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Abstract

This paper studies the landscape of Corporate Social Activism (CSA) among Fortune
500 companies over the past four decades. By analyzing a novel dataset comprising
newspaper article titles related to company social stances, the study aims to establish
trends in CSA activity and understand the motivations driving companies to partici-
pate in social stances. Contrary to prevailing beliefs, the analysis challenges the existing
notion that advertising and social media are primary drivers of CSA, finding instead
that companies with higher investments in labor and employees exhibit greater CSA en-
gagement. Furthermore, the establishment of corporate Twitter accounts was not found
to significantly influence CSA activity, indicating a nuanced relationship between social
media and corporate activism. The findings offer insights into the evolving dynamics of
CSR, highlighting the multifaceted motivations behind companies’ decisions to engage
in social advocacy. Overall, this research contributes to a deeper understanding of the

complexities shaping corporate behavior in the realm of social responsibility.
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1 Introduction

Y

“Believe in something. Even if it means sacrificing everything.” These words, embla-
zoned across billboards and echoed in the hearts of millions, encapsulated the ethos of
Nike’s groundbreaking Dream Crazy Campaign that dared to challenge the status quo.
Nike’s decision to align themselves with Kaepernick’s protest against police brutality,
sparked a firestorm of controversy and debate. The backlash was immediate and loud.
Social media erupted with the hashtag #BurnYourNikes, as dissenters sought to express
their disdain for the brand’s association with the Black Lives Matter movement [IJ.
Despite losing customers who viewed activism as antithetical to commerce or disagreed
with the cause, Nike’s Dream Crazy Campaign proved to be remarkably successful. Sales
surged by 31%, and the brand’s value soared by an additional 6 billion dollars [2].
Nike’s Dream Crazy Campaign represents one chapter in a larger narrative of companies
grappling with the complexities of corporate social responsibility (CSR). While the con-
cept of CSR traces its roots back to as early as 1954, when pioneers like the founder of
Hershey sought to enhance community well-being [3], its significance has evolved signif-
icantly over time. It wasn’t until 2006 that CSR began to garner substantial attention
from investors, marking a pivotal moment in the corporate landscape [3]. This shift was
catalyzed by the emergence of ESG (Environmental, Social, and Governance) criteria,
which signaled a fundamental change in how stakeholders evaluate companies [4]. No
longer solely focused on financial performance, investors and other stakeholders began
to scrutinize corporate behavior through the lens of environmental and social impacts as
well.

This increased investor interest in CSR coincided with a growing public awareness and
scrutiny of corporate actions. As societal expectations around corporate behavior con-
tinue to evolve, companies are increasingly compelled to demonstrate their commitment
to social and environmental responsibility [4]. Thus, CSR has transitioned from a niche

concern to a mainstream consideration, shaping corporate strategies and actions in pro-



found ways. As public attention begins to focus more on CSA, understanding the broader
landscape becomes paramount. Companies are embracing various approaches to taking
social stances, ranging from Ben & Jerry’s outspoken advocacy for racial equity to Patag-
onia’s staunch defense of environmental conservation [5][6]. These examples illustrate
how corporations leverage their platforms to address societal issues that may not have a
direct impact on their profits.

The increased attention given to CSA over time raises the question of weather the amount
of CSA has increased over time, or if people just find it easier to voice their reactions to
the CSA because of social media. Secondly answering questions on the the characteristics
that describe companies that participate in CSA and if certain characteristics such as
brand awareness and image are possible motivators of companies participating in CSA
can help shine a light on the motivations of companies in participating in CSA. The
challenge in answering these questions is that there is no standard for a company to
share their social stance making it hard to find one method to collect this data. Creating
a dataset that can be used to measure this information has been a primary challenge.
In this paper, I construct a novel dataset comprising of the titles of newspaper articles
from US newspapers focusing on Fortune 500 companies and their social stances over
the past four decades. Using this dataset, I aim to definitively establish the increase in
Corporate Social Activism (CSA) over time. I argue that advertising and participation in
social media do not necessarily lead to a rise in the trend of CSA activity. Additionally,
I demonstrate that companies that invest more in their employees have increased their
CSA activity more over time compared to their counterparts. These trends suggest that
companies engage in CSA partly due to its positive impact on their employees rather
than external pressures or rewards such as increased brand awareness.

Central to the analysis are several key formal assumptions. Firstly, it is assumed that
the presence of newspaper articles about companies taking social stances is indicative

of CSA activity. Secondly, it is presupposed that the titles of newspaper articles can



effectively classify them as relating to CSA, leveraging Claude, a state-of-the-art large
language model.

The data utilized in assessing a company’s CSA activity primarily consists of newspaper
articles from ProQuest’s TDM Studio U.S. regional and local newspaper database cover-
ing companies taking social stances. To ensure a fair comparison of CSA activity across
companies and years, a normalized scaled count approach was devised. This method
scales a company’s CSA activity by the number of newspaper articles written about
that company in a given year and then normalizes these scaled counts by dividing by
the highest scaled count for that company. Additionally, supplementary data crucial to
the analysis is sourced from the Wharton Research Data Services (WRDS) Compustat
database and Twitter.com.

