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Abstract

Purpose - ESG(Environmental, Social and Governance) rating is an indicator to predict the
sustainable development and long-term value creation of enterprises, which is becoming more and
more important. This study divided the ESG rating into each sector(E, S and G) to identify which
ESG elements are effective in enhancing enterprise value according to the characteristics of the
enterprise, which is different from previous studies.

Design/methodology/approach - In this study, Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Score was used to
empirically analyze the relationship between ESG ratings and corporate value by taking the listed
companies of China’s Shanghai Composite Index from 2017 to 2020 as the object.

Findings - First, the relationship between ESG ratings and enterprise value shows a statistically
significant positive correlation, which supports the results of previous studies. Second, the analysis
results from the classification of ownership structure of enterprises (state-owned enterprises and
non-state-owned enterprises) show that compared with state-owned enterprises, the ESG ratings of
non-state-owned enterprises is more closely related to enterprise value. Third, the analysis of various
industries (manufacturing and non-manufacturing) shows that compared with manufacturing, ESG
scores of non-manufacturing has a more positive effect on enterprise value. Lastly, the analysis by
industry type (heavy-contaminated companies, non-contaminated companies) confirmed that ESG
scores of non-contaminated companies has a positive effect on corporate value than heavy-contaminated
companies.

Research implications or Originality - This study classified ESG evaluation grades(E, S and G) for
listed companies in China and analyzed in detail how they affect corporate value according to
corporate characteristics, drawing implications for what ESG indicators should be focused on to
increase corporate value.
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1. A&

-2 2020.99 UNZ3| oA 2060 g2FH@ehm) 55_% AABHAA, /‘ﬂﬁﬂ Ao giuj &=
A A A AAAAANAR] ik o g Hels v RS el 2016W $=91w L8 (PBC)H
70 AR BAE ‘mAFgAAE FE Jlolmgiels ‘ﬂ‘ﬂo]-"—q/\i ESG(EnVHonmental Social and
Governance)l) A X —'—}\loﬂ 3t 284S ZAxstgar, 20183 RE 3 AR5 Y3 (CSROE
FF3|AL Al el A, 23}, HA, A FRo S #Este] BSG HRIA oRaE F31sla
UL}, olo] wEt F= FEAIFAA ESG FAbol|l ek #A4le AR oA glon, sAgE Hoke
Z7 7Y NEL Adrda st Jok(Ads, 2021).2)

H ESG Hrtew2 AFHR] 719 AFEIA Y tEo] U] 7|#FAA e} RJIFAAEY T8
FAANEA 7NEoB2A FEEI ok 2y ditkre S5 79ES ESG FA49 84S o1
AZFEHAl 1AEHA] Rkl lon, AE gle AXEHE 4 e =8 9 AR olux] AE 53

7199 HY &S wol# A=A ¥eth. ol& ESG Fapol|l whE Apgle] W@H|, AN A,
ESG #otell 55402 FA3l7] of#] 7984 Foll 7Ids daeta s 4 gl oaebA ESG
F2F SHoA T3 U 7193 Q5 719 ke Axbe AF3E] FIAA Ge e BiEi gl

TR 7|YL ESG #HEE B3 v BAA, B, AHEH 7|89 Ps oddesta £2
a1, A gAl, 374 B, oA e, 29v8 23, A g1, AR AEdd JS5E
F Aok, 2y dA ESG 37t Ax® Aol #3te] SAE vEe] §U7] wiEel 719y $A, Ak,
Az Qg sk die a7t A8k, 7199 FARE ESG 7t 49 A7) 714 7:“”‘01]
v|X|= gkl FH'GH Ql2le] EAXE FHa dtt webA ESGE 53t 7147 Alg siAe, B3-A18)-
Au| T2 A 99 7+ AL 7+ ddo] 7GR v A= FFFS A ols|E Hart ).

weba] 2 1‘?‘% ESG H7}5=%%t ofvg} E, S, G 7t 94 HrtsaS =83ted 7197114
AEA ThE JFE nAEA BT EZHN, 7| EA wEl ojwst ESG 847 7|47 ERE Eol=d
BAARJIA gRls ). o8 B3l 712 7HA] ALE 8l o= SHel o F =8 7]&oo} 3hA|,
Edt FAg T e Bdast RES HAss] fla oA #H A=E AABREA Sl s A4
A AAEE AE F U2 AR JgEn

E Ao 742 o3 2k 173l o]o] A2 el Al AT g Aol disl A ElakaL, 37l
e BXRE 9 383 A7 B AWsith Lo g H4gars AFEA ARE 7|t
Ao 2 A5 e A2 AAFES AAgT
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ESGe} B ® APATES Auind, 84, Ak, Aul72e] 84 SHA 7] g5 —Erz}x}
o] *lihﬂ ﬂff.k% 1] A l?ﬂi]—%— i} |71t A7 g AFAgeE, WA 8 Rolr=, 3
A, SAFR 3N, SATE 2 B3 72 5o SHdA 7197HAI0ke] #AE veFeiA ?i?‘}l
Sict ﬁ% 3, 343 *éﬂrﬂ 710,;7w o] 381 JFE mRlthE Tl AujH ARt ¢
SAt FAH JFS mAve ReE SR8

