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ABSTRACT

The Triple Bottom Line (TBL) is an accounting framework which encompasses three dimensions of wol
ethics: the social, the environmental, and the financiaaltso known asthethe e P6s: Peopl e,
I n traditional accounting, the Abottom |Iineo ref
of this study is to comprehend whether or not adopting environmental and social sustainable objecti/es
have affected the Abottom |ineo generated for <co
selected for this study include: Puma SE; Adidas AG; Nike, Inc.; AST@&se companies were selected because
they represent strong orientats towards developing and instilling practices of social, environmental, and
financial sustainability. They were also selected because they have a history of successfully publicizing th
sustainable and social objectives through Corporate SResponibility (CSR) reports.Preliminary analysis
indicates that for Adidas and Nike, relatively constant investments in their Planet and People orientations do
appear to affect their Profit di mensi on.inveBtmeanta.0 s
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1.

INTRODUCTION
1.1 The Triple Bottom Line

In a journal piblished in 1994, John Elkington indicates how businesses should be actively
involved in shaping and i mplementing susta
industry, antiprofit, andanti-growth orientation of much early environmentalism, it has become
increasingly clear that business must play a central role in achieving the goals of sustainak
devel op me n tThisadcaountaklity,ialsosknown as the Triple Bottom Line (T,Rjdes
Abeyond the traditional measures of profit:
environment al an?dFigsrelcl). ate TBLiisrae insstutianalized culture and
accounting framework that encompasses three dimesnsof work ethics: the social, the
environmental, and the financidoraretald e f i nes 1t as a fAway i n w
societal objectives i n ad dliptovidesdisdlosureidgiporta® a s i
social, enviromental and economic factonshich society mayse tobetter understand how a

company operates.

&
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Figure 1.1.17 The Triple Bottom Line is an accounting framework providing equal importance to three dimensions:
social, environmei, andeconomic?

TheiPr ofito di mension oknowinbé TBE &t &r ebe
businessedt represents the financial health of the company, its financial successes and downfall
and most i mportantly, it deter marnesviidblteh ei
mar ket . The APl aneto di mension reminds cor
natural resources that is more than necessary; it is an intentiomat@ffestore the environment

whereharm has been don&hese environmeat sustainabilityinitiatives include, but are not
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limited to reducing:energy consumption, water consumption, material consumption, waste
producti on, and car bon footprint. The AP
companies to adhere to gamasiness ethics for the benefit of its employees andabemunities

The incorporation of these three dimensions within certain companies were assessed for t

purpose of this study.

Background

Thereasonfor an organizatiornio implementthe dimensions othe TBL is to effectively
develop a&ommon ground where the endeavor for profit blends \wétehdeavors of the common
good. Endeavors of the common good may inchuté environmental and social benefits fthr a
of t he scsmkamplaarsyabthe communities in which it operafeBigure 1.21 shows a
diagramof where the interests of both business and society are able to find a common ground

achieve significant gains.

Society's Interest:

Business
Interest &
Social

Potential Benefits Include:

Better branding

Customer loyalty

Worker retention and productivity
Increased profits & bisiness growth

=a =4 -4 =4

Figure 1.21 ¢ A common ground may be established through the interest of business and society to achieve
significant financial benefits.

Bob Willard, author ofThe New Sustainabiyi Advantage: Seven Business Case Benefits
of a Triple Bottom Linenda leading expert in corporatustainability suggests that tackling
environmental and social issues would theoretically give companies a competitive and substant

advantage over oth& i a presumption that thistudy investigates Addressing these issues



provides opportunities talsofocus on institutionating objectives within the comparthat are

not directly associated with sustainable measures. This includes, but is not toniteducing
hiring and retention costs, improving productivity, reducing expenses in manufacturing, ant
increasing profit. The sooner a company realibesthese benefits are quantifiable, the sooner
they would have a competitive edge in the markeer@li; it could be a success for the company
and its shareholders, a success for the environraedta success for the communitgisectly
associated with the company.

