risk of 
investment vehicles, in the same way as more conventional 
investments. Investment, SRI or not, remains sensitive to 
financial risk, whether it is specific or systematic.

It is interesting to observe the influence of all these 
moderators on the financial performance of SRI. Appendix 
2 presents the coding used for statistical treatments.

Influence of the moderators on the financial 
performance of SRI

We first investigate if the factors of methodological quality 
are determinants of the perceived quality of the paper. Then 
we concentrate on the impact of methodological choice on 
the relation between SRI and financial performance.

Quality of the methodology

The mean number of citations by year of each article in the 
corpus (the detailed computation of this index is explained 
in note 14) can be seen as a measure of the perceived 
quality of the paper. We want to investigate what are the 
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methodological determinants of the perceived quality of the 
paper by implementing Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) with 
methodological variables as independent variables and cita-
tion index as dependent variable.

Results of model 1 in table  2 confirm the validity of 
our distinction between qualitative and contingent method-
ological variables: the length of the observation period, the 
complexity of the performance measure, and the nature of 
the research (0 for scientific review, 1 for non-published 
researches) have a positive significant impact on the per-
ceived quality of the paper. Nevertheless there are two 
notable exceptions: the number of citations by year is a sig-
nificant positive function of the data comparison method 
(when the portfolio is constructed by academics the number 
of citations increases) and the sample size has no significant 
impact on the perceived quality of the paper. The second 
result is probably due to the difficulty to correctly measure 
sample size. Indeed, our study could examine stocks, funds, 
or indexes. It is difficult to find a basis of common under-
standing for all these investment vehicles12. For the first 
result we conduct a complementary analysis (model 2 of 

table 2) by adding a dummy variable (1 when the impact is 
neutral and 0 for negative or positive impact). We observe 
an interesting phenomenon: papers with a neutral impact 
are less cited than papers with a positive or negative impact. 
If we take into account this phenomenon, all the coefficients 
of our qualitative methodological variables remain signifi-
cant, but the ‘data comparison method’ is no more signifi-
cant. That is explained by the fact that when researchers 
construct their own SRI portfolio, there is a greater prob-
ability to obtain a positive SRI impact. We can conclude 
that the construction of portfolio by academics is not seen 
as a better method, but the higher number of citations is due 
to the positive impact obtained by these studies. Finally, as 
the adjusted R-squared are relatively low, we deduce that 
methodological variables explain only a relatively small 
part of the interest for a paper.

Impact of methodological choices on the relationship 
between SRI and financial performance

To analyze the impact of methodological choices on the 
relationship between SRI and financial performance we use 

Table 2

Influence of determinants on the number of citations (quality of the paper)

Dependent variable : mean number of citations by year

Independent variables OLS Model 1 OLS Model 2

Constant
(p-value)

SRI Market (mean by article)
(p-value)

Data comparison method (mean by article)
(p-value)

Observation period (mean by article)
(p-value)

Performance measure (mean by article)
(p-value)

Sample size (mean by article)
(p-value)

Investment family (mean by article)
(p-value)

Type of research
(p-value)

Neutral Impact (mean by article)
(p-value)

-9.131
(0.623)
-2.991
(0.412)
8.678*
(0.094)
6.942**
(0.035)
8.263**
(0.045)
-0.011
(0.960)
-5.257
(0.314)
-8.247*
(0.100)

-0.884
(0.963)
-3.436
(0.344)
5.539

(0.323)
8.039**
(0.016)
8.426**
(0.04)
-0.023
(0.916)
-6.123
(0.241)
-8.968*
(0.073)
-8.491*
(0.06)

Number of experiments
Number of articles

161
75

161
75

Adj R2 = 0.10 Adj R2 = 0.12

12. Sample size is measured by the number of SRI stocks, indexes or 
funds whose performance is analyzed.
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two different measures of the dependent variable: the first 
one is just an indicator for negative, neutral, and positive 
impact of SRI on financial performance; for the second one, 
in order to take into account the perceived quality of the 
study, this indicator is weighted by the impact factor of the 
article.13