By plotting the average normalized scaled count over time, we observe a statistically
significant positive slope in CSA activity among Fortune 500 companies over the years.
To explore possible reasons for this increase, we will examine Advertising Expenditure,
Labor Expenditure, and the creation of a corporate Twitter account. We find no notable
difference in the participation rate between Business-to-Business (B2B) and Business-
to-Consumer (B2C) companies; both types of companies increase in CSA activity at the
same rate. Similarly, we find that the creation of a Twitter account does not signifi-
cantly impact a company’s CSA activity. These factors measure how much a company
prioritizes brand awareness and the visibility or peer pressure they might experience from
engaging in CSA. However, we do find a notable difference between industry-level partic-
ipation rates and trends in average CSA activity. Additionally, companies that allocate
a larger share of their revenue to employee expenditures show a higher CSA activity.
This suggests that companies may engage in CSA to enhance employee satisfaction.

A primary contribution of this paper lies in the construction and analysis of a novel
dataset that examines the presence of newspaper articles on Fortune 500 companies

taking social stances over the last four decades. While previous studies have delved



into the relationship between corporate social activism (CSA) and company behavior,
the unique approach here leverages the titles of newspaper articles as indicators of CSA
activity. Unlike past research that might rely on self-reported data or looks generally at
Media Behavior compared to CSR annoucments, this dataset offers a comprehensive and
objective measure of the extent of CSA across a broad range of companies and years.
By employing a normalized scaled count approach, the paper ensures a fair comparison
across companies and years, thus offering a more precise and nuanced understanding of
the evolving landscape of CSA.

The paper’s second significant contribution lies in its analysis of the impact of social
media, particularly the establishment of corporate Twitter accounts, on the Corporate
Social Activism (CSA) activities of companies. Contrary to the prevalent belief that the
rise of social media platforms has directly led to an increase in CSA participation, this
study challenges this notion. Using an event study methodology, the paper demonstrates
that companies engaged on Twitter do not necessarily exhibit a significant surge in their
CSA activity. This finding diverges from recent research that often attributes the rise
in CSA to increased social media engagement. By dissecting this relationship, the paper
offers a more nuanced understanding of the factors driving companies to engage in CSA.
The insights derived from this analysis suggest that while social media can amplify CSA
efforts, it might not be the primary motivator for companies to take social stances.

A further contribution of this paper is its exploration of the motivations driving compa-
nies to participate in CSA. Unlike previous studies that may focus predominantly on the
role of brand awareness and image in influencing CSA activities, this research offers a
more comprehensive analysis. Through the examination of various factors, the paper re-
veals that many companies engaging in CSA are not solely driven by concerns for brand
awareness. This finding diverges from recent literature that often emphasizes the role of
brand reputation as a primary motivator for CSA. By uncovering alternative drivers be-

hind CSA engagement, the paper provides a richer and more multifaceted understanding



of the complex interplay of factors influencing corporate decisions to take social stances.
In addition to the above, the paper also examines the impact of Advertising Expenditure
and Labor Expenditure on CSA activity. The findings indicate that there is no significant
difference in the participation rate between B2B and B2C companies, and both types
of companies increase in CSA activity at the same rate. Furthermore, the creation of
a Twitter account was not found to be a notable event influencing a company’s CSA
activity. These results challenge the prevailing belief that advertising and social media
participation are key drivers of increased CSA activity.

Moreover, the paper highlights the role of employee expenditure in influencing CSA
engagement. Companies that allocate a larger share of their revenue to employee expen-
ditures show a higher CSA activity. This suggests that companies may engage in CSA
to enhance employee satisfaction, which provides a new perspective on the motivations
behind corporate social activism.

By integrating these findings, the paper contributes to a more comprehensive under-
standing of the complex factors influencing corporate decisions to engage in CSA. It
challenges existing notions and offers new insights into the motivations and drivers be-
hind the increasing trend of Corporate Social Activism among Fortune 500 companies

over the years.



2 Measuring Corporate Social Advocacy

2.1 Traditional Media Outlets and Corporate Social Advocacy

To examine the landscape of corporate social stances over time, I focused on newspaper
articles about Fortune 500 corporate social advocacy. The corpus of newspaper articles
comes from Proquest’s TDM studios U.S. Major dailied]] and the U.S. Newsstreamf
historical archives. This paper will focus on the 2022 Fortune 500 companies over the
past 40 years from 1980 to 2022.

Newspapers are a good choice for measuring corporate social stances because they have
played a crucial role in fostering public dialogue regarding the nature of CSR[7]. Tradi-
tional media outlets, notably newspapers, have long served as the method for companies
to communicate to a larger audience[7]. Many companies proactively collaborate with
newspapers to ensure that their social stances and initiatives receive adequate coverage,

thereby amplifying their impact and visibility within the public sphere[7].

2.2 Filtering On Social Issues

For this paper, I focus on corporate social stances relating to women’s issues, racism,
climate, LGBTQ issues, and immigration. These topics have emerged as focal points
of public discourse, activism, and policymaking sparking controversy and shaping the
socio-political landscape of the United States[§]. Women’s rights movements, racial
justice initiatives, environmental advocacy, LGBTQ rights campaigns, and discussions
surrounding immigration policy have all been central to national dialogue[§]. Examining
how companies take social stances on these prominent issues illuminates their approach
to addressing concerns that resonate with the public beyond their immediate business

scope.

Historical archive of articles from the NY Times, Chicago Tribune, LA Times, Wall Street Journal,
Washington Post.
20ne of the largest collections of local and regional newspapers.