According to a study by Ellisoet al® which focusedon the social dimension of tA@&L,
gender diversity may increase productivity
employees meay ou have a more diverse set of ski
functions Ieeatalesso Oe xEfd Il a isrogenodub affices Raveoarhigh ldvel of o
social capital o but Ahigher |l evels of soci
to perform better. The employee might be happier, they might be more comfortable, and the:
might be cooperative places b ut t hey seem to perform |
suppl ementary studies that @aBLSIbesefsoc@aldimensians t
include political, ethnic and ethical diversity, as well as the age range of employaeables
like these weréncluded for the purpose of this study in order to distinguish if there is a correlation

with profitability.

1.3 Purpose
The purpose of this study wasexamine how themplementatiorof the TBL canaffect a
company profitability, andhow profitability reflecs the magnitude of their orientati@m other
dimensions of the TBLTheTBL encompasses tloapabilityof a particular organization to focus
on its people, the planet, and its profits;ptacticeis agaugeoft h e o r g acore \alaes.i o r
This study is conducted to assess whetherpttaetice of implementingthe TBL can cause
variations ofprofitability within similar organizations in the same industry.
2. METHODS
2.1 General Design of Experiment

The athletic footwear indugtrwas chosen for this study because companies within this
industry provide a narrow range obnsumeiproducts. This is essential because it lessens the
variables affecting these companiesd profil

footwear. This industry was also chosen because certain companies within it have alreac



devel oped a history of CSR reporting. For

and Pumaébés first CSR report was published
The leadingathleticfootwear companies by market sharere chosen for this study. As

shown in Figure 2.2.2hese companies include Puma SE; Adidas AG; Nike, Inc.; and ASICS.

Leading Companies in Industry in 2011
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Figure 2.117 Leading athletic footwear companies in industry in 20§ market shafe

Companis emphasizing their environmentainsciousessvereevaluated as to howey
pursuecthis objective; likewisecompanies whicliocus on social sustainabilityere evaluated
for what kinds of social dimensions they pursare how that has affectdteir piofitability.
Environmental variables, which representeasurement of natural resources aotutions to
achieve environmentalustainability were measured with respect to variables such as electricity
consumption, water consumption, carbon footprint, and | i d wast e emi s s
according to Hallet al, fihaving longrange trends available for each of the environmental
variables would help organizations identify the impacts a project or policy would have on the
a r & 8acidl variables were measdriey means of diversity (age and gender), audits performed,
and number of factories that passed audits. The longer a company has been reporting its sustain.
objectives, the easier it would be to extract information and ateaits overall impact on ifEBL.
Likewise, it would be more difficult to assess companies with a short history of sustainable
reporting because they have yet to develop trends that would genuinely reflect their overall growt
Profitability was determined by gross margin, earnirgsshare, and return on assets.

Inffor mati on r egar defortgsin TBL eegodingweveswiracted fronshéir

respectiveCorporate Social Responsibility (CSRnd anual reports. CSR reports contain



i nformati on

on t he

on the other hand, are publicats intended for shareholderstda¢ s cr i b e

a

o saniglsastaind@oiityolgectivas Anaual mepants, a |

domsmp a

and financial conditions fahe preceding fiscal yeafigure 2.1.5hows thevariablesthat were

extracted from each report.

TRIPLE BOTTOM LINE

Costof Goods Sold

CQ Emissions

Employee®Vorldwide GrossMargin Sz .
. . : Electricity Consumption
Womenin Management BasicEarnings per Share .
X Water Consumption
Average Age InventoryTurn OveRatio Waste Outout
Audits Return on Assets P

VOC Emitted/ Pair

Returnon Equity

Figure 2.1.271 Information to be extracted and evaluated from Corporate Social Responsibility reports.

Theprocess obtainingnd processindatawasdivided into four stages:

Stage 1
Discoverwhen these companies started ingittnalizing sustainable practices gnblicly
reporting results.

Stage Il
Findfiscal years fowhich all four companies reported on CSR &ndncial performance.
Doing so established a common time fraioredata extradbn and analysis

Stage Il
Using informationpu bl i shed wit hi n t hecomamooabtigspvghini e ¢
reported social and environmentadustainability objectives were discovered These
commonalities became the variables within this stiithgse variables are listed in Table
l.

Stage IV
Data was etxacted within the time frame iwhich all companies reported on CSR and
financial performancelables similar to Table (see Appendix Aere used to organize
and compare resultSI units were used whenever possible for enviremial variables,

and profitability variables were converted to U.S. dollars (USD).



