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The Market-to-Book (M/B) ratio identifies not only growth opportunities but also whether a stock is
overvalued or undervalued. This study dissects the M/B ratio into growth opportunities (long-run value
to book: LVTB) and misvaluation (firm-specific error: FSE and time-series sector error: TSE) and then
analyzes how these factors manifest based on ESG characteristics. The empirical findings reveal that
ESG ratings have a positive impact on both valuation errors (FSE and TSE) and long-term growth
opportunities (LVTB). In terms of economic impact, when ESG ratings increase (or decrease) by one
grade, the firm-specific error increases (or decreases) by 5.1%, the time-series sector error increases (or
decreases) by 0.9%, and long-term growth opportunities increase (or decrease) by 0.8%. This suggests
that ESG ratings are more closely related to a valuation error based on firm-specific characteristics

rather than long-term growth factors.
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(Table 2) MAEIHAES| ESG o] TLAISS

o i 2012-20204 717t B A2QMAERRE Y5

Panel A: ESG 34 &%

g ESG HlolH (Rt 7) 9 THALS HolEgr

ESG A+ (#1)

w34 — — = .
E A S A G AF ESG A%
2012 505 28.5 33.2 52.6 49.1
2013 601 19.5 36.2 50.7 48.8
2014 603 17.1 33.7 47.5 42.3
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AR R ILRESE = 905530 7198 W14 k) Ex 4ag7kE 299,
) A2 A (5 7190l 48 KT BE AALH P 0R (@) B HadhE 29
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mit:a0jt+a1jtbit+a2jt10g(N]);; &jt% M7 3| A Holl dis)sto U(9§&ﬁ)'§‘
+ag, Iy log (NI, +a,, LEV, +e, (5) de 10
“dr, m;, - log(BEF2 A A7 Ay
: log(EZe] 57 v(5a,) = v<bjta N@, L?V;tl A

log(NI)j’t log(B7]<=0] 9 o] AUz Qg Qg Qs Oy V)

L, 371%0190] S(-)old 1, 287 ow 0 =g tay by +ay,log(N);
AN T I LRI gy Loog( D+, LEV, (6)

S
LEV,, . (@NF%5A4 + F7 AprkEA
L (R1Ee A+ A7IEEEA) [ A S02 (0, :0,)S AN 913 %},\1 e
a2z A (5)8 i Qe gu AR a0 AAE Pt (time series mean) & Al4teto]
ANEA oS FAGT. A7IA 54 A (L) AAEA FAATY A7NEE o 5 AN T,
49 Y54 ﬂﬂﬁlfr/l e o, &Oﬁ,&lﬁ, a2 NE71Y9 AR R ddatd v(6,50,)E
5‘2]1’ Qigjs O‘4jt "ot 1 o A (6)% 2o 7)2} 2ol AAkgt,
(Table 3) AHEN 3|F{H T FHA|
o] & 2012-2021974A B AL R7FBAGY Z2 *WOﬂ AR 719E dde s, 394 (5)F vid Al
2 gy AN FYste] A& AYEA IAAS FHAE Budth 2 34 A vd 42ER 71947 10
) ol3kel A% REG Al AlEH, F4H Qﬂﬁh—@r t#, Adjusted R 25 7t 959 AAE Fghs B
keig=
Panel A: H¥&5F 7|5
@ @ @ as ay Adj
A% % AF g AT % A% @ AF g R

Az 513 1235  0.64 2947 0.19 1056 0.00 -090 -0.04 -0.29 0.692
244 6.09 364 061 684 016 219 000 006 -0.23 -040 0.719
T 2 Ay 6.6 6.67 059 1065 0.19 387 -0.01 -0.76 -0.27 -0.75 0.741
&5 -0.59 -0.17 0.76 517 0.28 234 0.00 0.13 -0.02 -0.06 0.832
2% 94, sl 2

95 A 8] 443 551 0.70 1474 0.17 4.12 0.00 0.17 -0.17 -0.53 0.771
AE, 7 g

7% AE) 29 879 6.14 050 574 019 232 002 179 -069 -1.30 0.587
AejAd e 2

129 A 2] -0.75 -0.23 0.67 436 043 276 0.01 027 -0.70 -0.81 0.868
W& AH Y 700 166 063 333 013 049 -002 -064 0.19 011 0.720

0) F447+%= (Table 3)°] HEa¥o] 9Jt},
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(Table 3) &IASY 27AIF FEA| (A1)