To focus on these articles, I created a social stance dictionary and articles that contain
both the name of a Fortune 500 company and at least one word from the social stance

dictionary. I asked ChatGPT,

Generate a list of words used by companies when discussing the social issue:

{Social Tssue}

To ensure the quality of these word generations, I conducted three separate iterations
for each topic and kept words that were generated two out of the three times.

Table 1: Social Stance Dictionary: Social Issues and their Respective Keywords

Issue Category | Keywords

Climate climate, sustainability, emissions, greenhouse, carbon neutrality, eco-
friendly, net zero, renewable energy
Racism racism, black community, discrimination, diversity, police brutality,

voter suppression, healthcare, incarceration, criminal justice, racial dis-

parities

maternal health, reproductive rights, intersectionality

Women’s Issues feminism, abortion, empowerment, wage gap, harassment, equal pay,

LGBTQ issues lghtq, trans rights, gay marriage, pride, inclusive workplace

undocumented, deportation

Immigration immigration, refugees, daca, dreamers, border wall, h-1b visa, asylum,

Table (1] is the complete systematically created social stance dictionary. There are some
important things to note about the culture dictionary. Some categories have more words
than others which could lead to artificially inflating the number of corporate social
advocacy articles for this issue compared to another, meaning that we can not make any
comparisons between popularity of the different social issues.

Filtering the corpus helped identify articles that aligned with social issues; however, it did

not definitively determine whether the content pertained to corporate social advocacy.

2.3 Corporate Social Advocacy Article Classification

To further validate that the gathered articles were about corporate social advocacy rather

than merely discussing general social issues, I utilized Claude, a large language model
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developed by Anthropic. I employed the Instant Claude Version 1 model to classify these
articles based on the titld’l

The specific phrasing provided to the model was:

Human: {prompt data} Here are some potentially relevant newspaper titles
from the file related to corporate social advocacy. Can you output all the

titles that are related to corporate social advocacy in a list form.

Assistant

Articles are then subsequently classified by if they appeared in the list that the LLM
output. After this process, I was left with 48,703 articles deemed relevant to companies
talking social stances and subsequently used for the analysis of landscape of corporate
social advocacy.

Some examples of newspaper articles about corporate social advocacy are:

BANKS WILL NOT DONATE MONEY TO BOY SCOUTS

Home Depot severs Paula Deen ties

Taste: Kellogg’s Bet on 'Racial Healing’

Walmarts Image takes another Beating
Harnessing the Power of STORIES THAT HEAL

Sl S

2.4 Corporate Social Advocacy Activity

From the dataset of newspaper articles, we will define CSA activity for a given company
in a given year to be the number of unique newspaper titles from the dataset that
mention the companies name. To clean the CSA activity, I determined a company’s
existence using the Compustat database via WRDS (Wharton Research Data Services).
This approach allowed me to avoid dealing with individual complexities like mergers and
acquisitions. If WRDS indicated that a company did not exist during a period when

corporate social advocacy articles were published about them, I removed those counts

3The model specification can be found in the Appendix



from the database. For the years where WRDS data indicated a company’s existence

but there were no corporate social advocacy articles, I recorded the count as zero.

Figure 1: Number of Fortune 500 Companies Over Time
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Description: Line plot of the number of Fortune 500 companies that exist in each year

Figure 1| shows that 190 companies are counted in 1980 and that it is a linear increases
over time until it gets to the 447 companies that are in the dataset. The companies that
are not in the dataset where dropped due to issues with collecting newspaper articles
about that company. The list of the companies in the data and the year they started
being in the data can be found in the Appendix.

When using newspapers to assess companies’ social stances, it’s important to consider
newsworthy bias. News outlets might feature certain companies more prominently due
to perceived newsworthiness, potentially skewing the analysis. To address this bias, I
collected data on each company’s monthly frequency of mention in newspaper articles.
From this and a company’s CSA activity we can calculate a scaled CSA activity that

measure the proportion of a company’s media attention focused on their CSA:

C'S Aactivityyear company

scaledC'S Aactivit =
Yyear,company # MentionsInT heCorpusyear.company



We then normalized these scaled counts for each company by dividing them by the

company’s highest scaled count:

scaledC'S Aactivityyear,company

normScaledC S Aactivityyear. company = —
MaXyeare [1980,2022] ScaledCSAaCt“}Ztyyear,company

The concept of normalized scaled count allows us to track the evolution of CSA promi-
nence over time and facilitates comparative analysis of companies’ relative engagement in
CSA activities. It also allows for easier comparisons between different companies. This
method ensures a more balanced assessment of companies’ social stances, independent
of their perceived newsworthiness.

While CSA activity looks at volume, we also want to look at participation rate, defined

as having at least one CSA article in a given year. We can define the variable to be

]Participateyem»7wmpany - CSAa'CtZUZtyyear,company Z 1

This allows us measure what percent of the companies are engaged in CSA.

10



3 Additional Company Data

The WRDS database also provides additional information regarding the Fortune 500
companies that I can utilize from their yearly financial statements, enabling a deeper
understanding of the company’s profile. This includes information such as NAICS code,

number of employees, advertising expenditure, staff expenses, and revenue.

3.1 Industry Classification

Using the first two digits of each companies NAICS code, I grouped each company into
an industry. Table |2 shows the number of Fortune 500 companies that are classified in
each industry. We can see that the largest industry is manufacturing.