Table 17 Variables to bextracedfrom CSR and Annual ReportBY indicates fiscal yedr

COMPANY
FYQo FYWmm | FYWM H FYWm o
PEOPLE

Employees Worldwide (#)
Women Employees
Women in Management (%)

Average Age(#)

# of Factories Audited

# of Factories Passed Audits

# of Factories

Factories Audited (%)

Audited Factories that Passed Audits (%)
Factories Passed Audits Overélo)

CO2 Emission@onnes)
Energy ConsumptioiMWh)
Water Consumption(m”3)
Waste Outpuftonnes
VOC/ pair(g/pair)

PROFIT
Revenug(USD mil)

Cost of Goods SolfUSD mil)
Gross Margirn(%)

Basic Earinger Sharg( USD)
Inventory Turn Over Ratio
Return on Assets

Return on Equity

2.2 Analytical Method

Because each dimension of the TBL in this study contains different varidhégwere

weighted usin@ modified versionoc6 a atAg dbyt i c al Hi erarchy Pro

a theory of measurement through pairwise comparisons and relies on the judgement of experts
deri ve pr Ploalloivd for thesconaphrisom of itangible entities relative to entities of the
same kil and relatethem to one another by making comparisd&ysingthe AHPmethod, each
variable within a dimension of the TBL was assigned a weight. When assigning the weights,
scale of numbers {L9) is used to indicate how many more times important oniablaris in
comparison to anotheFor example, thénumber of employees worldwidand the@ercent of
women in managemedtwere assignewveights of 1 and 4respectivelyin comparison to each
other, within the People dimension (s&able I). This meand h avbmend i n manage:

considered to be 4 times more important th



Table 11 T WeightedPair Wise Comparison Table of People Variables

Pair Wise Comparison Ta ble Sensitivity Analysis

Employees Women in % Factories |% of Factories |W.P.l 4% 4%

Worldwide (#) Management (%) _Average Age |Audited Passed Audits |Average |Decrease |Increase
Employees 0.357 0.350
Worldwide (#) 1.000 0.250 0.250 0.143 0.125 0.354
Women in 1.690 1.657
Management (%) 4.000 1.000 3.000 0.200 0.167 1.673

113 1.109

Average Age 4.000 0.333 1.000 0.143 0.125 1.120
% Factories 4.646 4,554
Audited 7.000 5.000 7.000 1.000 3.000 4,600
% of Factories 4.480 4.853
Passed Audits 8.000 6.000 8.000 0.333 1.000 4.667
Total 24.00 12.58 19.25 1.82 4.42| 12414 12.305 12.523

After all the variables within a dimension have been assigned a weiglsyrthefthe weights
with respect to a given variable is then n
of Table Il shows how the sum of weights with respect to a given variable is 1. For example, th
sum of the values wiWbihdwheed@oil smh. 6Emeh o
with respect to a variable is calculated.
in Table Ill is the average of the values of the variables in its row.

Table Ill T Normalized Pair Wise Conapison Table of People Variables
Normalized Pair Wise Comparison Table Sensitivity Analysis
Employees Women in % Factories |% of Factories | Pair Wise |4% 4%
Worldwide (#) | Management (%) Average Age |Audited Passed Audits |[Average |Decrease |[Increase
Employees
Worldwide (#) 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.08 0.03 0.04 0.046 0.026)
Women in
Management (%) 0.17 0.08 0.16 0.11 0.04 0.11 0.120 0.100)
Average Age 0.17 0.03 0.05 0.08 0.03 0.07 0.080 0.060|
P6 Factories
Audited 0.29 0.40 0.36 0.55 0.68 0.46 0.416 0.496|
Pe of Factories
Passed Audits 0.33 0.48 0.42 0.18 0.23 0.33 0.337 0.317]
Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.000 1.000 1.000|

The weighted pair vgeindices (WP] also known as) for the FReople dinension are
shown in Table IMn green For eaclcompany between FY10OFY13, raw data was gathered
for each variable andaeh data value is nornmizéd (b). For somevariables such ake number
of enployeesworldwide, data normalization ichieved bydividing each datgoint by the
maxmum value of the varidle achieved during FY10FY13 bythe company.For other
variables suclas CQ emissons (see Appendix C), data normalization is aclddmgnverting
the data vale and multiplying by theninimumvalue of the varidle achieved during FY10
FY13 bythe company.The WPIis the sunof the product ob andthe pair wise average a
given variable.The WPI valus far each dimension of capanywill be reported irthe Results

sectionof this report.