As in the first approach the dependent variable is cat-
egorical, we use a multinomial logit model to investigate 

the impact of methodological characteristics. The variant 
results in the fact that the dependent variable takes (r) values 
and that one of these modalities serves as reference in the 
model (in our case “Negative SRI Impact”). From results of 
this model presented in table 3 we can deduce the14 follow-
ing conclusions. “Data comparison method” and “Type of 
research” significantly increase the probability to obtain a 
positive SRI impact. Impact is more likely to be positive for 
SRI portfolios created by researchers and in unpublished 

13. The second method shows similar results in terms of coefficients and 
does not bring additional interest to the analysis. We present here only 

the results from the first method.

Table 3

Regression coefficients from the multinomial logit model

Dependent variable 
modalities

Independent variables
Model 1

coefficients
p-value

Model 2
coefficients

p-value

Positive
SRI Impact

Constant -6.852*** 0.005 -6.839*** 0.005

SRI Market 0.215 0.607 0.237 0.578

Data comparison method 2.813*** 0.000 2.831*** 0.000

Investment family 0.262 0.670 0.212 0.732

Sample size (Sqrt of N) -0.033 0.272 -0.037 0.246

Observation period 0.495 0.171 0.537 0.153

Financial performance measure 0.053 0.897 0.023 0.955

Type of publication 1.036* 0.087 1.046* 0.088

Citation index -0.0007 0.933

Neutral
SRI Impact

Constant -0.209 0.901 0.253 0.885

SRI Market -0.262 0.317 -0.329 0.311

Data comparison method -0.474 0.402 -0.466 0.423

Investment family -0.300 0.526 -0.422 0.388

Sample size (Sqrt of N) 0.0097 0.655 0.0099 0.665

Observation period 0.691** 0.021 0.867*** 0.006

Financial performance measure 0.332 0.352 0.406 0.262

Type of research 0.023 0.962 -0.302 0.559

Citation index -0.031** 0.038

Note: the reference modality is “Negative SRI Impact”

To give a key of interpretation in the case of a multinomial logit model, each coefficient obtained is compared to 0 to determine the corresponding signifi-
cance. A negative coefficient (positive) has a negative (positive) impact on the modality to explain compared to the reference modality. A positive (negative) 
coefficient involves interpreting the independent variable in an ascending (descending) way. In other words, if the coefficient is positive, the modality 
explaining the dependent variable is the highest (lowest) in the independent variable (report to appendix 2 to see the coding used).

To take into account the fact that experimentations reported within the same study could not be independent we conduct the same analysis but replace the 
value of the variable for each experimentation by the mean value of all experimentations within the same study; we obtain very similar results to those 
presented here.
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works. Except for this last variable, none of the method-
ological variables representing quality have a significant or 
even quasi-significant impact. Positive impact seems to be 
obtained when researchers have a greater control on their 
research. One possible explanation could be that in this case 
researches are more driven by societal convictions than by 
scientific rigor.

“Length of the observation period” significantly 
increases the probability to observe a neutral impact. A 
contrario negative impact results are obtained for shorter 
observation periods; thus are less stable. If all coefficients 
are taken into account (significant or not) it seems that stud-
ies with neutral impact have a better methodological quality 
than others. The introduction of citation index in model 2 
confirms that papers that obtain a neutral impact are less 
cited than papers obtaining a positive or negative impact.

Discussion and conclusion

The purpose of this study was to propose an “empirical” 
synthesis of the literature on the financial performance of 
SRI.

Thus, after selecting an empirical corpus of 75 studies 
including 161 experiments, we find that there is no appar-
ent link between SRI and financial performance. This 
would confirm the theory of the equilibrium prices between 
ethical stocks and non-ethical stocks developed by Dupré 
et al. (2009) that would cause a similar expected return 
between SRI and conventional investment. But this result 
undermines the principle of inefficiency of SRI according 
to modern portfolio theory (SRI should underperform con-
ventional investment; given the selection and diversifica-
tion constraints, that is necessary). These results generate 
interest to investors and companies if SRI obtains the same 
performance as conventional investment; so it may rein-
force investors to bring their choice to the SRI assets and 
encourage companies launching into a sustainable devel-
opment pace, facilitating access to financial resources and 
reducing the cost of equity by diversifying the shareholding 
with the entry of “green investors” (Merton, 1987; Heinkel 
et al., 2001, Mackey et al., 2007).