=2

Panel B: $%/F 7I%

ag aq a9 @3 @4 AdJ
AF @ AF % AF & AF t+# AF @& R
10 A% AZ9 502 254 070 7.20 018 2.01 000 013 061 -1.18 0.790
11 2 %4 342 062 042 1.80 051 233 002 035 -074 -079 0818
13 AHAE A2 9249 159 064 083 3.66 008 050 -0.01 -040 235 -0.04 0.655
g%, 9% 944 o
14 Saas nad 568 196 060 417 020 1.82 -0.01 -061 056 057 0.719
17 B Zo| @ ZoAE AZY  13.82 439 034 293 012 1.36 000 016 -0.15 -0.21 0.350
slalma 1 5lEka :
20 zﬁgéﬂg SEAE AR 524 489 063 1015 0.19 3.22 -0.01 -146 050 1.35 0.785
91 o2& 24 9 oJokE 429 500 296 072 864 013 217 001 153 025 047 0592
92 1% ¥ ZehrgAE A2Y 345 214 070 792 018 243 -0.01 -0.69 072 142 0826
93 H3& FEAE A2Y 533 197 059 399 023 197 000 -058 018 021 0691
24 13 3% Az 486 358 059 774 023 364 0.00 020 028 065 0.784
g5 Ea/ERAE AZS: 553 218 068 622 011 134 000 012 -0.06 -0.17 0.617
1A 2 7R Al ' ' ' : : : : ' ' ' '
AASE, AFH, 98
26 S g A 343 385 075 1717 013 4.04 -0.01 -155 070 2.8 0.744
27 oz, AW BeP| WA AZY 813 2.38 055 3.99 017 192 0.01 -0.85 026 0.46 0.399
98 A7 AzY 336 193 076 822 013 172 0.01 097 064 1.30 0765
29 718 7174 2 A Az 505 409 064 1076 019 426 -0.01 -129 030 0.93 0.669
30 AEA 2 EfUY A2 350 279 068 9.68 020 346 000 -045 -0.02 -0.16 0.810
31 718 $573) A2 236 089 067 378 028 161 000 -0.09 -048 -044 0833
32 74F Az 535 126 062 1.65 020 151 -0.05 -153 252 1.35 0.859
33 78 AE Az 11.22 321 0.15 20.00 046 20.91 -0.02 -7.26 -0.08 -20.44 0.752
41 %3 749 505 276 070 679 011 118 000 -0.09 -0.36 -047 0.754
42 AR FAK) 237 047 082 347 030 218 001 018 144 094 0.730
46 =0 2 A4E A9 6.85 524 058 8.80 018 332 000 002 -052 -1.27 0673
47 208 AEA A9 6.81 382 059 519 017 166 -0.02 -158 054 0.75 0.829
49 $42% 9 sojzael 824 106 020 0.89 397 006 037 00l 008 025 013 0.780
51 87 $49 3203 0.03 113 3.05 -044 -153 162 -0.81 -152 0.34 0.682
52 A Y $4B AH2Y 92707 1.0 2.06 0.77 2.32 431 -0.06 -0.84 6.32 -1.22 0.749
58 %3] 421 323 072 9928 015 264 000 009 -027 -047 0715
59 - ore 2B AR T uEY 322 116 076 610 017 161 -0.01 -0.94 -034 -0.37 0.785
60 Wl 125 006 094 506 012 094 003 120 -002 008 0.896
61 <31 2 249 319 148 074 408 016 123 002 134 018 000 0921
458 22197
62 B o o v 468 157 066 427 018 162 -0.01 -0.56 072 076 0.667
63 AuAN A% 386 168 062 454 028 220 000 016 -1.01 -1.15 0.782
70 A7 132 011 088 390 013 091 001 075 -0.93 -0.58 0.659
71 AR Au 2 467 229 069 601 014 133 -0.01 -0.98 052 -0.77 0.660
A%71%, AR 2
T e 208 -036 085 297 026 114 001 055 091 052 0.685
73 e A% W D )z Aulad 0.06 13.93 2.09 078 -1.17 -6.97 -0.01 -0.83 -1.67 -15.04 0.689
75 A9 A A9 075 -0923 067 436 043 276 001 027 -070 -0.81 0.868
85 a% AH2d 700 166 063 333 013 049 -0.02 064 019 011 0.720
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(05 a ;) = vlby, NI, LEV;
a()‘)'7 alj’ aZj’ 53]-7 54])
an+a1jbz:t, +a2j10g (NI);;

+ay; L olog(ND); +a ,LEV;, (7)

A (5)~(71)% 53 343 0(6,56,) B (0,57,
o F)ukate], AAF-ARIL W& (M/B) 2 HE &
gk 2714 7HAH7Fe R/ S A(FSE, TSE) 2 %
7] 474718 (LVIB)) AMag< thewt o] 3
2e 4 gl

# RB R
W 0,5 54

ks %@ﬂﬂ(v(e'a.))