Table IV i WeightedPair Wise Indices ahe People Dimension

W.P.I Sensitivity Analysis
Women in Management % of Factories Passed
People Employees Worldwide (#) (%) Average Age % Factories Audited Audits Gamma |Gamma -4% | Gamma +4%
0 B % B B % B % B v v-4% y+4%
PUMA '10 9313 0.70 36.00% 1.00 32.00 1.00 63.39% 0.83
PUMA '11 10,043 0.75. 36.00% 1.00 32.00 1.00 70.74% 0.93 58.89% 0.92
PUMA '12 13,315 1.00 36.00% 1.00 32.00 1.00 76.00% 1.00 63.84% 1.00
PUMA '13 12,966/ 0.97 34.00% 0.94 32.00 1.00 69.52% 0.91 60.00% 0.94
ADIDAS '10 42,541 0.84 28.00% 1.00 33.00 1.00 58.00% 1.00| 45.94%| 0.95
ADIDAS 11 44,824 0.88, 27.00% 0.96 30.00| 0.91 51.00% 0.88] 48.31%| 1.00
ADIDAS '12 46,306/ 0.91. 28.00% 00| 31.00/ 0.94 51.00% 0.88 28.56% 0.59
ADIDAS '13 50,728 1.00] 28.00% 00| 3000 091 51.00% 088 29.58% 0.61
NIKE '10 32,710 0.74 40.00% 0.98| 31.00 0.97( 72.13% 0.74 39.23%) 0.56
NIKE '11 37,515 0.85 40.40% 0.99 31.00 0.97( 93.31% 0.95( 50.00%| 0.71
NIKE '12 44,000 1.00: 41.00% 1.00: 32.00 1.00( 97.03% 0.99( 70.22% 1.00
NIKE '13 43,700 0.99 41.00% 1.00 32.00 1.00( 97.96% 1.00( ©8.28% 0.97
ASICS '10 5,604 0.85] | 36.69% 0.66( 27.88% 0.78
ASICS '11 5,906 0.90 37.58% 0.68 28.94% 0.81
ASICS '12 5,906 G.EO. | 37.58% 0.68| 28.94% 0.81
ASICS '13 6,585 1 00. I 55.63% 1.00{ 35.60¢ 1.00

Two sets of data wereegerated. For the first set, each variable within @&ihdimension
were was weightedequally. For the second set, each variabbswe i ght ed usi n
comparison method. These values were then graphed and superimposed to reflect discrepan

within weighted and equally weighted trends.

3. RESULTS

All datawere taken between fiscal yedF') 20107 2013 because all four companies partook i

CSR and financial reporting during this time fraif@embined data of all athletic footwear companies are

shown n Appendix A.

3.1 Financial Performance
Financial performance i s a term used to
period of time. Instead of havingone common unit of measurement, multiple variables affect
the financial performance of a mopany. It helps investors and researchaiscern which
companies have been the most profitable wighgiven time periodT he financial performance of
the footwearcompaniesof interestwere first analyze to determine any distinguishirtgends
occurringbetweenFY101 FY 13 The years containing data that drasticakyiatefrom trends

were the most remarkable because it yielded points of interests to investigate.



3.1.1 Gross Margin

3.1.2

The gross margin represents the profitability of each sales dollar d@ogedt of
goodss o | d . | t r e f &b#itg tb sarn tgphofit framuts mercleasdsd Gross
margin can be computed as follows:

O €b di QW Yoo Qe ,6 ,ﬁ lsoﬂDee e o 'Qp T TT
YQu Qe 0 Q

The gross margiof each companig shown in Figure 3.2.1

Gross Margin (%) from FY4BY 13
51.00%

$ 49.00%
< 47.00%
S 43.00%
@ 41.00% ADIDAS
8 39.00% NIKE
0,
37.00% ASICS
35.00%
10 11 12 13 14

Fiscal Year

Figure 3.2.1i Gross margin (%) of footwear companies between RYE¥13

Puma and Nike had an overall decline in gross margin % between the years 201
and 2013. Adidas showed a slight increase over h8#CSdrops to 41.21% in 2012 but
increases to 43.76% the following year. The year 2012 appears interesting as it is the pol

when there is greatest deviation from the trendseldg@ed from prior fiscal years for
Adidas and ASICS.