Hu (2012), Zhu, Cui and Zou (2020)& 7192 374 A77} 7197F=19F F(+)] A&ABA7} ek

1) ESG= ©=egh A2 Aol o Yot 7149l 84(E), AI(S), AulT2R(G) SHelxe] Aol 24 wrh, 8401 A&
7hse FAkE 918k 719 kel gk viEolztal & ¢ Qlvh. ESGi frallEEAIE(UNEP)e] 20046l 25 zAgk g o=, 7199
Aol SRS A, AlslA A9, 7]C§Z]HH:TLX dE a7t} o] Hrh AnE FAREe] £A o 71y wHe] A&7t
45 sk 37HA I a4t Ho olEe HHe §]/\P Aol wkgEAE AR, 719 R AgrbedR dE

2) AF7} A2le & MSCI(Morgan Stanley Capital International) Z|grell HAYJH o]F, MSCIE #|5=dl] HYE BE F57 A7l
sl ESG 75 st H71Ho R ESG W7t AAE Nt = ALAPTelA ESG AR 371 US ¢hEtes fstal
Sict,
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Cao (2020) 9A] 3742 Al ol 71l ©7|d UR7Ex]9} &) JHAE Jep AR, 7149
A7NA R x| F(+)e] AABAE JERAT L F738dtE. Wu and Zhang (2018)2 7] €]
SRR £ oW, HH o] Ittt AT E FEAG TN 7)ol gt AEE Fol= Tl
frelskaL, Aol digt XS Fo 7197l JEFS mRivkal B skt

¥HHo), Gao and Wang (2019)2 7|1e] BAEAR INAG7T 2255 7197F17F Dofzlvke &(-
FAAAE FAEICE. TS Fan (2013)2 o1 337199 87 A9 71971 e #AE AF
o2 BAstY Ar1Ho2e 3 AYE sk Aol 719l BAA EHE & F AN dHo=
AHEHE SR Ve wo AAES Holmdoka Fse

AFE] FopollAE, 714l AFEA A #AE7F 22 9] Hi, onA], FHAEE Edvhe ul TRUE
Pt ot AFA A 7197 e o| JEFS v X=A] thst FFo] Ak}, Surroca,
Tribo and Waddock (2010), Kim and Kim (2014)& 71go] A4 Aele A= AL E3) 7GRS
A A AlZ £ Aok F23YaL, Yu and Wu (2014)& 7] Jo] o]3jo] F7]
7kl FEEHA B QS vIAARE, 7] 7197HA] ARl 343 J¥%E Frhal skl
o] Broll= Li (2020)= F4719%3} Fdsdol 73H 27770 719& 43+ S47199 ARElE Aol
FAHOR JIG7HA 9 Frog AREAE vehdte S AFHeR E&3¢ltt. Guo and Xie
(2021)& 2014~2019 2gallo} Aol 4E 417 374 738 AT U)oz A1s]d Ade] Feol
719 7HA el g S8 2ol Flo] FiEE A sk Huang and He (2017) 37371
Jol AN7HA = AHE A A oldle] Ho| ool wrat dASA FolAW 23 298 FhAThETAL
Haskglt,

o], Cui, Ling and Tu (2015)F 5 7|9 aA7-¢ A3 di7199] 21334 29l o|d)o] 2.3]7]
7197215 ol dokar F33F4itt. Li, Song and Wu (2015)+ =771 AL8)E 7119} BA1810]
SUHE 7] e FR71H99 AREE AAEA A ST vl b, gEba Fdr)Holee
542 7199 A1 AT AFA JEA kY] BAE FEEAl Althal ®askdek, McWilliams
and Siegel (2001)2 71¢1<] AF3lA A A3 7| 97FA] Atoldll= o AdAdAE gtk 437 =
3kt

ATz RoollAE thAl2 Ux|¥ A7} Jeh=t], Ning, Zhang and Rong (2017)-& 7| |ul+
Z FF HE FAAEY B8 BAS B, G5 ZgAETF2E 4 BARY o] x3E A¥stn
71971218 Suigsle g4 24 T shdetn 53 Ye, Qio and Zhang (2016)2 Z#71
oFol FEglo] 7GR TFRE 717kt dAS F(+)e FaAAAE IS F2l8taL, Liu and
Zhu (2011)= 71FAF27F F5atd ml#foll AFH kAT o] oA A, FAALE]
=2 Z|gE AFstta Bkt

7149 o9& & 2% 71949 dEiA s APATrt i EA8H=d], Iwata and Okada
(201D)= Y& AZGAES BEOZ 24712 ThEo] AH AF9 AA A4S FAZ F JAT,
94 7199 AFAAHelE & JFE vHA Gt A LA

upxgto 2 ESG H{rlewd 71G7EX ¢ #HE HdYAdTFE AHREH tekst Al EAg,
Ghoul, Guedhami and Kim (2017)& A% A%7} vv|gk =7tol|A ESG Hr7lsFo] 7197129 o<
st AaAATE vk F48¢th. Aboud and Diab (2018)% ESG %7359} 71497} (Tobin
Q) Atolol] frofst FaAAT}E Jvkal Baskdar, Shi (2018)2 ESG A#7F £2 7|92 dvkde=
AN ol EY £ E0] ¢ Erhes Ag AASHICE 28y Sassen, Hinze and Hardeck (2016)914]
T 2 ESG A7 1 7I9EY 7HXE Holmdnal F337|= skt
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B ATelME A7 AdgdT e viges v 22 d7vkES AAs.