However, we observe some heterogeneity between 
SRI impacts (40 positive impacts, 80 neutral, 41 nega-
tive). Given this heterogeneity, we identified two groups of 
potential moderators: moderators characterizing the quality 
of the study (financial performance measure, sample size, 
observation period, and type of research) and moderators 
characterizing the methodology of the study (SRI, data 
comparison method and investment family). We find that 
when SRI portfolios are elaborated directly by researchers 
and that research is not published, then the SRI impact is 
positive. Given this assessment, two major issues must be 
asked: do the researchers using ratings of extra-financial 
analysts to build their own SRI portfolios tend to make a 
selection ex-post of best-performing stocks or to implement 

strategies such as data-mining in order to observe the 
results in accordance with their original targets (more based 
on societal beliefs rather than scientific rigor) ?. Or should 
we consider that SRI funds and stocks are not as ethical 
as they claim, joining the conclusions made by Le Maux 
and Le Saout (2004) or Burlacu et al. (2004) ? While the 
former implies that researchers could introduce different 
selection bias in their data selection, it is difficult to accept 
in the latter that a fund manager may be less effective than 
a researcher in terms of portfolio management; it would 
therefore be interesting to analyze more thoroughly the 
process of selection of managers and researchers to detect 
possible bias in the constitution of their SRI portfolios.

In addition, we also note that studies identifying no link 
between SRI and performance are less cited than studies 
founding positive and negative links.

Finally, the results obtained in determination of the 
financial performance of SRI should be weighed by the fact 
that the method dramatically influences the nature of the 
relationship between SRI and performance.
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Appendix 1

Empirical corpus and SRI impacts by experiments

SRI 
Market

Data 
comparison 

method14

Investment 
family15

Experimental 
(SRI) sample size

Control group 
(non-SRI) 

sample size

Total 
sample 
size (N)

Observation 
period (in 

years)

Financial 
performance 

measure 16

Type of research
SRI 

Impact

Moskowitz (1972) US SRP vs CI Stocks 14 1 15 ½ Standard Measures Scientific review +

Vance (1975) US SRP vs CI Stocks 45 45 90 1 Standard Measures Scientific review -

Alexander and Buchholz (1978)
US SRP vs CI Stocks 47 1 48 3 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRP vs CI Stocks 47 1 48 5 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Luther et al. (1992) UK SRMF vs CI NS 10 1 11 17 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review. =

Hamilton et al. (1993) US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 32 320 352 10 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Luther and Matatko (1994) UK SRMF vs CI NS 9 2 11 8 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Mallin et al. (1995)
UK SRMF vs CMF NS 29 29 58 8 Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

UK SRMF vs CI NS 29 1 30 8 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

Diltz (1995) US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 66 49 115 3 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Opler and Sokobin (1995)
US SRP vs CI Stocks 96 1 97 3 Standard Measures Working-paper +

US SRP vs CI Stocks 96 4 100 3 Standard Measures Working-paper +

Smith (1996) US SPR vs CP Stocks 19 20 39 7 Standard Measures Scientific review +

Gregory et al. (1997) UK SRMF vs CMF NS 18 18 36 9 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Guerard (1997a) US SRP vs CP Stocks 950 1300 2250 8 Statistical coefficients Scientific review =

Guerard (1997b) US SRP vs CP Stocks 950 1200 2150 10 Statistical coefficients Scientific review =

Cohen et al. (1997) US SRP+ vs SRP-- Stocks 1 1 2 5 Monofactorial SP Working-paper +

D’Antonio et al. (1997) US SRP vs CI Bonds 140 1 141 6 Standard Measures Scientific review +