Table 2: Number of Fortune 500 Companies in each Industry in 2022

Industry Companies
Manufacturing 153
Finance and Insurance 66
Retail Trade 43
Information 28
Transportation and Warehousing 24
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction. 24
Utilities 19
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 13
Construction 10
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 10
Accommodation and Food Services 10
Health Care and Social Assistance 9
Administrative and Support and Waste Management ... 5
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 2
Other Services (except Public Administration) 1
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 1

3.2 Advertising Expenditure and Sector Classification

To classify companies as B2C (business-to-consumer) or B2B (business-to-business) we

can look at the amount of money spent on advertising over the amount of revenue.

11



Companies that spend a higher percent of their revenue on advertising tend to be B2C
companies. Companies are only required to report their advertising expenditure if it is
above certain percent of their revenue. That means we can assume that companies that
don’t report their advertising expenditure to be B2B companies. The companies with

the highest ratio of adverting expenditure to revenue are

Company Ad/Revenue

Estée Lauder 0.243505
Expedia 0.211377
Molson Coors 0.139116
eBay 0.124036

Booking Holdings 0.119551

These companies found at the high end of the Ad/Revenue ratio can be appropriately
classified as B2C (Business-to-Consumer) companies, as they operate in consumer-facing
industries where brand recognition holds significant value. Conversely, at the opposite
end of the spectrum, we find Abbott Laboratories, AECOM, Air Products & Chemicals
Inc, Albemarle, and Alcoa. While this is just a sample of companies with the smallest ad-
to-revenue ratios, they primarily engage in B2B operations, focusing less on promoting
their brand directly to the public.

The mean of the Ad/Revenue is 0.03. Companies with an Ad/Revenue ratio greater
than 1% are classified as B2C, while the remaining companies are categorized as B2B.

As a result, we classify 58% of the companies as B2B.

3.3 Labor Expenditure

To determine the amount that a company’s pays towards labor costs, one can examine the
Staff Expenses reported in Compustat. Staff Expenses encompasses several components,

including employee benefit plans, social expenditures, pension and retirement expenses,

12



social security contributions, and wages and salaries. Staff expenses is not a mandatory
reporting item. Only 168 of the Fortune 500 companies report it.
To measure the fraction of a company’s revenue allocated towards Labor Costs, the ratio

Labor | Revenue is calculated. The top 5 companies ranked by Labor/Revenue are:

Company Labor/Revenue
Raymond James Financial 0.607552
Interpublic Group 0.588772
Omnicom Group 0.578158
Jones Lang LaSalle 0.574440
United Parcel Service (UPS) 0.570851

Conversely, the bottom 5 companies ranked by Labor/Revenue are:

Company Labor/Revenue
Icahn Enterprises 0.012434
Blackstone 0.014240
Federal National Mortgage Association 0.016386
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corp 0.019111
Freddie Mac 0.019111

This ranking is logically aligned; companies at the top, like UPS, allocate a larger por-
tion of their revenue towards employee compensation compared to those at the bottom
of the list. Companies that devote a larger percentage of their revenue to employee
compensation can be seen as placing a greater emphasis on employee in their business
model.

The mean and the median Labor/ Revenue are both 0.23. We can then classify companies
that are above 0.23 to have a high share of cost labor and companies below the mean as

having a low cost of labor.

13



3.4 Collecting Twitter Account Creation Date

Corporate social advocacy has become linked with social media for several reasons, pri-
marily because it serves as a pivotal platform for individuals to react and engage with
a company’s stance [9]. Notably, many individuals turn to social media, particularly
Twitter, to express their agreement or disagreement when a company takes a social
stance.

While social media is not the sole avenue for engaging with a company, its popularity has
surged over the years. Numerous brands have established corporate social media accounts
to foster better connections with a broader audience, including their employees.

For this paper, I focus on Twitter. Twitter is known for its real-time nature, making
it a common platform of choice for companies to share immediate updates, news, and
announcements [10]. Twitter is a popular platform for discussing current events, trends,
and opinions. It also allows companies to openly communicate and respond to customer
enquiries and feedback. Twitter is widely used by journalists, influences, industry pro-
fessionals, and consumers, making it a platform with significant reach and influence.
Companies strategically utilize Twitter and other social media platforms to mold their
brand image and engage with the public, leveraging them for advertising purposes as
well [10].

The Twitter account creation dates were collected from twitter.com for the Fortune 500

companies.
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Figure 2: Percent of Fortune 500 Companies on Twitter Over Time
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Description: Line plot illustrating the percentage of Fortune 500 companies that have a
Twitter presence in each year, accompanied by a step-post graph indicating the values at
each year.

As illustrated in Figure [2| the mean and median year for Fortune 500 companies to
establish a presence on Twitter is 2010. Additionally, the figure highlights that the most
popular year for creating a Twitter account among Fortune 500 companies is 2009, as

evidenced by the largest jump occurs for that year.
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4 Landscape

4.1 Average Corporate Social Advocacy Activity

Out of the 447 companies in the dataset, 427 had at least one corporate social advocacy

article written about them since 1980.

Figure 3: Distribution of Average Yearly CSA Activity per Company
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Description: Box plot of the average yearly CSA activity for a Fortune 500 company

Figure [3| shows that the majority of companies have between zero to three articles about
their CSA a year. The average CSA activity per company per year is 4.03 which is a lot
higher than the median which is 0.65 and even higher than the 75 percentile which is
2.8.