GFE 1) ESG AEE, S, G) WEHE 1drkAsh ()] JaaAE zrr)

(714 2) ESG 99(E, S, G) HrteFol 7Ig7Hd nAE 9L, Fh/7dET) v=f-7]gelA
g =ZA Yehdt},

(714 3) ESG JH(E, S, G) HrHegol 717l rlAlE G, AZPETE vAzHlA o
3A vepdtt,
(7144 4) ESG HHH(E, S, G) FrteFol 7Ig7Hd nAE 9%, 247 IdET vsedry

oA o A UrE‘r‘&E}.

m, A= 9 A3y
1. ¥ A4

tloly 249 Agte
| 4dzke] HojHE BE
Z 47 #98 AF dlo
A8+ Bloombergol|A] W% 3k
HArE S Y. B AT 2R e AR Ve U 2o

CSMAR(SHSY) dlolHHo] =5 3 +3stler, 719 ESG A+

2 Qo] B ATE F3 AFUANAL AEE 719S o 2017~2020
o

|
Z 1,00270 = 274719 (3 A71ZE 20208744)) 9] ESG 9 2+ il

215}
2 Ao} 71909] BSG B7h5 o] /197Ho viAE 9%e Ak, ol
=

1) A% dlol¥ T ESG dolH7F 523 27|98 AlgHgi.

2) 3%, B3 A4ES Ajgt
3) ST, * ST 71%13); A elgict,

Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Scorei= 2000 FHHLE A5 Z7|dls 28 71HEY] Azwt
F53H7] AR 20179

EAstER Bdo] T AREA S flshe] ESGoll thek Akl #el wilel 55
FH 202037442 AR, B A7olA ARgshke ESG HlolHle th9] (Table 1) 3 o] 37}

Azt Bgzo] TR ok,

Table 1. Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Score Scorecard

Weight
Pillar (Weight) Topic Field Description (%ofOverallScoreWei
ght)
Air Quality Air Quality Disclosure Score 4.78%
Climate Change Climate Change Disclosure 4.70%
Score
Environmental . o . . o .
Ecological & Biodiversity Ecological & Biodiversity 4.79%

(33%) .
Impacts Disclosure Score

Impacts

3) Fo|A] A= F2 72 ST7} & F5-2 5¥#E|(Special Treatment) thge]

o) A TFsAe] e $2E Sl
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Energy Energy Disclosure Score 4.73%
Materials & Waste Materials & Waste Disclosure 4.74%
Score
Supply Chain Supply Chain Disclosure Score 4.79%
Water Water Disclosure Score 4.79%
Community & Customers Comnjumty & Customers 5.53%
Disclosure Score
Diversity Diversity Disclosure Score 5.49%
. . Ethics & Compliance Disclosure o
Ethics & Compliance S 557%
Social (33%) core__
Health & Safety Health & S;fety Disclosure 5.58%
core
Human Capital Human Capital Disclosure 5.55%
Score
Supply Chain Supply Chain Disclosure Score 5.54%
Audit Risk & Oversight Audit Risk & Oversight 417%
Disclosure Score
Board Composition Board Composition Disclosure 416%
Score
Governance Compensation Compensation Disclosure Score 4.16%
(33%) Diversity Diversity Disclosure Score 4.17%
Independence Independence Disclosure Score 4.18%
Sustainability Governance Sustal_nablllty Governance 4.18%
Disclosure Score
Tenure Tenure Disclosure Score 4.18%

Source: https://www.bloomberg.com/professional/dataset/global

ol MEIHE B B 6A7)e) FIAE BANFOE ARG, ARHORE 247 S
wel ERUGE A9 3807 MIER71Y 26902 BRAAT. £ dFERE A2 3907t
MR 250702 ERAAO, QAR wE FEU FeAVW 24409t MF0P/4 052
BRI,

2, Hpddd B Ay

Aol wiet, FEUFE 719 A7EI9 HE2A Tobin's Q(TQ)E AHE-3FSItE. Tobin's Q=
AREEA N A7FEAT FASAE T g2 ol e AESHAaL, F8 AWse Bloombergel
A s ESG @At 74 o E(@A), S(AH)), G(AMTx) AE ARSI

BEEH, B A ESGoll #3 71 AFSdl Srfste] vt 22 SAMSTE skl Ad Aol
w2 719 TREE 716 dEE vAe T3 adoly, 7|9 el et ESG e} 71971 €]
ABBA7} 24 Yehdtt. Yang and Yang (2016)& A13]2 #elz) 719471x]1e] @A o B3E AF-olA
719 RS SAMER =AY, A7l mE gk tre] 7ol da AFeA A 7197k ¢
BAZE dAsA e Aem vttt d7IdEde AEA Add 71977 S AH Y BAE ek
A F27|GolME AR H Aol ZIQ7ER ok B Al BAIE R, odl] B Aol = AR
AART FE B 719 TEGSize)o] BFHE FAFTHCEEA, o/, WA, 2018). tho 2 Xie
(2018)e]l wh=™ FA7F B2 7IdLeE AFA ofgzol W = glo] 7] 7HA] AE s okstd