Sauer (1997)
US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 1 1 2 9 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRI vs CI Stocks 1 1 2 9 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Dhrymes (1998) US SRP vs CP Stocks 412 75 487 6 Statistical coefficients Conference =

Hutton et al. (1998) US SRP vs CI Bonds 1 1 2 5 Standard Measures Scientific review +

M’Zali and Turcotte (1998)

US SRMF vs CMF NS 12 2 14 3 and 4 Monofactorial SP Conference =

US SRMF vs CI NS 12 1 13 3 and 4 Monofactorial SP Conference =

CAN SRMF vs CMF NS 6 6 12 From 2 to 4 Monofactorial SP Conference =

CAN SRMF vs CI NS 6 1 7 From 2 to 4 Monofactorial SP Conference =

14. SRMF: Socially responsible mutual funds; CMF: Conventional mutual funds; VF: Vice Funds; 
SRI: Socially responsible indexes; CI: Conventional Indexes; SRP: Socially responsible portfolios 
made by searchers on social ratings; CP: Conventional portfolios made by searchers; VP: Vice stocks 
portfolios; SRP+: Socially responsible portfolios made by searchers on positive social ratings (highly 
rated); SRP-: Socially responsible portfolios made by searchers on negative social ratings (low rated).

15. NS: Not specified

16. The variable « Financial performance measure » is divided into six modalities representing all the 
measures used in the studies of the empirical corpus: « Standard Measures » (raw returns, standard 
deviation, variance), statistical coefficients (Jobson-Korkie, T-Stat, Z-Stat, correlation coefficient, 

autocorrelation test, cointegration test), Monofactorial measures Stock-picking SP (Sharpe Ratio, 
Treynor Ratio, Jensen Alpha, Tracking-error, Information Ratio, Modigliani and Modigliani, Black-
Treynor Ratio), Monofactorial measures Market-timing MT (Henriksson and Merton, Treynor and 
Mazuy), Multifactorial measures (Fama-French, Carhart) and conditional performance measures 
(Ferson et Schadt).
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SRI 
Market

Data 
comparison 

method

Investment 
family

Experimental 
(SRI) sample 

size

Control group 
(non-SRI) 

sample size

Total 
sample 
size (N)

Observation 
period (in 

years)

Financial 
performance measure 

Type of research
SRI 

Impact

Reyes and Grieb (1998)
US SRMF vs CMF NS 15 15 30 10 Statistical coefficients Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CMF NS 15 15 30 10 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Di Bartolomeo and Kurtz (1999) US SRI vs CI Stocks 1 1 2 9 Multifactorial Working-paper =

Goldreyer and Diltz (1999)

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 29 20 49 16 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CMF Bonds 9 20 29 16 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CMF Balanced 11 20 31 16 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Havemann and Webster (1999) UK SRMF vs CMF Stocks 13 13 26 5 Standard Measures Institutional studies -

Abramson and Chung (2000)
US SRP vs CI Stocks 120 3 123 11 Standard Measures Scientific review =

US SRP vs CI Stocks 177 3 180 11 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Cummings (2000) AUS SMRF vs CI NS 7 3 10 8 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

D’Antonio et al. (2000)
US SRP vs CI Stocks 1 1 2 6 Standard Measures Scientific review +

US SRP vs CI Bonds 1 1 2 6 Standard Measures Scientific review +

Statman (2000)

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 31 62 93 8 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

US SRMF vs CI Stocks 31 1 32 8 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SMRF vs SRI Stocks 31 1 32 8 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SRI vs CI Stocks 1 1 2 8 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Asmundson and Foerster (2001)
CAN SRI vs CI Stocks 4 1 5 5 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

CAN SRMF vs CI Stocks 2 1 3 10 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Otten and Koedijk (2001)
NED SRMF vs CI Stocks 6 6 12 7 Monofactorial SP Institutional studies -

NED SRMF vs CMF Stocks 6 1 7 7 Monofactorial SP Institutional studies -

Plantinga and Scholtens (2001)