Figure [ confirms that the vast majority of companies have between an average yearly
CSA activity between zero to three. However, the cumulative distribution function
(CDF) demonstrates a wide distribution, suggesting the presence of numerous outlier
companies with notably high CSA activity. The standard deviation, at 13, is relatively
large compared to both the average and median CSA activity, further underscoring the

broad spread of data points.
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Figure 4: CDF of Average Yearly CSA Activity
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Description: The cumulative distribution function plot of average yearly CSA activity for a
Fortune 500 company. The plot features a pink dotted line representing the mean, and a red
dotted line indicating the mean plus the standard deviation.

The companies with the largest average yearly CSA activity are

Company | Average Yearly CSA Activity
Uber 154
Fox 144
Visa 112
Netflix 50
Tesla 41

These well-known companies have been associated with numerous instances of social
advocacy that have gained significant viral attention. Uber, Fox and Visa CSA activity
is over double the activity from Netflix and Tesla. These companies lead in average
yearly CSA activity owing to their diverse engagements in social advocacy. Additionally,
their significant presence and the controversies they have faced amplify the news coverage
of their CSA efforts, drawing attention to their initiatives and contributing to broader

societal conversations.
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On the opposite end, 51 companies have an average of zero articles about corporate
social advocacy since 1980. This group includes companies such as Coterra Energy, Duke
Energy, CMS Energy, Marsh & McLennan Cos, and Block Inc. These companies appear
to be less focused on mainstream media participation and are less engaged with the
public. They belong to industries that have a history of conservative business practices
may be less inclined to engage in public social advocacy. This observation aligns with
our understanding of companies that would participate less in corporate social advocacy,

which adds confidence to the classification of CSA articles.

4.2 Participation in Corporate Social Advocacy

The mean participation rate for Fortune 500 companies stands at 38%, with a median
of 32%. This indicates that, on average, 38% of Fortune 500 companies engage in CSA

activities each year.

Figure 5: Participation Rate per Company by Number of Employees

0.5

e
S

Participatio Rate
o
w

o
[N}

0.0

Number of Employees

Description: Bar plot of participation rate of Fortune 500 companies separated by number of
employees with 95% confidence interval from 1980 to 2022

Figure |5 shows that the participation rate increases with the number of employees for

Fortune 500 companies. For companies with less than 5000 Employees the participation
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rate is 20%, but it jumps by a factor of 1.5 to 34% for medium sized companies and
jumps again by 1.6 to 52% for large companies.

Figure [0] is a bar plot of participation rate of Fortune 500 companies separated by In-
dustry with 95% confidence interval from 1980 to 2022. The bar plot shows that the
majority of industries are between 40% - 60% participation rate. Health care and social
assistance has the highest participation rate at 64%. At the opposite end, utilities has

8% and wholesale trade has 22% participation rate.
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Figure 6: Participation Rate per Company by Industry
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Description: Bar plot of participation rate of Fortune 500 companies separated by Industry
with 95% confidence interval from 1980 to 2022
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5 Time Trends in US Corporate Social Advocacy

5.1 CSA Activity for Fortune 500 Companies

Figure 7: Average CSA Activity per Company over Time by Industry
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Description: Line plot of the average CSA activity of Fortune 500 companies with 95%
confidence interval from 1980 to 2022

Figure [7] is a line plot of the average CSA activity of Fortune 500 companies with 95%
confidence interval from 1980 to 2022. The plot shows there there has been an increase of
CSA newspaper articles over time. From 2000 to 2022, the amount of articles increased
by six times. With the two highest peaks being 2017 with an average count of 9.9 and
2021 with 9.7.

Figure |8 illustrates a upward trend in a companies normalized scaled CSA activity which
is particularly evident in the last decade. There has been a significant surge in companies’
relative participation in CSA over the past five years, with a magnitude increase of 2.71
times from 2012 to 2022. Prior to this period, spanning from 1980 to 2005, the graph
exhibits a more plateaued appearance. More than 50% of companies have there highest
CSA activity in the years in 2020, 2021 and 2022. There has been a 1.7 increase in

magnitude of normalized scaled CSA activity in the last 5 years. This allows us to say
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Figure 8: Average Normalized Scaled CSA Activity per Company over Time
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Description: Line plot of average normalized CSA activity count for the Fortune 500
companies with 95% confidence interval from 1980 to 2022

that the percent of the Fortune 500 companies newspaper coverage about CSA has grown
over time.

To establish the increase and understand the magnitude we can run the regression

normScaledC S Aactivity = By + 1 X Year 4+ B; X Lcompany, ,

Where normScaledC'S Aactivity represents the normalized scaled CSA activity, Year
represents the year, Icompany, 1s an indicator variable for company 7 added to control for

entity effects.
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Table 3: CSA Time Trend

(Normalized Scaled Count) (Normalized Scaled Count)

Year 0.0090*** —1.5098***
(0.000) (0.027)

Year? 0.0004***

(1.92e-05)

Constant —17.75*** 1498.***
(0.476) (76.789)

F-test 9.901*** 11.48**

Entity Effects X X

N 8933 8933

Note: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01

Table [3] presents regression results for the normalized scaled CSA activity over time..

The results suggest that both the linear and quadratic terms of the year are statistically

significant predictors for normalized scaled CSA activity. The models are also over-

all statistically significant based on the F-tests. We can establish that the increase in

normalized scaled CSA activity every year is 0.009.