F(FSE): A8 7Hm,,) -
0 AHE o, B W

o4~
N,
oX
ol
N,
ol

LVTB): 1?%1 0,9 3714

F AP o, F BT BRI (o

j it;aj))

- F57Hb,,)

(Table 3)< A5 AAFT F4A<] AAL
FHHE HoAF Hd Ax FFERNAER A
NERE 71FeR, )4 Be $EFE 71502 4
Z+ 2 (5)E wjd g4E2E R I 3|A8MS A4
gto] AJEA FAATE FH3 A3 2t

3.2.2 =4

2] (1)oA AHHERE AFEEE ESG S5 (ESCG

208

Grade) AA, A, BB, B, C, D, E9| 7TdA= +
el sledl, ESG SH°] +rdss g e
4 FA7L SV SE AA'=T, 'A'=6, BB'=5

W, 71308 7
7*]-7} ESG 2t
o] 7]13]H] &2 2~E3] A Eﬂ Z o]9e] 713E

71 EA] G HR1A Aol AbA o] 25 9]
3l 7199 A& g Aste] ESG FARE A de =
A, ESG FA4= 71047}i] o FAAA JaFa v
Aoz dgs & 4 AHESG S5 71997k 1t
()9 #A).

A AAA R AFSA A9 FEAL 71271 kst
7hedl 7199 ESG 437} 4717HA] A2 o] o]
A Zelge 7IU7F 45 o1 9th(Bofinger et al,
2022; Cao et al, 2023). 53] ESG A&7} %

g 7199 A @714 AFFRlo] st gtE XJ
712 74 ZZel g 7= e, s 719 ¢
71 A 7Y Frtel AAeA G EHA e 5 AE
7 (ZA7HA]) ek Aol %7t 3F A7t Ad 5 A
o wheba AbE A A QTR 7] 20 Gkt AL A
AR EA Y] FaAd g FAAEY QlAo] 59
Aoz Mtste 7hedl, A= ESG 437t
Fe 71990 st EA7EA] B o 2 71

g ol oz a4l % & UThESC B3
AR T W 2 (498l B).
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(Table 4) FHs2o| Mol

%9l

Q (A -
HEZ AL /) HE
FSE AG7E - 71948 2

5EF AP ¢ 2EF AR [ AL
F 4371

5908 Agges

(CEEEEE BEREE EER LT

mN rE
r}u‘. _\rL of
nPi R r°‘

Tk D egn i g e gne Gae Bk
LVTB 719 E 9 AV|HTE AP EE g AU - ARt
logTA log (AFAkzA])

LEV (2554 + NFE5A) / AEA

ROA ddold] / 7N12AA A

CASH a5 2 AFAARY [ 71 2AHE Ak

CAPEX ARA A% [ 712N A

T RFAIAE
49T 9T

2 3= Jo & Harjoto(2011), Bofinger et
al.(2022), Liu et al.(2022), Kim & Lee(2017),
Kang & Jung(2020), Lee et al.(2020)¢] A3}
ATl wel 7197t 2 (logTA), #H A (LEV),
94 ¥l &(ROA), 5 H&(CASH), AHE47]
Z W& (CAPEX), A77§&H] ¥l&(RnD), 742
A& (DTURN) & 7H%97}el 932 A & Sl
ket MesS SANSRE Ao, Mg o
= (Table 49 Fel=of i,

V. 4524 Z

]

4.1 7|1 =SAi

(Table 5)= ZE7199 FoWg gt

o

i,
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g Al A7 AR E Qi) o B
1.387% 94 1.0098t 27 Jeh} & w4
TEE 28%£0 2 ne|7t U (right-skewed) FEHE
et} A7 A7 AR & (MEBE, +1)
A H3t(1.705)°] +94(1.021) B} 2A e
%08 mert FHE X5 Hot 21
AN A -AEI} A7) A & (1ogMEBE, +1) €]
108% YehH, & |FE 7|Hho 2 3
719 7HH7E e F(FSEi+1), AAL 7k
SR (TSEw+1) B 871 B74713 (LVTB;+1) 9] %3
& 27+ 0.073, 0.017 2 0.021% »}EME}
d Be ESG SAWGY 728A%S HolFr)
)99 ESG 99 Bt A E‘ﬂ 4 (E)
4= 19.21, A1) Hoe 32.23, AWlF2(G)
FE 51.612 Yehd (Table 2)<] & Zuo]E <]
A3} A sy, 21 WSt gho) Pt g BA

e T

oN_l

_xlm R > =
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(Table b) 7|=EAZF