FR SRMF vs CI Stocks 65 529 594 5 ½ Standard Measures Working-paper +

BEL SRMF vs CMF Stocks 30 80 110 5 ½ Standard Measures Working-paper +

NED SRMF vs CMF Stocks 39 41 80 5 ½ Standard Measures Working-paper +

Tippet (2001) AUS SRMF vs CMF Stocks 3 1 4 7 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

Newell and Acheampong (2002) AUS SRMF vs CI NS 11 1 12 3 Monofactorial SP Conference +

Stone et al. (2002) US SRMF vs CI Stocks 1334 1334 2668 13 ½ Monofactorial SP Working-paper =

Wheat (2002)
US SRP vs CP Stocks 19 1 20 3 Standard Measures Institutional studies +

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 19 19 38 3 Standard Measures Institutional studies +

Butz (2003)
EUR SRMF vs CI Stocks 288 288 576 4 ½ Standard Measures Institutional studies -

EUR SRP vs CP Stocks 288 1 289 4 ½ Standard Measures Institutional studies +

Geczy et al. (2003)
US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 34 860 894 38 ½ Monofactorial SP Working-paper -

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 34 860 894 38 ½ Multifactorial Working-paper -

Gompers et al. (2003) US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 158 87 245 10 Multifactorial Scientific review +

Serret (2003)
FR SRMF vs CI Stocks 51 2 53 13 ½ Standard Measures Conference =

FR FSR vs IC Stocks 51 13 ans ½ Monofactorial SP Conference =
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SRI 
Market

Data 
comparison 

method

Investment 
family

Experimental 
(SRI) sample 

size

Control group 
(non-SRI) 

sample size

Total 
sample 
size (N)

Observation 
period (in years)

Financial 
performance 

measure 

Type of research
SRI 

Impact

Burlacu et al. (2004)

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 50 1688 1738 5 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 50 1688 1738 5 Monofactorial MT Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CI Stocks 50 1 51 5 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SRMF vs SRI Stocks 50 1 51 5 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRMF vs SRI Stocks 50 1 51 5 ¼ Monofactorial MT Scientific review -

Le Maux and Le Saout (2004) INT SRI vs CI Stocks 5 4 9 6 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Schröder (2004)

US SRMF vs CI Stocks 30 2 32 5 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =
US SRMF vs CI Stocks 30 2 32 5 ½ Monofactorial MT Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CI Stocks 30 2 32 5 ½
Conditional 
performance

Scientific review =

EUR SRMF vs CI Stocks 16 2 18 7 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

EUR SRMF vs CI Stocks 16 2 18 7 ¼ Monofactorial MT Scientific review -

EUR SRMF vs CI Stocks 16 2 18 7 ¼
Conditional 
performance

Scientific review =

INT SRI vs CI Stocks 10 10 20 6 2/3 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Kreander et al. (2005)

EUR SRMF vs CMF NS 30 30 60 7 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

EUR SRMF vs CMF NS 30 30 60 7 Monofactorial MT Scientific review -

EUR SRMF vs CI NS 30 1 31 7 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Bello (2005)

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 42 84 126 7 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRMF vs SRI Stocks 42 1 43 7 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SRMF vs CI Stocks 42 1 43 7 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

Bauer et al. (2005)

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 55 55 165 11 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 55 55 165 11 ¼ Multifactorial Scientific review =

US SRMF vs SRI Stocks 55 55 1 7 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

UK SRMF vs CMF Stocks 32 32 96 11 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

UK SRMF vs CMF Stocks 32 32 96 11 ¼ Multifactorial Scientific review =

UK SRMF vs SRI Stocks 32 32 1 7 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

GER SRMF vs CMF Stocks 16 16 48 11 ¼ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

GER SRMF vs CMF Stocks 16 16 48 11 ¼ Multifactorial Scientific review =

GER SRMF vs SRI Stocks 16 16 1 7 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

Derwall et al. (2005)
US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 135 315 450 8 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 135 315 450 8 ½ Multifactorial Scientific review +