Inventory Turnger Ratio

The nventoryturnoverratio reflects the number of times a company sells its
average level of inventory during the year. A high rate of turnover indicates ease of sellin
merchandise while a low rate indicates difficulty. The inventory turnover of eacpany
is shown in Figure 3.2.2.
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Inventory Turnover from FY1FY13

2 5.00
]
X 450
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Figure 3.2.21 Inventory turnover ratio of footwear companies between RYEY13

Nike shows the highest turnover ratio of the four athletic footwear companies. This mean
Nike sells its average level of merchandisgdathan the other companies. Puma, Adidas,
andASICS were roughly the same between FYILEY13. Puma and Adidas experience
similar fluctuation. Overall, all four companies experienced a decrease in inventory

turnover within thigime period.

Basic Eaings per Share
Basic earnings per share (ERSy t he amount of a comp
share of its stocks outstandiriche EPS is generally considered to be the most important

variable in determining t he ispalcdulateadasnof a

o - U Q08 B¢ GO0 00 DioaTYe bE0
v 5001 GEAI o ONhOD

The kasic EPS of each compaisyshown n Figure 3.2.3.
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Basic EPS ($) from F¥Tr'13

$25.00
@ $20.00
(7))
& $15.00 —e—PUMA
% $10.00 —e— ADIDAS
©
m

$5.00 NIKE

R < ASICS
10 11 12 13 14

Fiscal Year

Figure 3.2.3i Basic earnings per sharefobtwear companies between FYLEY13

Puma had the highest EPSta end of FX.0, however by FY3, it has the lowest.
Adidas, Nike andASICS maintained relatively stable EPS throughout the four years.

Return on Equity

Return on equit{ROE) is theamount of net income returned as a percentage to
shareholders equity. It measures a busi
a company is able to generate with the money shareholders have itf#stedalculated
as:

0 Q®E GE aQ

UO"\’@olﬂDalQlfDnoQow

The ROE of each company is shown in Figure 3.2.4.

Return on Equity (%) from FY1BY 13
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Figure 3.2.47 Return on equity of footwear companies between FYEY13
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Puma has displayed the greatest decline in ROE, wheikab&é the greatestverall
ROEthat isrelativelyconstant over FYOT1 FY 13 ASICShas a relatively constant ROE
duringFY1071 FY 13.Adidas drops slightly ilROE inFY12 but recovers the following
year.

Return on Assets

The eturn on asets(ROA) indicates how profitable a company is relative to its
tot al assets. It provides investors and
management is using its assets to generate earnings.ddagjslay s t hat A RO/
takes into accounhe assets used to support business activities. It determines whether th
company is able to generate an adequate return on these assets rather than simply shov
a robust r étiscaltulatedass al es. 0
0 Q®E G aQ
"Y€ OGDIa'QO i

The ROA of each company is shown in Figure 3.2.5.

Return on Assets (%) from F¥EY 13
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Figure 3.2.5; Return on assets of athletfootwear companies between FYL0FY13

Similar to the ROEPuma has dispyed the greatest decline in RO#Whereas Nikdas

the greatespbverall ROA thatis relatively constant over FYIIOFY13. ASICSincreases

slightly from FY10i FY13. Adidas drops gjhtly in FY12 kut recovers the following year.
Both ROA and ROE have an interdependent relationship, not because they ar

functions of Net Incme, but because total assets is a function of total equity (total assets

= total liabilities + total equity). If a company sustains stable or increasing liabilities and

equity, their assets are expected to increase. This results in similar trends bet¢WROAt

and ROE of companies examined within this study.



3.2 { I I Aralfi&al Hierarch Proce@sHP)

The AHPis a quantitative method involvirthe assignment of weight to each variable
used within each dimension of the TBL. The first step of the AHP model the goal of each
dimension and develop a group of variables to define that goal. For example, if the goal is 1
measure environmental sustainability, it would be imperative to focus on variables such &
reduction in CQemission and energy consutigm. Once the variables of the goal are established,
a hierarchy is built by systematically evaluating the variables by comparing them with respect t
another variable. For this portion of the AHP, qualitative data is used to establish which variabl
is more important than the othethen pairs of variables are compar€de degree to which these
variableswereweighted was determined bytsalarly research and judgement. Values from 1 to 9
were used toestablishpriorities (1 being equally important and 9eibg extremely more
important)!? In the last stage of the process, quantitative values of each variable are used
conjunction with thepriority weighting to produce a normalized weighted valGemplete
comparison and normalization charts can be fourppendices B, C, and D.