£ ESG —E—*é%
0}04 ol HAE 3
olef HAE Aekeict,

N mean median std min max
Qu+1 5,943 1.387 1.009 1.128 0.447 7.343
MEBE: +1 5,943 1.705 1.021 2.054 0.199 13.243
logMEBE+1 5,943 0.108 0.021 0.873 -1.616 2.583
FSEi+1 5,943 0.073 0.016 0.611 -1.351 1.604
TSE¢+1 5,943 0.017 0.013 0.257 -0.810 0.802
LVTBi+1 5,943 0.021 0.006 0.556 -1.127 1.755
logTA, 5,943 27.2 27.0 1.5 23.5 31.0
LEV, 5,943 0.227 0.215 0.170 0.000 0.665
ROA; 5,943 0.046 0.041 0.075 -0.282 0.298
CASH; 5,943 0.099 0.072 0.099 0.002 0.692
CAPEX; 5,943 0.044 0.027 0.053 -0.070 0.334
RnDy 5,943 0.018 0.004 0.031 0.000 0.169
DTURN; 5,943 0.015 -0.003 0.325 -1.936 2.126

d B: ESG S4WFY 71254

N mean median std min max
E 5,943 19.21 13.88 19.93 0.00 100.00
S 5,943 32.23 28.76 15.52 0.00 88.19
G 5,943 51.61 51.64 7.56 9.08 81.28
ESG 5,943 52.68 50.84 22.32 1.56 99.95
logE 5,790 2.25 2.66 1.45 -2.41 4.61
logS 5,942 3.36 3.36 0.49 0.99 4.48
logG 5,943 3.93 3.94 0.15 2.21 4.40
logESG 5,943 3.85 3.93 0.51 0.44 4.60
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S M4 (logE) =
o2 A4 (loglG) =

2.25, 13 "A<(logS)+& 3.36,
3.930]t} 1V

N

4.2 ESG g2t 7kxdrt 221 7+ pad =4

4.2.1 392A 23

B Ao E Jo & Harjoto(2011), Bofinger et
al.(2022), Liu et al.(2022) 9 thre] 2do
o wat ESG 552 7HH7E 891 7 #HAg S A
'_"‘—l hq'

L
0, it
e
o of
rr
=
&
re
-
=
>
>
N, oo
P‘E
rr
N
>
ol
N

qr 2 o H{i B
PD o3

N
-

S (Que) T (2SS A7}
7F A7 AR & (logMEBE+1) ol th.
(3)~(5)9] FHHFE AG7HER7F A1 AR &
(logMEBE 1) %€ £33t 2714] 7}X]%71e.7 9
371 B3NS 2 R deH, A7 719k 7t
A7} F(FSE 1), AAIE 7B 7FF(TSE 1),
271 374718 (LVTB+1) & YeRIt,

dA, 28 (1)ellX ESG 57 (ESG Gradey) <
A Z7AR7E A& (Que) ol 5% T4 &
o3 F(+)9 dFE HAE Aoz Yey, ESG
A7t $EEFE Q77 AR ol@ #AA
7Hd& AA G ol FU7IdEC] 4549 ESG
G5 B TR op g} o|a| AR} ot
gl S HES Ha, o]FA TEHE 4 iﬂ
2 8A FA | 71vket] 4 éx}oﬂ e E&Ho =

Ll
Ak
=
oft Hz o

A (2)01%1 ESG 5F(ESG Grade,) <
& A7 E 271 2HEH] 2 (logMEBE; +1)
o 1% FwolA folet &(+)9] 3= A= A
o2 vyt 9714 2aWd AA7-ARIE A7)
A & (logMEBE 1 1) 9] 3]AA15FE 0.0632.2
FAEA=, 244 g3 AHEA ESG 57
o] g T e (atEhatH ARt A A
B4 (MEBE+1)2 6.5%(=Exp(0.063)-1) 4%
(ﬂ%)é}v}t AE 9gngtt o2 23 (3)~
)l ESG 55 (ESG Grade) & 7191+ 71
Jm F(FSE(+1), AIAE 7B 77 (TSE+1),
A7) 2378718 (LVTBy+ ) ofl 5 <] < (+)9
g A Ao Ued, ESG A#7t ¢
5 AR 7 (BE 7)) & A7t =9,
Ale 7] BA7138 = S7kshe AR e
e JAATY A7) 7Idafr HAE LR
(FSEi+1) 0.050, AIAIE 7118 7FL. R (TSE+1)
0.009, #7] 243718 (LVTB+1) 0.008% Yelsit},
°]& ESG &30l & 57 &5 @EE)ad 719
THB 7L 7 (FSE+1) & 5.1%(=Exp(0.050)-1)
(@), AAIE 7IAH 77 (TSE 1) & 0.9%
(=Exp(0.009)-1) (31D, 471 /3%87131(LVTB+1)
= 0.8%(=Exp(0.008)-1) 35 (3t she s <
njgitt, 3AAG 2to] AR ANE AT B, FSE 4
(0.050)& TSE+1(0.009) Bt} 1% oA $¢]
S A, FSE+1(0.050)E LVTB+1(0.008) &
g 1% =4 Fe8kA ZA W TSE,+1(0.009)
9} LVTBi+:(0.008) & f2)8k afo]| & Holx &&=
Ao Yehdtt webd ESG 55 (ESG Gradey)

oﬁ

o oty
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5,943/ (719-9 % #5A))olx, =g 873
B R EE LR BERRTR ]u}