Guenster et al. (2005) US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 130 186 316 5 ¾
Statistical 

coefficients
Working-paper +

Miglietta (2005)
EUR SRMF vs SRI Stocks 65 3 68 8 Monofactorial SP Conference -

EUR SRMF vs CI Stocks 65 5 70 8 Monofactorial SP Conference -
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SRI 
Market

Data 
comparison 

method

Investment 
family

Experimental 
(SRI) sample 

size

Control group 
(non-SRI) 

sample size

Total 
sample 
size (N)

Observation 
period (in 

years)

Financial 
performance 

measure 

Type of research SRI Impact

Shank et al. (2005)

US SRP vs CI Stocks 11 1 12 3 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRP vs VP Stocks 11 10 21 3 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

US SRP vs CI Stocks 11 1 12 5 Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

US SRP vs VP Stocks 11 10 21 5 Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

US SRP vs CI Stocks 11 1 12 10 Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

US SRP vs VP Stocks 11 10 21 10 Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

Scholtens (2005)

NED SRMF vs CMF Stocks 12 10 22 1 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

NED SRMF vs CMF Stocks 12 10 22 1½ Multifactorial Scientific review =

NED SRMF vs SRI Stocks 12 3 15 1 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

NED SRMF vs CI Stocks 12 2 14 1 ½ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Vandevelde et al. (2005) EUR SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 74 65 139 4 Multifactorial Scientific review +

Verrmeir et al. (2005)

INT SRI vs CI Stocks 6 6 12 7 Standard Measures Scientific review +

INT SRI vs CI Stocks 6 6 12 7 Multifactorial Scientific review =

INT SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 74 65 139 5 Multifactorial Scientific review +

Barnett and Salomon 
(2006)

US SRP vs SRP NS 61 61 122 29 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SRP vs SRP NS 61 61 122 29 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SRP vs SRP NS 61 61 122 29 Monofactorial SP Scientific review +

Bauer et al. (2006)
AUS SRMF vs CMF Stocks 25 281 306 10 ½ Multifactorial Scientific review =

AUS SRMF vs CMF Stocks 25 281 306 10 ½
Conditional 
performance

Scientific review =

Benson et al. (2006) US SRMF vs CMF Stocks 105 3232 3337 10 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Brammer et al. (2006)

UK SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 76 68 144 3 Standard Measures Scientific review -

UK SRP+ vs SRP-- Stocks 80 54 134 3 Standard Measures Scientific review -

UK SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 89 28 117 3 Standard Measures Scientific review +

UK SRP vs CI Stocks 93 1 94 3 Standard Measures Scientific review -

UK SRP vs CI Stocks 167 1 168 3 Standard Measures Scientific review +

Chong et al. (2006)

US SRMF vs VF Stocks 1 1 2 3 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SRMF vs VF Stocks 1 1 2 3 Statistical coefficients Scientific review -

US SRMF vs CI Stocks 1 1 2 3 Statistical coefficients Scientific review -

Core et al. (2006) US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 158 87 245 13 ¾ Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Pagès (2006)
INT SRI vs CI Stocks 2 2 4 15 Monofactorial SP Thesis & memo +

FR SRMF vs CMF NS 30 30 60 3 Monofactorial SP Thesis & memo -

Vermeir and Friedrich 
(2006)

INT SRI vs CI Stocks 6 6 12 7 Multifactorial Scientific review =

EUR SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 315 315 630 5 Standard Measures Scientific review =

Statman (2006) US SRI vs CI Stocks 4 1 5 8 (mean) Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

Bauer et al. (2007)

CAN SRMF vs CMF NS 8 267 275 8 Monofactorial SP Scientific review =

CAN SRMF vs CMF NS 8 267 275 8 Multifactorial Scientific review =

CAN SRMF vs CMF NS 8 267 275 8
Conditional 
performance

Scientific review =
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SRI 
Market

Data 
comparison 

method

Investment 
family

Experimental 
(SRI) sample 

size

Control group 
(non-SRI) 

sample size

Total 
sample 
size (N)

Observation 
period (in 

years)