4) Fe.719e) JlEe B3 BAHel 20129 9719 dFE ARl wkeh, © AR, @ A, 72 AR 26, O 34 54 B A2
9, @ W AETS A2, © BA, © 715, 29, 48 2 A Az, @ A 2 Fol AF, © A5 742, 22 3 9
9, © 4B, @ Ak, @ 47343, © VIS B AF, O 39 2% A % 4D 1Y, @ IS AD 2
FEAE, © A2, @ AN 2 FHY F F 160 950l £ Jlge= Helaick
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T Stk ol B AFelxE 71de AR RS SAE] A, 1E ¥
H]&2l FAH&(DEBT)& A783tdct. 2Ela 719 Y AAelA F&E=
S 43 BE AET 5 3 Y AR, weba] AERet FFEQ o

ANAA} FFE] 719 ZIHA7E FolAAL 71977 FokAle AL AN et ek 710l Tk
Eo] Helg W] rh= AL ofnjstth(Zhang and Zhao, 2019), o]o] wi} £ AFolxE JPAdEdoT
FE02 7Y At d7 5 58S SH3TH ROAE FARIo|dER £o]dg FARIOR YiE
HoZ JI7HA e F(H)Y TS & o= oPdeth(Kim and Kim, 2014; 24, FFH, 2020),
£ AToXE BESG &5 A&vbsAdl ek Al7de] 7t 71Fo] gk, EPS(FRwold)t 2555
FH o] B2 /A vl & F 9lon, s Aate] B o] Fesirta A 4 vk, whEhA
v o] Frtste] 719 Fotel 34 JFS vRIY Incape 71 FA Y 78 AVFEANEF
u] 2F T 23 £8)d AR[RIAE Fg g o]t o] B AFtelx AMgE WFES HEg
¥ (Table 2) ¢} 2t}
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Table 2. Major Variables and Definitions

Variable Definition
Tobin’s Q(TQ) (Market capitalization + Debt value of debt) / General Value of Total Asset
E Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Score” E (Environmental)
S Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Score” S (Social)
G Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Score’ G (Governance)
ESG Bloomberg ESG Disclosure Score®| ESG (Integration)
Size Natural logarithm of Total Assets
DEBT Total debt / total assets
CFO Cash Flows from Operating
ROA Return On Assets
EPS Earnings Per Share
Incap Natural logarithm of a stock’s circulating market capitalization

oleid MBS Bestel B e thedt 2o ATRIS APt FuAel %2 FAlS]
Slal g9l 169 EES Ao, vlolE] el % B4 Excel 20133} SPSS 26 AHg3te] et
ek,

Tobin'’s Qi,t = B0 + BIESGi,t + [B2Sizeit + B3DEBTI,t + B4OCF + B5ROAILt
+ BOEPSi,t + B7Incapi,t + &i,t (&1

Tobin’s Qit : 719 ]9l (AA7FA + FFA) / AR
E: 87 A% A% $2L (Table 1) #a

S AFE] A4 AR gEe (Table 1) #Fx1

G ATE HF, Al FEe (Table 1)
ESG @ 37, A}3], A7z gt 27

Size © FAS] AARL

DEBT : F-Aulg (F34 / 42

CFO : 4985355 / A

ROA : B715=0])/2 715413t

EPS @ FEo]9

Incap : F2¢] {§5 A7HEAe] A2

et RO
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Table 3. Summary Statistics

Variable N Min. Max. Median Mean Std. Dev.
TQ 2569 0.6735 17.1155 1.2700 1.6487 1.2821
E 2569 0.7752 65.6250 10.8527 13.5058 10.1426
S 2569 7.0175 77.1930 22.8069 26.7473 10.5411
G 2569 35714 64.2857 46.6397 48.2142 5.2538
ESG 2569 5.7851 64.1148 22.3139 24.1887 7.9032
Size 2569 20.3357 28.6365 23.5551 23.6584 1.3141
DEBT 2569 0.0352 0.9209 0.4738 0.4865 0.1799
CFO 2569 -0.4817 0.7371 0.1631 0.1647 0.2128
ROA 2569 0.0001 0.3721 0.0404 0.0537 0.0447
EPS 2569 0.0003 39.4232 0.4801 0.7863 1.5003
Incap 2569 2.3566 299.6720 16.1562 19.8222 14.4526

(Table 4)= W59 ol FdATE BT 9lrk. WA Tobin's Qe} ESG g¥e] JaddAS
By gEd FJrpAE AololA] fodk (o] AHRBAE S & AUk 2 9fol W4l Tobin's
Qo] JudAE B 7 &, FAHES froldh S()e] FuaArt A, YL FATEE, TA
ZFololE, FEeld, T2 5 AR ] AdRT BF foldk ()] #AE Bk BE ESG
A= 71 TR, SARtollE, FEeldt fofdt

F7tE g5 24 2Aske 7hsAdel deA
Inflation Factor)& 2F&3h3al & F£X& 10 o3tz 7 ¥
sHlskalet.