Percentage of Companies Participating in CSA

Figure 9: Participation Rate of Fortune 500 Companies Over Time
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Description: Line plot of the participation rate with 95% confidence interval from 1980 to

2022
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Figure [9) shows that there has been a steady increase in the percent of Fortune 500 com-
panies participating in CSA every year. Starting with just 3% of companies participating
in CSA in 1980 to 30% in 2020 then ending with the current high of 70% participation

in 2022.

5.2 Industry Specific Trends

Figure[10]comprises eight subgraphs with the plots for the average normalized scaled CSA
activity over time, separated for each industry. Industries with more than 20 companies
have their own graph, while all companies belonging to an industry with fewer than 20
were grouped together into another industry due to the noise in their industry-specific
graph.

Table 4: Normalized CSA Activity Peaks by Industry

Industry Max Value | Max Year
Manufacturing 0.54 2022
Finance and Insurance 0.54 2022
Retail Trade 0.54 2022
Transportation and Warehousing 0.50 2020
Information 0.62 2022
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil ... 0.64 2021
Wholesale Trade 0.35 2022
Other 0.43 2022

Figure [10] shows that all the industries show an increase in CSA activity over time. The
graph also shows that there is a range in the increase of CSA for different industries with
Mining and Finance having a higher yearly increase in activity and Transportation and
Wholesale Trade have a much flatter trend. This indicates that there is some difference
in industry specific trends. Table[2|shows that every industry has it’s greatest normalized
scaled CSA activity after 2020. This max values are between .5-.65 meaning that the
companies are hitting there most active CSA in the last three years. The industries with

more companies follow a similar trajectory to the overall trend.
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Figure 10: Average CSA Activity per Company over Time by Industry
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Description: Line plot depicting the average normalized scaled number of newspaper articles
about a company’s Corporate Social Activity (CSA) for Fortune 500 companies by Industry,
along with a best fit line and a 95% confidence interval, spanning from 1980 to 2022. The
industries are ordered by descending slope of the regression line.
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Companies that are in the information industry had a lot of peaks between 1985-1990
indicating that some companies had a lot of CSA activity in this early period. Then by
2000, the normalized scaled counts falls back in line with the larger trend. Companies
in the mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction industry end up following a bit
of cycle that emerges after 2007. Companies in the finance and insurance industry
and manufacturing see the the biggest yearly increase from 2019-2020 with a 1.7 times
increase for finance and 1.4 times increase for manufacturing which are the two most
represented industries in the Fortune 500.

Having established a robust upward trend in the amount of CSA over time, our next
objective is to explore various possibilities for elucidating this trend further and to gain
insights into which companies are actively engaging in corporate social advocacy.

To establish the difference in the increase of CSA Activity for companies in different

industries we can run the regression:

normScaledC S Aactivity = By + 81 X Year + B; X Irndustry; + 55 X Iindustry, * Y ear,

where normScaledC'S Aactivity represents the normalized scaled CSA activity, Year
represents the year, Irpqusiry, 15 an indicator variable for if company 4 is in Industry;,
Itndustry; X Y ear is the interaction term between Ir,q4ysry, and the Year.

Table |5 presents the results of a regression analysis examining the time trends in Corpo-
rate Social Advocacy across various industries from 2010 to 2022. The overall positive
coefficient for the Year variable 0.0176*** indicates a statistically significant increasing
trend in CSA activity across all industries.

The positive interaction terms between Year and industry indicators suggest that the
rate of change in CSA activity over time varies by industry and reaffirms the difference
in trends observed in Figure [I0] For instance, the Information industry has the highest

positive interaction term 0.0222***  indicating the the greatest increase in the rate of
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CSA activity over time. Additionally, it is noteworthy that the only industry with a

non-significant result is the wholesale trade industry.

Table 5: CSA Time Trends By Industry

(Normalized Scaled Count)

Year 0.0176***
(0.003)
IInformation —44.7336"**
(11.813)
[Finance and Insurance —30.9631***
(7.807)
[Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction —30.7173*
(12.560)
ITransportation and Warehousing —25.4312*
(12.524)
IRetail Trade —19.2397*
(10.895)
IManufacturing —17.0937**
(7.521)
Iwnolesale Trade 7.7482
(12.483)
Year * Iformation 0.0222***
(0.006)
Year x ]Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 0.0153™
(0.006)
Year x IFinance and Insurance 0.0154***
(0.004)
Year * ITransportation and Warehousing 0.0126**
(0.006)
Year * IRetail Trade 0.0095*
(0.005)
Year * Ivanufacturing 0.0085*
(0.004)
Year x ]Wholesale Trade —0.0039
(0.006)
Constant —35.1620"**
(6.245)
F-test 41.93***
N 4480

Note: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01
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6 Explanations for the Rise in CSA

Having established an upward trend in CSA activity over time in the previous section, the
focus now shifts to understanding the underlying motivations and influences compelling
companies to participate in CSA. There are several different perspectives regarding the
key drivers of this surge. While some contend that advertising and social media are
central to encouraging companies to engage in social advocacy, others propose that
employee motivation and corporate culture may be more influential factors. This section
seeks to delve deeper into these varying perspectives, examining the roles of advertising,
social media, and employee expenditure in shaping CSA participation among Fortune

500 companies.