F(logE) e ®27199< 5790702 Yehd=d,
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(Table 6) ESG S5

o] ¥ ESG 5¢
Qi1 (A7 A &), gl
NYf 7HE7F7), TSE+ 1 (AAE 7HH710F),
Grade), 71972 (logTA), @BEIA(LEV), $94 H]&
dh] 8] & (RnD), F41314&(DTURN)| 2,

errors by firme2 24 ¢k tgkojn], *** ** gl

T2 7 E L W AAGS BA% AE Budt 7
logMEBE, ;1 (22H 3t A|A7R-AE7} 27| 2HEH]

(ROA), &5 Hl&
o] J o= (Table 4)°l & el=lo] Sint.
e 4% 1%, 5%, 10% &

ot 7kRE7E 2

%
&)olH,
LVTB;+1 (%71 ’“%7151)0]‘:}. %%%-T—T‘:—
(CASH), £(CAPEX), 9474
)OJ% clustered standard

Tl A Fel S et

Dependent variable

Difference test

Qi+1 logMEBE+1  FSEi+1 TSEi+1 LVTB;+1
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) ((3)-(4)) ((3)-(5)) [(4)-(5))
ESG Grage,  0048"F  0.063%* 0,050 0.009"**  0.008’ 0.041°**  0.042**  0.001
! (2.41) (4.50) (4.36) (2.83) (1.68)
oA -0.179%*  -0.214**  -0.020 -0.022"** -0.171*** 0.002  0.151*** 0.149***
gl (-7.62)  (-12.55)  (-1.43) (-6.58)  (-28.33)
LEV 0.227 0.654*** 0.153  -0.029  0.551*** 0.182*  -0.398"** -0.580***
' (1.58) (5.29) (149  (-1.22)  (10.22)
ROA 1.106**  1.384**  1.203"* -0.054  0.094 1.257***  1.109***  -0.148
¢ (2.31) (5.47) (5.85)  (-1.01)  (1.10)
CASH 1.055***  0.560***  0.393*** 0.137"**  0.067 0.256*  0.326™  0.070
¢ (3.46) (3.50) (2.81) (3.66) (1.10)
CAPEX 1.O81*  1.177**  0.908"** 0.156™  0.048 0.752***  0.860***  0.108
! (2.55) (4.28) (3.90) (2.17) (0.43)
.- 6.953°*  5.024™*  4.032"**  -0.030  0.827"**  4.062"** 3.205** -0.857***
‘ (5.15) (7.71) (7.68)  (-0.28) (4.90)
-0.052 0.010 -0.005  0.015  -0.001 -0.020  -0.004  0.016
DTURN, -1.62)  (046) (022 (158  (-0.06)
Intercent 5.566%*  5.320%** 0.333  0.510"*  4.452***
ereep (9.24) (11.79) 0.87)  (560)  (26.68)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 5,943 5,943 5,943 5,943 5,943
Adjusted R 0.3413 0.4154 0.0945  0.1373  0.7077
& BaE 7k 29 F VG nf JHAEteF Ao moF o g WslE ke, FYA N E
(FSEi+1) % 78 #dAo] Bz & 4 9lom,  ESG A7 $53H(A%E) 7]dd tate] A7}
ESG 58° 2(3FS)FE 7| 54 719 A Bu ¢ #2(42) 7 E Fodte Aoz 3
st A7 AR 7R = 7Nt A Mgk 4 ot
< u|git}, ol dt Ad= 7| ES] AL A A BARSG oA, 71975 (Firm Size) 9 7H]%
AFAL 712 o} gEO] ofd #Hat ExAES] <1 7} 89 I AR S AR EA. 7Y (1)dA 7149
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A717] Q8] Falda ey FAueS Med folo] wove YArsle FALY F(+)9 #A, FARa S(-)e A}
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Zh(reject) e frole] WAIGR=], o3t HAhFAl #AIE HAaslel] el H9aks FATEE 4412 & th(Jensen & Meckling,
1976 Myers, 1977: Titman & Wessels, 1988: Goyal et al, 2002; Johnson, 2003: Kim, 2018; Kim, 2021). 4%c]&
(Trade-off theory)d] #HHNANE FAH|&o] dAFE oJFoZ F7IeHH, FAARgo whE A &xfo] vla] AF24 274u]8-o]
FAH 7kl 44713 Haslr] uliEel, Ao A 509 IAE dEdn. a3y AFE2EEe ol 2(Pecking
order theory)2] #dolx 1A37]9dE& 2du]go] oz Aget FAdayS FALdPRt A sst2 2 (Myers, 1984; Myers
& Majluf, 1984), A4713]e} FAldede F(+)e] AAE oSt 47159 delA] 1F Ao Bk ddo] AFEN
A= K (+H)9 AE Bud Aot 39 #AE Bud Ay EAE sk, B A7) ASEA Ay AFREEelE