An analysis where each variable is weighted equally was also performed to determine
results weraignificantlyaffected through the comparison method.le@icnension alswas given
a sensitivity analysis to ensure normalizataid not generate large variations in valuéke
degree of the sensitivity analysis is determined by one less the number of vanaliesg
weighted:

YQe i Qo ook Qie p

Table Vshows how the variables of the Peopimehsion of theTBL were weighed.
OEmpl oyees worl dwi de 6 ¢&ed significantlydessahgreothar yagidblesw e
6Women i n man ag eehbkigher thanvemplogeeswweridwide but less than audits.
The percentage of factories auditelahe factories that passed audits were weajjthe highest
because they encompass ethimakalissues that the othernables do not possess as much.



TableVi Saatybés Compari son [Wahllindicatesfweighedpaitwee indiges)i a b | ¢

Pair Wise Comparison Table Sensitivity Analysis

Employees Women in % Factories |% of Factories |W.P.l 4% 4%

Worldwide (#) [Management (%) Average Age |Audited Passed Audits |Average |Decrease |Increase
Employees 0.357 0.350
Worldwide (#) 1.000 0.250 0.250 0.143 0.125 0.354
Women in 1.690 1.657
Management (%) 4.000 1.000 3.000 0.200 0.167 1.673

1.131 1.109

Average Age 4.000 0.333 1.000 0.143 0.125 1.120
% Factories 4.646 4.554
Audited 7.000 5.000 7.000 1.000 3.000 4.600
% of Factories 4.480 4.853
Passed Audits 8.000 6.000 8.000 0.333 1.000 4.667
Total 24.00 12.58 19.25 1.82 442 12414 12.305 12.523

Table VI shows how the variables of the Plad@nhension of the TBL were weitgd.
dvolatile organic compound (VOQ@)/a iwasdweighed significantly less than oth&ariables,
even though every company hasdeit an objectiveto decrease the amounit WOCs used in
producingeaclp ai r of .enhiosessi.ons@O and 0O weaneenveigiyd equally s u
because of #interdependency of these telements. They were also weigt the Ighest and
equally amongst thel&het variablesWater consumptio was wei ghted the
emi ssions6é and OkWestgey «owthpeudmipht wgoline. det lgan

less than the remaining three.

TableVIiSaatyés Comparison Table of Planet Variabl

Pair Wise Comparison Table Sensitivity Analysis
Energy Water Waste

VOC/pair |CO2 Emissions / |Consumption/ Consumptio | consumption/ 4% 4%

(g) COGS COGS n/ COGS COGS W.P.l Average Decrease |Increase
VOC/ pair (g) 1.000 0.125 0.167 0.167 0.250 0.342 0.345 0.338
CO2 Emissions / COGS 3.264 3.536
(t/mil$) 8.000 1.000 1.000 4.000 3.000 3.400
Energy Consumption/ 3.030 2.970
COGS (MWh/mil$) 6.000 1.000 1.000 4.000 3.000 3.000
Water Consumption / 2,121 2.079
COGS (m"3/mil$) 6.000 0.250 0.250 1.000 3.000 2.100
Waste 1.212 1.188
Output/COGS(t/mil$) 4.000 0.333 0.333 0.333 1.000 1.200
Total 25.00 2.71 2.75 9.50 10.25 10.042 9.972 10.111

Table VII shavs how the variables dhe profit dimension of the TBL were weitgidl.
Inventory turnover ratio was weitgd the least compared to other variables because its value doe:
not completely reflect company management but rather the rate of which consumers purchase tr
products ROA and ROEwereweighted highest amongst the profit variables but equally amongst
one another. An article by Haget al indicates that ROE and ROA are the most prominent
measurs of profitability!! Even thoughHagel et al suggests that ROA is slightly ther at
measuring profitability than ROE, they were weagghequallybecause investors and researchers

have indicated both ROA and ROE are most important when measuring profitability.