Table 4. Pearson Pairwise Correlation Matrix

TQ E S G ESG SIZE DEBT CFO ROA EPS INCAP

TQ 1

-093" 1
S -102" 537" 1

-204" 308"  .345" 1
ESG -132" 898" 769" 512" 1
SIZE -4977 356" 2877 357" 4017 1
DEBT -4377 164" 1277 208" 194 5717 1
CFO 366"  -191"  -073" -173" -188" -358" -484" 1
ROA 483"  -0.028 -0.036 -115" -047° -180" -475" 283" 1
EPS A127 1407 1227 0747 1517 307" 0.031 4157 6927 1

INCA P 383" -126" -046" -061" -113" -206" .051" .359™ -393" -359™ 1

Note: ™ , ™ and " indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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2. ASEN A%

(Table 5)%& ESG H7}d=Zel 7147F o v FFOHE Dol it AFEAe Aol &4
7é3ﬂr°ﬂ w2 E, ESGY| 3AAIFE BT F(H) #holn 5% FellA folsitt. G| 3#AIg~= 0.007
10% <eollA frefslict. So AATE F(+)e oz 1/}5]"%7\]“} Tof3bA] ekt webA S d9e
Xﬂgo}”ﬂ 7142l HAFEARl ESG #7797kl 344 dFFE vlzivke 7 1o] AR ES
glat At
BAESE] 77 o] it FES AnEHE oy Zoh WA Size(ZIYGTR)Y FHASE
25 209 el 1% ol fol3ith, ole 7191 EIt 455 797 Skt Q]ulolﬂil,
712&9] $7-(Cui, Liang and Lu, 2015)¢]] ¥3tsl= Adtolt}, DEBT(F A1) IHATS
S A7 Yepgtoy fol3t JFS Ho|AE gttt BAMSF CFO(JPE5ds ) %
H7 A G Bl 71l AFAE Aol sl 5% ol Fodt S dFE A= A E &
At ROAGEAFO|E) 9 3| AASE BF )9 geldder 1% oA f23ttt. ol Kim
and Kim (2014) 5<] A d79} TUs Ao|th, ESP(FE<=0]e)e] IAAGTE 7149 HAFH
HrA g B 1% FEolr] o3t F(H)e IS 7MAE Aoz YERdth

Table 5. Effects of ESG Assessment on Corporate Value

(Tobin’s Q) 1 2 3 4
Constant 2.012%xx 1.718wwr 1.53wnx 1.979wwr
(5.061) (4.458) (4.061) (5.044)
. 0,006
2.973)
0.002
S (1.175)
0,007
G (1.965)
0,008+
ESG (3.099)
Sie -0,093%x ~0.079%+x 0,082+ 0,096+
(-5.165) (-4.477) (4.731) (-5.256)
0159 019 0.193 0153
DEBT (-1.169) (-1.404) (-143) (-1.123)
oo 0318% 0339 033+ 1.123%
(-3.171) (-3378) (-3.289) (-3.175)
- 16.722%%+ 16.786wxx 16.817%%x 16.739wx
(33.118) (33.233) (33.308) (33.175)
s 0.085xxx 0.084x 0,083+ 0,085%xx
(6.305) 6218) (6.205) (6:338)
s 0.046wxx 0.047 %% 0.046%% 0.046wxx
P (34.993) (34.984) (34.922) (35.018)
R? 0.548 0.547 0.547 0.548
N 649 649 649 649

Notes: 1. t value in parentheses
2. *xx xx and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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theo@ (Table 6) & 714 29 ¥4 Ashe AAstadeh. WA, 719el 248 54e 7199 ESG
Aol FFE FE FaG Lrolr], 247 SH whet /199 ASH A old Eshw A= A
ok, wheh 3 AT BEIIYS /19 AGA B4 met 67190 vEhdes PR,
G Ft AN v GFAN S 7149 2ol B Asnt,
A Aol mEw A9 GB Asleha 4 Rl HHATE BE 0 ol 100 ol
Felstgiet. MFR7199e] Aol 58] AR} 1% FEAM frolstelnt. E, G, ESGel A%
£ RE 100 EAHE FoI5 el BnE tebdrh. ol WF4714 ESG A3t 71997k
Ao e Fohe ASw A4 29 ol Ra.

Table 6. Effects of ESG Assessment on Corporate Value: State-owned Enterprises vs.
Non-state-owned Enterprises