9 53 dadol sl
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o], MR ESE ) A7) AIA(LVIBL) (1 A% m2E413 7191 (1 B) o 72
of B F(+)9 9L WAL Aok it @ T, BSG 5% /%7 29 3 B B
3

(Table 7)& EE7|4S f7F5HA]

(Table 7) ESG SE2t 71x[g87t ¢l Zte| 2! R7ISAAE vs. ZAAE

EE2H AAE 7R A 9T 2289404 A7 SRR R TR v, ESG 59 7HAH
3 ] . A 43714, 3 BE AAGAA A7 g &
Fe 29 (1)~ ©2)e 44 Qa1 (A787H-857F A1 £) | 1ogMEBE, + 1 (2
28 (3)~(5)E 47 FSEi+1 (7192 7HH 7). TSEe+1 (AIAE 714
o = = ESG 5% (ESG Grade), 71975 (logTA), @A (LEV),
1€ (ROA), @37 Hl&(CASH), AHEAAZE H&(CAPEX), A771EH] H]&(RnD), F2434-&(DTURN)®]
o= (Table 4>l 2= it (

t 1%, 5%, 10% SFolA freld-s vepdc,

o rir
=
i
2
i
M
_|>~f
rot,
iin
2l

X S
T ]
= o fa g o H
fl
N
=)
x
£
ot
w
=)
o
ol
(]

N
N
e i(ﬂj >
—
<
H
o
T
o :
N
oX,
o
N
ot
o
=

ROy oe Y
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Mg
5
1o

*
rr
&
N

*
*

W Ar frtsdA g 2 714

Dependent variable
Qi+1 logMEBE+1  FSEi+1 TSEi+1 LVTBi+1
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) ((3)-(4)) ((3)-(5)) [(4)-(5)]
0.051***  0.064*** 0.048***  0.011*** 0.008 0.037*** 0.040"™*  0.003

Difference test

ESG Grade.  “o75)  “492) (393  (3.10)  (1.32)
oA -0.126***  -0.192*** 0.012  -0.028"** -0.171™**  0.040** 0.183"* (.143***
8 (-5.48)  (-10.46)  (0.78)  (-6.85)  (-23.93)
LEV 0.274**  0.700*** 0.189 -0.012  0.560*** 0.201*  -0.371*** -0.572***
! 217 (4.89) (1.60) (-0.44) (8.56)
ROA 1.753%*  1.926"*  1.539***  0.029 0.153 1.510%*  1.386™** -0.124
! (3.31) (5.27) (5.53) (0.34) (1.17)
CASH 0.465 0.425* 0.181  0.185***  0.068 -0.004  0.113  0.117
! (1.54) (1.89) (0.92) (3.50) (0.82)
CAPEX 0.824**  1.298***  (0.865"**  0.229"*  0.078 0.636**  0.787**  0.151
! (2.00) (3.72) (2.98) (2.21) (0.51)
- 5177 5.069***  3.818"*  -0.228  1.041**  4.046"* 2777 -1.269***
‘ (2.47) (4.51) (4.38) (-1.24) (3.42)
0.044* 0.057** 0.042* 0.014 0.002 0.028  0.040  0.012
DTURN, (166)  (2.33) (1.90) (1300  (0.16)
Intercent 41227 4.709***  -0.578  0.666™**  4.460***
b (6.85) (9.61) (-1.38)  (6.00)  (22.67)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 4,425 4,425 4,425 4,425 4,425

Adjusted R? 0.2329 0.3387 0.1053 0.1434 0.6597
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(Table 7) ESG S5 7HE7} ¢l 749

e B: A=A 4 714

| ZAI: R7EEAAZ vs. ZASAE (HIF)