6.1 Advertising Expenditure

Companies that participate in corporate social advocacy can benefit from increased brand
awareness from the buzz and publicity that these statements can generate[11]. In a way
this publicity and buzz can be seen as another form of advertisement which can be seen
as an incentive to participate in CSA. A popular theory for why companies participate
in CSA is that increased brand awareness and advertisement.[12]

Figure [11] shows the average participation rate of companies participating in CSA does
not significantly differ between B2B and B2C companies. B2C companies have a 60%
participation rate and B2B companies have a 54% participation rate. The similar par-
ticipation rate indicates that advertising is not sole motivator of participating in CSA.
Figure [12| shows there there has been a steady increase of CSA newspaper articles over
time for both B2B and B2C companies from 2010 to 2022. We can note that trends are
similar for both sectors, with both of them hitting there peak at 2022 with 0.57 for B2C

and 0.55 for B2B.
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Figure 11: Participation Rate of Fortune 500 Companies by Sector
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Description: Bar plot of average yearly participation rate of companies with 95% confidence
interval from 2010 to 2022

To establish the difference in the increase of CSA Activity for different sectors.

normScaledC S Aactivity = Bo+ 51 X Year + B2 X Ipap + B3 X Ipap * Y ear + i X I company,

Where normScaledC'S Aactivity represents the normalized scaled CSA activity, Year
represents the year, Igsp is an indicator for if a company is a B2B company as defined
earlier, Igop X Year is the interaction term between Igog and the Year.

Table [0] indicates that the trend in CSA activity over time does not significantly differ
between B2B and B2C companies. Both the coefficient for Iz,5 and the interaction term

are not statistically significant.
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Figure 12: Average Normalized Scaled CSA Activity per Company over Time by Sector
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Description: Bar plot of average scaled CSA activity with 95% confidence interval from 2010
to 2022 for Fortune 500 companies

Table 6: CSA Time Trends by Sector

(Normalized Scaled Count)

Year 0.0280***
(0.002)
Ipop —6.0787
(3.933)
Year x Igop 0.0031
(0.002)
Constant —56.3493***
(3.038)
F-test 7.813"
Entity Effects X
N 5717

Note: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01

The findings indicate a notable increase in CSA activity over the years, and this trend is
consistent across both B2B and B2C sectors. Therefore, the type of business model (B2B
or B2C) does not seem to influence the level or rate of change in CSA activity among
Fortune 500 companies. This supports the notion that companies are not engaging in

CSA solely for brand awareness or potential free marketing.
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6.2 Social Media

To investigate the role of social media in corporate social advocacy, we can examine
the normalized scaled CSA activity concerning the timing of a company creating its
corporate Twitter account. For this analysis, I recalculated the normalized scaled CSA
activity at the monthly level to obtain a more detailed view of the event. Similar to the
yearly normalized CSA activity, I divided the monthly number of CSA articles about
each company by the monthly number of articles about that company and the largest
monthly scaled CSA activity.

I then calculated the number of months away each date is from when a company creates
their Twitter account, with zero representing the month that the company creates their
Twitter account. As a control, we can examine the scenario where we assume that they
created their Twitter account one year after they actually did, to determine if there is

any difference in the results.

Figure 13: Average Normalized CSA Activity per Company Relative to Twitter Account Creation
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Description: Line plot of average scaled CSA activity of Fortune 500 companies over one
years before and one years after creating a Twitter account

Figure [13] illustrates that there is no discernible increase in normalized scaled CSA ac-

tivity after creating a Twitter account. Comparing the control to the actual trend, it’s
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evident that both trajectories remain similar, suggesting no significant difference in CSA
following the creation of a Twitter account. The median CSA activity for before and
after creating a Twitter account is zero, with a slight increase observed in the mean from
0.04 before to 0.05 after creating a Twitter account. However, this marginal difference
is likely attributed to the general increase in CSA over time rather than being directly
linked to social media engagement.

We can also note that the values of the normalized scaled CSA Activity is a lot lower
than what we have seen in the other trends. This is due to the the fact that the average
twitter account creation is in 2010, but the highest scaled CSA activity is likely to be
much higher in 2020-2022.

6.3 Labor Expenditure

Another popular theory and reason why companies participate in CSA is for their employ-
ees. Studies have shown that employees’ motivation can be affected by CSR activities|13].
Companies that allocate a larger share of their revenue to their employees may experience
a greater impact on employee motivation as a result.

Figure 14: Participation Rate of Fortune 500 Companies by Labor/Revenue Group
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Description: Bar plot of average yearly participation rate of companies with 95% confidence
interval from 1980 to 2022 separated by cost of labor over Revenue group
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Figure|14lillustrates a noticeable difference in the average participation rate of companies
in the CSA between those with high and low shares of labor costs. For companies with
low labor costs, the participation rate stands at 34%, while it is 44% for companies with
high labor costs.

Figure 15: Average Normalized Scaled CSA Activity per Company over Time by Labor/Revenue Group
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Description: Line plot of average normalized scaled CSA activity with 95% confidence
interval from 2010 to 2022 for Fortune 500 companies seperated by Labor/Revenue Group
with a best fit line.

Figure [15] illustrates a steady increase in CSA newspaper articles over time from 2010
to 2022 for both high and low labor cost companies. The slope of the best fit differs
between the two groups, with a slope of 0.0269 for low labor cost companies and 0.353
for high labor cost companies. This difference suggests that over time, companies with
high labor costs have increased their CSA more than those with low labor costs. To
delve deeper into this trend, we will conduct a regression analysis.