State-owned Enterprises Non-state-owned Enterprises
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Constant 1.842%xx* 1.657%xx* 1.47 15 1.827%xx 1.26 0.802 0.787 1.184
(4.363) (4.09) (3.676) (4.418) (1.49) (0.967) (0.965) (1.409)
E 0.005* 0.007*
(2.243) (2.025)
S 0.003* Qe
(1.652) (-0.097)
G 0.001 0.017x
(0.277) (2.56)
0.007* 0.008*
ESG (2.545) (1.859)
Size -0.088*xx  —0.08x*xx  -0.071*xx  -0,092xxx -0.065* -0.041 -0.073+ -0.066*
(-4.63) (-4.379) (-3.977) (-4.778) (-1.683) (-1.065) (-1.868) (-1.684)
DEBT -0.167 -0.186 -0.206 -0.155 0.178 0.126 0.128 0.168
(-1.125) (-1.254) (0.166) (-1.042) (0.668) (0.472) (0.481) (0.631)
CFO -0.468*xx  -0.464%x*  -0.468%x*x  -0.454x%x -0.065 -0.108 -0.076 -0.08
(-4.153) (-4.214) (-4.24) (-4.119) (-0.339) (-0.562) (-0.397) (-0.416)
ROA 17.989%xx  17.99Px*x  18.052%x* 17 985%*x 18 3ok 18.425%x*  18.306***  18.323x*x
(26.168) (26.158) (26.225) (26.176) (20.317) (20.462) (20.367) (20.345)
EPS 0.107#%x 0.107x*x  0.100%xx* 0.102x%x -0.175%x -0.178xx -0.173%x -0.174%x
(8.012) (7.985) (7.882) (8.061) (-3.433) (-3.488) (-3.389) (-3.423)
Inca 0.047x%x 0.047#%x 0.047 0.047x%x 0.046x*x  0.047*xx  0.046xxx  0.046%xx*
P (29.636) (29.644) (29.577) (29.684) (20.783) (20.784) (20.704) (20.759)
R? 0.611 0.611 0.61 0.611 0.483 0.481 0.484 0.483
N 380 380 380 380 269 269 269 269

Notes: 1. t value in parentheses
2. *xxx xx and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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Table 7. Effects of ESG Assessment on Corporate Value: Manufacturing vs. Non-manufacturing

Manufacturing Non-manufacturing
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Constant 1.065* 0.878 0.917 1.049* 2.285%kx 2. 024xxx 1 B26xxx 2 274k
(1.651) (1.432) (1.512) (1.663) (5.508) (5.124) (3.958) (5.593)
E 0.001 0.009x*x
(0.5040 (4.218)
S -0.002 0.008+x**
(-0.613) (4.19)
G 0.002 0.009+
(0.455) (2.311)
0.002 0.014xxx*
£36 (0.538) (4.744)
Size -0.065* -0.054x* -0.062+* -0.065*% | -0.093#x*  -0.086%*x  -0.074%x*  -0,102x**
(-2.218) (-1.931) (-2.247) (-2.232) (-5.078) (-4.868) (-4.135) (-5.445)
DEBT -0.074 -0.092 -0.088 -0.074 0.188 0.166 0.146 0.22
(-0.33) (-0.408) (-0.389) (-0.33) (1.346) (1.198) (1.041) (1.576)
CFO -0.205 -0.208 -0.209 -0.206 -0.281%x  -0.324*x  -0326%x  -0.281**
(-1.227) (-1.247) (-1.251) (0.219) (-2.773) (-3.227) (-3.23) (-2.788)
ROA 17.805%x* 17 821%%x 17.814 17.803%x* | 15387+%x  15407%*%x  15366%*x  15.43%kx
(28.389) (28.4190 (28.412) (28.386) (17.924) (17.938) (17.793) (18.013)
EPS 0.088xx*x 0.087xx* 0.088 0.088xxx -0.077+ -0.084*x -0.073+ -0.078+
(5.577) (5.494) (5.557) (5.58) (-2.454) (-2.661) (-2.296) (-2.472)
Incap 0.059#xx  0.059%*x 0.059 0.059*xx | 0.026%*x  0.026%xx  0.026%*x  0,027**x
(31.055) (31.049) (31.014) (31.056) (18.141) (18.105) (18.001) (18.233)
R2 0.583 0.583 0.583 0.583 0.447 0.447 0.44 0.449
N 390 390 390 390 259 259 259 259

Notes: 1. t value in parentheses
2. =*xx xx gnd * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.

(Table 8)2 @ 9& W& FE(FLAY vs. WIF LAl ESG 7w 7197kl A= 9%
A3 Zloltt, S AP 5o 3AALIF ~0.0022 ehtar, 7+ g8 3AAFE B F2]8]
o7 sRlFitt. FodYH 2] vFedY e Aol S, GE BT 10% 004 H(+)<]

A melont BAZ0E frelstairt. Esh ESGe] BT w50 2ol Srolshl el

JJF_EE_ Uehdth, wEbd 71de] vl el ESG B AR 717k ol HAls A JEe

ARk vFedddl o Bl wedtte S FlEd

M

‘>}L_l

=2 oo b 52
2 Moo

L =
v, T2

Table 8. Effects of ESG Assessment on Corporate Value: Heavy Pollution vs. Non-heavy

Pollution
Heavy Pollution Non-heavy Pollution
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Constant -0.6994 -1.074 -0.95 -0.785 2.671%xx 2 A8Txkx 2 152%kx 2 682k
(-0.981) (-1.56) (-1.431) (-1.116) (5.857) (5.635) (4.945) (5.973)
E 0.003 0.006xx*
(0.835) (2.763)
s -0.002 0.005%
(-0.797) (2.541)
G 0.003 0.009+
(0.484) (2.317)
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0.002 0.01%x
ESG (0.565) (3.346)
Size 0.015 0.036 0.022 0.018 -0.13%xx  -0,125%xx  -0,123%xx  -0,138*xx
(0.487) (1.179) (0.74) (0.572) (-6.265) (-6.149) (-6.075) (-6.522)
DEBT 0.213 0.179 0.196 0.211 0.15 0.145 0.147 0.169
(0.833) (0.694) (0.766) (0.824) (0.958) (0.927) (0.935) (1.075)
CFO 0.209 0.232 0.215 0214 -0.528*xx  -054xxx  -0527*xx  -0514%xx