Dependent variable

Difference test

Qt+1 lOgMEBEHl FSE:H TSELH LVTBLH
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) ((3)-(4)) ((3)-(5)) [(4)-(5)]
n—_— 0.008 0.023 0.020 -0.00 0.008 0.022 0.012  -0.010
! (0.16) (0.85) (0.84) (-0.38) (1.07)
logTA -0.5117**  -0.391***  -0.190*** -0.025"** -0.194***  -0.165"* 0.004  0.169***
gl (-5.38)  (-7.45)  (-4.34)  (-3.33)  (-16.45)
LEV 0.300 0.733*** 0.140 -0.035  0.587** 0.175  -0.447* -0.622***
! (0.70) (3.36) (0.76) (-0.89) (8.56)
ROA 0.670 0.901**  0.790***  -0.034 0.035 0.824***  0.755***  -0.069
' (0.93) (2.92) (2.84) (-0.52) (0.34)
CASH 0.964** 0.313 0.219 0.061 0.052 0.158 0.167 0.009
‘ (2.05) (1.60) (1.21) (1.10) (0.69)
CAPEX 0.477 0.365 0.409 0.080 -0.085 0.329 0.494  0.165%
‘ (0.63) (0.97) (1.18) (0.90) (-0.61)
- 5.931%**  3.379*** 2614  0.158  0.548"**  2.456™** 2.066*** -0.390***
' (3.54) (4.62) (3.91) (1.11) (2.90)
DTURN -0.237  -0.047 -0.049 0.008 0.000 -0.057  -0.049  0.008
! (-2.04) (-0.83) (-0.93) (0.37) (0.01)
Intercent 14.590***  10.188***  5.171***  0.508"*  5.005"**
P (5.94) (7.35) (4.44)  (2.38)  (15.55)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 1,514 1,514 1,514 1,514 1,514
Adjusted R? 0.3756 0.4512 0.1353  0.2540  0.7480
719 B8 ENZHAE HW ESG $H(ESG  HHW, ESG $H(ESG Grade) ¥3€ 3704 &
Gradey) 2 A7HA57F A& (Que1) 2 A ol F 719 7N H 7 7 (FSE 1) 9 71 &4
4578 A7 AR & (logMEBE ) ol F9dt Aol & o2 Yeht (Table 6)2 #4479}
F(+)9] Ge&s nAE Aoz Yehd, (Table 6) d@Aolth, whebA vﬂiwlﬂ 87192 ESG
o FEIIA AAE tFog B8 Ao} dHA S50l 22255 714t 54 718k A}
olty, &, ESG TH(ESG Grade)< 27F4 7} 7122 7FA7} g7k (34 ‘07} Aok Zez 4§
AH7F T QA (FSE+1 B TSE+) el o3t o A 4 o}, djd B IAgA 43719 &
(+)9] g3k A= Aoz Yebgen, A7 4% o BMZAE 2 ESG 53 (ESG Grade) & Al
718 (LVTBy+1) ol F(+)e] J3-S nAA T 57 757 AR & (Quer) B AR A}
oz fostA= ¥t} FAAS Aol AHEAHRE  JIAEHE(logMEBE 1) ol f2l3t G8-& nA|A]
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= Aow Yttt w23 (3)~(5)dlA 2
7 7 H7FF Q9 (FSE i+ ¥ TSE+1)3 7]
BA71E (LVTB+1) ¢ F4€ SAATFES 57
o2 fodo] fltt. old e AFe kAN
H] s2g 7199 2857 F567] Wed
= 9, ESG &% T Hl*‘w 1 F9o]
=] ESG €52 7197H] Ttell= ?ﬂ ﬂzﬂ@
o] e etk T 7w£ A%
d 7% 3

(Table 6)3} <Table e BAANE g okslH,
ESG $F(ESG Grade,) 2 A 37457} 23h) &
(Q+1) B A7H3F7F A7 12H2H] & (IogMEBE; +1)
of frefdh F(+)9 dFE AT AR e,
ESG 437} 255 7197H7F ARlte ol
FAA 7S AR} o8 e AP §712AA
=} )\]-1]-7]0—10]] ;\1 L8 ur]:/}\/}uq FAGAIA A
AN E AR SR folAdo] YERA] ekttt
ESG 53 (ESG Grade) < 27H4 742871 &
S91(FSEy+1 % TSEi+1), 871 837131 (LVTBy+1)
of 2% fofdt F(+)9 JEgS nAe= Aoz Y
Bon, 37k 29 F 714
(FSE¢+1) & 78 ##EA o] =2 2102 YeyTH

°l& ESG Eloli—f ()T 7192

—|—’
far .
iin
w

=

Zﬂ—% Shkisy 4171?3 AAE WP eZ ESG &
o ZAA 53E AHHEH ESCG 550l & 55
Mo (sleh) ot A7 A7 1Ak & (MEBE: +1)
5% ‘Fs (3l she Ao= Yeist, a2l &
188 7K adlez Eelistd, ESG 50l & &

flo ozl
(o))
Ot

jus)
(]

>
l>

Ot
— o

(3kehshd, 719 af 7% 7Fe. 7 (FSE+1)
1%, NALD 7HAB 7+ F(TSE+ 1) E 0.9%,
1713 (LVTB+1) & 0.8% A< (3t 8=
o2 Yehgt ¥

e

Lo rlr ozl
)
ox,
ON

4.2.2 ETHFE o] &3 347

B AoMe A Ao Aol =g 2
AWMES AFgst] ESG S5 7k 7 891 7 #
A4S AR AZstnA st APATLE Au Ry

Ghoul et al.(2011), Kim et al.(2014)= 7
7190l &3k A9 ESG = ESG 4He] =7
W42 ARSI AL, Kang & Jung(2020)S Ak
o|Al 5 ESG Aze] TSR ALEe v) glrt