To establish the difference in the increase of CSA Activity for high and low labor cost

companies we can run the regression.

normScaledC S Aactivity = Bo+ 51 XY ear+ 52X InighLabor+53 X LhighLabor ¥Y €ar =+ X Lcompany;

Where normScaledC'S Aactivity represents the normalized scaled CSA activity, Year
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represents the year, I.ompany, is an indicator variable for company 4 added to control for
entity effects, Inighrabor is an indicator for if a company has a high labor cost as defined

earlier, Ipignrabor X Y ear is the interaction term between Ipighrapor and the Year.

Table 7: Labor Cost Influence on CSA Time Trends

(Normalized Scaled Count)

Year 0.0313***
(0.002)
[HighCostOfLabor —20.4938"**
(6.676)
Year * Inighcostof Labor 0.0095***
(0.003)
Constant —61.4263***
(4.342)
F-test 14.48***
Entity Effects X
N 1700

Note: *p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01

Table [7] demonstrates that the coefficient for year is positive and statistically significant,
with a value of 0.0313. This indicates that, over time, the normalized scaled CSA activity
for low-cost companies has been increasing by approximately 0.0313 units annually.
Additionally, the coefficient for the interaction term is also statistically significant, with
a value of 0.0095. This implies that the difference in the normalized scaled CSA ac-
tivity between high-cost and low-cost companies becomes more pronounced over time.
Specifically, high-cost companies show a higher responsiveness and an increasing trend
in normalized scaled CSA activity compared to low-cost companies as time progresses.
This supports the theory that companies are motivated to participate in CSA for their

employees.
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7 Conclusion

The landscape of Corporate Social Activism has witnessed a significant evolution over
the past four decades, with a notable surge, particularly in the last ten years, among
Fortune 500 companies.

A pivotal aspect of this analysis is the creation of a novel dataset comprising CSA-related
newspaper articles. This dataset was made possible through advancements in Natural
Language Processing technology and the emergence of large language models, enabling
research scientists to accurately classify vast amounts of data and craft specific datasets.
Utilizing this dataset, I found that the rise of social media platforms has not been a
primary catalyst for increased CSA participation. Our findings indicate that neither
the presence on Twitter nor advertising expenditure significantly influences a company’s
engagement in CSA. The results challenge the existing literature and suggest that while
social media can amplify CSA efforts, it may not be the primary motivator for companies
to take social stances. Additionally, our study revealed a discernible difference in CSA
activity between different industries indicating that the drive for social activism is a
trend embraced across various sectors.

A notable finding from this research is the difference between companies with high or low
labor costs regarding their CSA activity. Companies that invest more in their employees
have shown a greater increase in CSA over time, highlighting a potential motivation for
corporate social activism: enhancing employee satisfaction.

In conclusion, this paper deepens our understanding of the factors that characterize
companies engaging in CSA at an increasing rate over time. As companies navigate
the evolving landscape of corporate responsibility and respond to shifting societal ex-
pectations, understanding these underlying motivations and trends becomes increasingly
crucial. The findings of this research not only shed light on past and present dynamics
but also lay the groundwork for anticipating future trends in Corporate Social Activism.

In future research, it would be intriguing to capture investor interest in CSA and explore

35



other stakeholders’ reactions to CSA, providing a more comprehensive understanding of
the broader impact and implications of corporate social activism in the contemporary

business landscape.
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A Fortune 500 Companies Corporate Social Advo-
cacy Dataset

The Fortune 500 Companies Corporate Social Advocacy Dataset offers a comprehensive
overview of the number of US newspaper articles abotu a companies corporate social
advocacy among Fortune 500 companies over 1980 to 2022. The dataset includes the

following key variables:

e Company: The name of the Fortune 500 company as it appears in WRDS.
e Year: The year in which the CSA activities were recorded.

e Number of CSA Articles: The total number of articles about the company’s

CSA activity in the given year.

e Scaled Number of CSA Articles: The scaled number of CSA articles, adjusted
by the number of mentions of the company in the corpus of newspaper artciles for

that year.

e Normalized Scaled Number of CSA Articles: The normalized scaled number
of CSA articles, providing a relative measure of CSA activity compared to other

companies.

The dataset can be found at https://github.com/Naomi-Kenyatta/corporateSocial Advocacy.
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B Claude Model Specifications

I requested the model to classify the articles in groups of 500 with a maximum output
of 800 tokens per classification. This token limit implicitly restricted the number of
newspaper articles that could be classified as pertaining to corporate social stances. As
the model approached the 800-token limit, it began to abbreviate titles to process more
articles under the category of corporate social advocacy. The temperature was set to 0.2
to reduce variability and creativity in responses, ensuring that subsequent attempts at
reclassifying the initial set of articles would likely yield the same outcomes.

These specifications were chosen to tailor the model’s output to be as accurate and
replicable as possible.

The classification of articles was performed for each company separately. By intentionally
omitting the company names, we aimed to mitigate potential biases in the model output.
The articles output from the model were then matched back to the original list, and only

the matched articles were kept.
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C Social Issues
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Figure 16: Boxplot of Number of Social Issues per Company

Figure |16] shows that most companies take social stances on a variety of issues. With
the majority of companies taking social stances on at least 4 out of the 5 issues focused

on in this paper.
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