(1.105) (1.229) (1.139) (1.13) (-4.29) (-4.395) (-4.27) (-4.169)

ROA 15.495%%x  15348+x  15439%xx  15454%*x | 20.641+xx  20.766%*x  20.825%++  20.656%**
(16.556) (16.507) (16.548) (16.539) (33.115) (33.439)  (33.524)  (33.238)

EPS -0.151x -0.14*x -0.146%x  -0.148%x | 0.091%** 0.09%xx  0.089**x  0.092xx*
(-2.975) (-2.787) (-2.91) (-2.925) (6.942) (6.888) (6.807) (7.016)
0.062++x  0.062%++  0.062%x+  0.062%*x | 0.042%xx  0.042+*x  0.042%xx  0.042%%*

Incap (23313)  (23336)  (23326)  (23327) | (29437) (29578)  (29.421)  (29.51)
R? 0542 0542 0.542 0.542 0615 0614 0614 0615
N 244 244 244 244 404 405 405 405

Notes: 1. t value in parentheses
2. *xxx xx and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively.
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Table 9. Effects of ESG Assessment on Corporate Value: Summary Table

Category Division E S G ESG
State-owned
N * * *
Enterprises
Shareholder
Non-state-owne
. * ETT3 * *
d Enterprises
Manufacturing
Industry Non-manufactur
. *kkk kkk * * 3%k
ing
Pollutant Heavy Pollution
Emission Non-heavy
Level Pollution = * * *
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TeoR GEEHIEY, VAEY) 38 AN, MY ESG T Bt D 98 BhET
of AxYRT /GGl B 2 L vAE Ao tehdh oluA wE gaE AT 2 4%
ARAR, AZVGEe] AW BHRE, 048D 45 FHL 3] AL ol FERE
Bze 719 Ahel A5E srish, Age 2o 2 ves Sol AE gaeolsejel & By
ohujet T/ U e £ vlgS FYUsiol k. the RoEE Axde Wt 3 AFY Ao
=] AArle] A Ak Aol 7bg Am wal Abglel B B4 AT A, 9 v Z1ge]
Sl40] REsha Fn} 4 gror] odl WE sl isha 4 A whele] FAk Aol
A A5 Belsh A ojelee et Webd ESG B/t AAA Edm olejAls] ofwet.
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A A, AR, ESG BrFsad 7197k 2be] BAle BAKLE fofdk (+)e] AARAE Boe
dl, o= 7€ AYATE] A3 AAIH. A, 719 ARTEEGERY, HERId)E 24%
At M, FH719ET v=R7]4lM ESG B7Hsa3 7197019 #A7F o frefshl ukeat it
AR, dFE A2, vlAEY) A M= Alzdrmo Halzge] BSG 717 7197H ol o 522l
Tt e AR vyttt niAgo R 0 9E wiE FEE(FLA7Y, vTLdVId) EAdAME

TLA7IdEY T d7Ide] ESG H7t 7197HA el s A4A] e vRive de 2‘*0 sk3ltt.

7192 8§74 B, AHeH Ads oy w7 161134741 A 7ol 5 ARl =YH AR 3“&%‘ T

e, 71l thgk %ﬂl“" sSEgto R 4 AdS A o g 283 7]‘?311311—?
Tt AR WS Sola te v8-E Histe] FFUHAE S . & = OIEJGP
=9& o5 S@g’go?— Fx8k7] feiM = H il 9l ESG Hrbewnt obust Zh o
bl wet st defo]l Aadhs AAHYe Holx ofofe S F vk



ESG 949d WhERel 33 419 Mol A 9% 165

References

82, o|AE, WA (2018), “CEO XA} 7]919] ALE& M, si=He/ei7 35(3), 139-164.

Ad4 (2021), “F=F ESG A= 343 71974 %", In China Brief Q1A ¢, Vol. 403, 2021.12.7.

A9, 53 (2020), “ESG &F<] e} 7|9l AFA BA, d57e5%], 49(5), 681-707.

Aboud, A. and A. Diab (2018), “The Impact of Social, Environmental and Corporate Governance
Disclosures on Firm Value”, Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 8(4), 442-458.

Cao, Su-Wen (2020), “Study on the Relationship Between Environmental Responsibility and Enterprise
Value”, Hubei University of Technology.

Cui, Z., X. Liang and X. Lu (2015), “Prize or Price? Corporate Social Responsibility Commitment and
Sales Performance in the Chinese Private Sector”, Management and Organization Review, 11(1),
25-44.

Fan, Qi (2013), “Research on the Correlation Between Social Responsibility and Financial Performance
of Listed Companies of Central Enterprises”, Finance and Accounting Monthly, (12), 25-28.