Financial 
performance 

measure 

Type of research
SRI 

Impact

Girard et al. (2007)
US SRMF vs CI

Stocks + Bonds + 
Balanced

116 18 134 10 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

US SRMF vs CI
Stocks + bonds + 

balanced.
116 18 134 10 Monofactorial MT Scientific review -

Kempf and Osthoff (2007)
US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 65 65 130 12 Multifactorial Scientific review +

US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 539 111 650 12 Multifactorial Scientific review +

Gregory and Whittaker (2007) UK SRMF vs CMF NS 32 160 192 13 Multifactorial Scientific review =

Scholtens (2007)
NED SRMF vs CI Stocks 7 1 8 4 Multifactorial Scientific review -

EUR SRI vs CI Stocks 2 1 3 4 Multifactorial Scientific review -

Ziegler et al. (2007)
EUR SRP vs SRP Stocks 212 212 424 5 ½ Multifactorial Scientific review +

EUR SRP vs SRP Stocks 212 212 424 5 ½ Multifactorial Scientific review -

Fernandez-Izquierdo and 
Matallin-Saez (2008)

SP SRMF vs CMF NS 13 2064 2077 3 Multifactorial Scientific review +

SP SRMF vs CI NS 13 1 14 3 Multifactorial Scientific review -

Galema et al. (2008)
US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 1 1 2 14 Multifactorial Scientific review +

US SRP+ vs SRP- Stocks 3 3 6 14 Multifactorial Scientific review +

Jones et al. (2008)
AUS SRMF vs CI NS 89 4 93 5 Monofactorial SP Scientific review -

AUS SRMF vs CI NS 89 4 93 5 Multifactorial Scientific review -

Saadaoui (2008)

FR SRMF vs CMF Stocks 11 11 22 13 Monofactorial SP Conference =

FR SRMF vs CMF Stocks 11 11 22 13 Monofactorial MT Conference =

FR SRMF vs SRI Stocks 11 1 12 13 Monofactorial SP Conference =

FR SRMF vs CI Stocks 11 1 12 13 Monofactorial SP Conference =

Amenc and Le Sourd (2008)
FR SRMF vs SRI Stocks 62 11 73 6 Multifactorial

Institutional 
studies

=

FR SRMF vs CI Stocks 124 4 128 6 Multifactorial
Institutional 

studies
=

Gillet (2008)
FR SRMF vs CMF NS 77 77 154 3 Monofactorial SP Conference =

FR SRMF vs VF NS 77 1 78 3 Monofactorial SP Conference -

Derwall and Koedijk (2009)
US SRMF vs CMF Bonds 15 75 90 15 ½ Multifactorial Scientific review =

US SRMF vs CMF Balanced 9 45 54 15 ½ Multifactorial Scientific review +

Hong and Kacperczyk (2009) US VP vs CP Stocks 193 200 393 40 Multifactorial Scientific review -

Saadaoui (2009)

FR SRMF vs CMF Stocks 73 73 146 13 Monofactorial SP Thesis & memo =

CAN SRMF vs CMF Stocks 22 22 44 1 Monofactorial SP Thesis & memo =

FR SRMF vs CMF Stocks 73 73 146 13 Monofactorial MT Thesis & memo =

CAN SRMF vs CMF Stocks 22 22 44 13 Monofactorial MT Thesis & memo =

75 studies
161 

experiments
11401 21453 32854
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Appendix 2 

Coding of moderators

Variables Modalities

SRI Market
North America (US & Canada) = 1

Europe = 2
Outside North America & Europe = 3

Data comparison method
Portfolios constructed by managers / professionals = 1

Portfolios constructed by researchers = 2

Investment family
Stocks = 1

Outside stocks = 2

Sample size
-20 = 1

20-99 = 2
+100 = 3

Observation period
-5 years = 1
5-9 years = 2
+10 years = 3

Financial performance measure
Standard measures and statistical coefficients = 1

Single-factor models (Monofactorial SP & MT) = 2
Multifactor models = 3

Type of research
Scientific review = 1

Outside scientific review = 2

SRI Impact
Positive SRI Impact = 1
Neutral SRI Impact = 2

Negative SRI Impact = 3