3.3

TableVIli Saatyés Comparison Table of Profit Variabl

Pair Wise Comparison Table Sensitivity Analysis
Basic Inventory

Gross Earnings Per |Turn Over |Return on |Return on |W.P.I 4% 4%

Margin % |Share (USD) |Ratio Assets Equity Average |Decrease |Increase
Gross Margin % 1.000 2.000 3.000 0.333 0.333 1.333 1.347 1.320
Basic Earnings Per 0.960 1.040
Share (USD) 0.500 1.000 3.000 0.250 0.250 1.000
Inventory Turn Over 0.404 0.396
Ratio 0.333 0.333 1.000 0.167 0.167 0.400
Return on Assets 3.000 4.000 6.000 1.000 1.000 3.000 3.030 2.970
Return on Equity 3.000 4.000 6.000 1.000 1.000 3.000 3.030 2.970
Total 7.83 11.33 19.00 2.75 2.75 8.733 8.771 8.696

Triple Botbm Line Trends

Once the variables of each dimension were weightetinormalized,the results were
graphed. In conjunction, graphs containihgnormalization of equally weighted variables were
also producedin doing so,normalizationdifferences due tthe AHP weremadeapparentThe
radar charts consisf a sequence of equianguiaspacedspokes, with each spoke representing a
single dimension of the TBL (Bple, Planetpr Profit). Each colored triangle within the radar
diagramr e pr e s e nt s fiseal yeao ang their gndbodiment of the TBL by the end of that
year. Thedistance between the center of the radar diagram and the vertex of a colored triang
depicts the magnitude for the variable relative to the maximum magnitude of tableafihe
maximum value all foall variables is 1 and the lowestlue isO.

ASICS, within recent years, has onpyovided limited CSR reportinpatwas notuseable
for this portion of thestudy. Unfortunately, they haveot providedsufficient data necessary to
normalize and ultimately graphically depict their orientation towardsI'Ble. Valuesfor each
dimensionfor the other three companiean be found in Appendic&; C, and D.

Puma, aslepictedin Figure 3.4.1exhibits a large change in their Profit dimemsover a
four year period regardless of their weighting. However, they maintained a stability in their Plane
and People dimensionkooking at their equally weighted and weighteends (Figure 3.4)2
regardless of how these variables are weighed, Pwitreesses a negative correlation in

profitability despite large investments in their People and Planet orientation
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Figure3.4.liRadar graphs depicting Pumads or i ent atgualyweighted veraltds d i
within each dimensiorh) Differently weighted variablewithin each dimension
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Figure 3.4.2iPumadés equally weighted and differently weighted tr

Adidas as depictedn Figure 3.4.3 exhibits aminor change in their Profit dimension
compared to Puma.ooking at their equally weighted and weighteénds (Figure 3.4)4
regardless of how these variab&sweighted, Adidas maintains a relatively constant Profith

a slight increase in their &et dimension and a relatively constant People dimension.
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Figure 3.4.37 Radar graphs depictifyd i dodestation to each dimensiaf the Triple Bottom Line. a) Gually weighted variables
within each dimensiorp) Differently weighted variablewithin each dimension

Adidas’ Equally Weighted (EW) & Weighted (W) Trends
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Figure 3.4.471 Ad i dequsally weighted and differently weighted trends for each dimension of the TBL over a four year period.

Nike, as depictedn Figure 3.4.5exhibits afairly constantProfit dimensionover a four
year periodThey have alseshown slight increases in th&llanet and People dimensioheoking
at their equally weighted and weightiednds (Figure 3.4)6similar to Adidas, Nikemaintains a
relatively constant Profit while maintainilegnstant to slight increasestheirinvestmergin their
People and Planet dimensions.
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Figure 3.4.51 Radar graphs depictifgi k eriéngation to each dimensiar the Triple Bottom Line. a) §ually weighted variables

within each dimensiorp) Differently weighted variablewithin each dimension

Figure 3.4.61 Ni k eqbadly weighted and differently weighted trends for each dimension of the TBL over a four year period.

4. DISCUSSION
4.1 Analysis

4.1.1 Importance ofCorporate Social Responsibility and Reporting

In order to marketa posiive imageas being in the forefront of sustainability,

companies adopting the TBL framework must have a strong stance oiCdnporate