Gao, Jian-Lai and You-Yuan Wang (2019), “A Study on the Channel Through Which Environmental
Disclosure Index Influence Firm Value”, Ecological Economy, 35(6), 157-161.

Ghoul, S. E., 0. Guedhami and Y. Kim (2017), “Country-level, Institutions Firm Value and the Role of
Corporate Social Responsibility Initiatives”, journal of International Business Studies, 48(3), 360-385.

Guo, Jing-Yi and Rui-Feng Xie (2021), “On Social Responsibility, Environmental Information Quality and
Enterprise Value-Based on China’s Top 300 Environmentally Sensitive Enterprises”, Modern
Business Trade Industry, 42(6), 1-3.

Hu, Qu-Ying (2012), “Research on Relationship Between Environmental Performance and Financial
Performance of Chinese Listed Companies”, China Population, Resources and Environment, 22(6),
23-32.

Huang, Jun and Guo-Liang He (2017), “Corporate Social Responsibility, Innovation and Corporate Value”,
Soft Science, 31(7), 93-97.

Iwata, H. and K. Okada (2011), “How Does Environmental Performance Affect Financial Performance?
Evidence From Japanese Manufacturing Firms”, Ecological Economics, 70(9), 1691-1700.

Kim, M. C. and Y. H. Kim (2014), “Corporate Social Responsibility and Shareholder Value of Restaurant
Firms”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, 40, 120-129.

Leng, Jun-Qiu (2020), “A Case Study on the Impact of TCL's Environmental Responsibility Performance
on Enterprise Value”, Shihezi University.

Li, Hong-Yue (2016), “Empirical Study on Corporate Environmental Responsibility and Enterprise Value”,
Nanchang University.

Li, Meng (2020), “Research on the Relationship Between Social Responsibility and Enterprise Value of
SMEs”, Yan'an University.

Li, S, X Song and H. Wu (2015), “Political Connection, Ownership Structure, and Corporate
Philanthropy in China : A Strategic Political Perspective”, journal of Business Ethics, 129(2),
399-411.

Liu, Yin-Guo and Long Zhu (2011), “An Empirical Study of Correlation Between Corporate Governance
and Corporate Value”, Management Review; 23(2), 45-52.

McWilliams, A. and D. Siegel (2001), “Corporate Social Responsibility: A Theory of the Firm Perspective”,
Academy of Management Review, 26(1), 117-127.

Ning, Yu-Xin, Zhi-Ning Zhang and Qian-Qian Rong (2017), “EVA Implementation Effect, Enterprise Value
and Corporate Governance”, Friends of Accounting, 1, 52-56.

Sassen, R, A. K. Hinze and I. Hardeck (2016), “Impact of ESG Factors on Firm Risk in Europe”, journal
of Business Economics, 86(8), 867-904.



166 Asia-Pacific Journal of Business Vol. 13, No. 1, March 2022

Shi, Yi-Chen (2018), “Research on the Correlation Between ESG Performance and Corporate Performance
of Chinese Listed Companies”, China Society for Finance and Banking

Song, H,, C. Zhao and ]. Zeng (2017), “Can Environmental Management Improve Financial Performance :
An Empirical Study of A-Shares Listed Companies in China”, journal of Cleaner Production, 141(10),
1051-1056.

Surroca, J., J. A. Tribo and S. Waddock (2010), “Corporate Responsibility and Financial Performance:
The Role of In-tangible Resources”, Strategic Management Journal, 31(5), 463-490.

Wang, Yi-Han (2018), “Research on Environmental Responsibility, Environmental Information Disclosure
and Enterprise Value”, North China Electric Power University.

Wu, Meng-Yun and Lin-Rong Zhang (2018), “Research on Attributes of Top Management Team,
Environmental Responsibility and Corporate Value”, Fast China Economic Management, 32(2),
122-129.

Xie, Tian-Tian (2018), “Research on the Influence of Financial Leverage on Enterprise Value”, Modern
Business, (27), 121-122.

Yang, Wan-Su and Shan-Lin Yang (2016), “An Empirical Study on the Relationship Between Corporate
Social Responsibility and Financial Performance in China: A Comparative Analysis Based on Large,
Medium and Small Listed Companies”, China Management Science Society, 24(1), 143-150.

Ye, Chen-Gang, Li Qiu and Li-Juan Zhang (2016), “Corporate Governance Structure, Internal Control
Quality and Enterprise Financial Performance”, Auditing Research, 11(2), 104-112.

Yu, Xiao-Hong and We-Jing Wu (2014), “Research on Corporate Governance, Social Responsibility and
Corporate Value”, Contemporary Economic Research, 22(5), 74-78.

Zhang, Lin and Hai-Tao Zhao (2019), “Does Corporate Environmental, Social and Corporate Governance
(ESG) Performance Affect Corporate Value? - An Empirical Study Based on A-share Listed
Companies”, Wuhan Finance Monthly, 42(10), 36-43.

Zhu, Qing-Xiang, Xiao-Min Cui and Tao Zou (2020), “Research on the Impact of Environmental
Performance on Enterprise Value - Based on the Dual Consideration of Industry Concentration
and Enterprise Competitive Position”, journal of Finance and Economics, 1(1), 42-49.