(Table 8] H'd AE &7 AAE Wz
A F9 ESG % (Industry ESG) < ESG &
o =TSR AR 2dA B39 FHAHE
Hasgit} 1979 M = ESG 55 (ESG Gradey) <
FTEULE T, B0 4k 104 ESG ¢
Industry ESGy) ¥ SAHTFE SHHSFE F 3
ARG F438t9 ESG A %Lﬁ(Predlcted ESGy)
= deth 29 e 7 E 7 |
2 5, 19AA £ ESG A 33k (Predicted
ESG)# eARTFE E%Eﬂ—’ﬁ = AR S 3
gt =g A, BY (2)~(3)9dA ESG
5w (Predicted ESGy) & A 7477 Ak &
(Que1) B AZHHF7E 2712282 (1ogMEBE;: +1)
o gt (+)9 dFS AT AoE YERY,
(Table 6)¢] F8Z27e} d@Ao|tt, B (4)~(6)

ofN

—

/\Co Z/\tﬂ/\
=22 oo u T

3) Awel ArRA Al mEt ®E 717H(2012~2020d) e AA wid ESG T ARE

(balanced panel) A5 7489, & A5e
=2 o] &3] ESC 5

3} AReR §AR A2E HelFa Utk

216

S I} W] BRAE BAY Ase 59l (Table A-)d) Hage] glov)

E HR3 VAES FES] 2Y9d
= 262 71% (unique firm), 2,358 714~ ?iE #2232 ‘_r“‘é rJr T¥9d A=
(Table 6)2} (Table 7)
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(Table 8) ESG S&Et 7kx|g7}t ¢l Zto] 2A|: Zid HE

°of & =THFE AHSl] ESG Su ¥ 7HIH7L M dEAd e 48 23 Eudn 29 (1)L 194 #3872
HE Buste, FEWULE ESG 56 (ESG Grade) o1, =/¥ISTE A9 9 ESG F(HE A), AHolAL 4(3d
I A&

=
2 Mo >

B) ¢t 7192 (logTA), BHEA(LEV), 244 ¥]&(ROA), @ (CASH), AEAA% & (CAPEX), 9771
H] H]&(RnD), F43H&(DTURN) eIt 28 (2)~(6)2 29 F4AHE Busty, T50U5E 424 Qi (A7
357 A E ), 1ogMEBE + (RS AA7R477F 2712420 &), FSE+ (192 7974 5), TSE+
AAL 7N 7L L), LVTB+ (7] A33718))olth. S5 4= ESG A& gk (Predicted ESGy), 7197+ (logTA)
# 2] (LEV), $94 H&(ROA), 5 ¥l&(CASH), AEAAZ H & (CAPEX), d77HEH] H&(RnD), 42
& (DTURN) oM, W52 o= (Table 40 Fg]=o] gtk ()2 clustered standard errors by firme= x
Ak tgrolw, *** @l *= 72t 1%, 5%, 10% Faold 598-S UeRit

e A A F9 ESG 52 =TSR AYdte 29

1st stage 2nd stage
ESG GradeL QL+1 logMEBEH1 FSELH TSEL+1 LVTBﬁl
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

. 0.167* 0.262*** 0.081 0.131%** 0.043
Barpiigree. Bl (1.77) (4.00) (1.52) (4.12) (1.30)
loeTA 0.466*** -0.238***  -(0.313*** -0.035 -0.081%**  -0.192***

S (18.45) (-5.00) (-8.84) (-1.20) (-5.28) (-12.06)
LEV -0.735*** 0.326* 0.818*** 0.180 0.058* 0.596***

‘ (-4.30) (1.93) (6.04) (1.57) (1.93) (10.94)
ROA 0.375 1.088** 1.382%** 1.235%** -0.080 0.108

' (1.15) (2.21) (5.22) (5.71) (-1.59) (1.26)
CASH -0.166 1.013%** 0.535*** 0.412"** 0.118"** 0.061

i (-0.77) (3.30) (3.25) (2.83) (3.62) (1.03)
1.132%** 1.027** 0.940*** 0.925%** -0.010 -0.011
CAPEX; (2.72) (2.21) (3.11) (3.56) (-0.14) (-0.10)
RnD 1.642* 6.777*** 4.814*** 3.957*** -0.156 0.767***
! (1.78) (4.95) (7.25) (7.28) (-1.40) (4.38)
-0.003 -0.055 0.009 -0.006 0.016* 0.002
DTURN: (~0.08) (-1.64) (0.42) (-0.27) (1.75) (0.15)
(IV) Industry 0.333"**
ESG, (7.65)
It . -10.778***  6.844*** 7.486%** 0.647 1.783%** 4.918%**
plercep (-15.70) (6.41) (9.18) (0.96) (5.34) (13.92)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 5,698 5,698 5,698 5,698 5,698 5,698
Adjusted R? 0.3516 0.3359 0.4135 0.0887 0.1423 0.7674
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(Table 8) ESG &&= 7IxH71 Q0 Zte| 2HA|: ZAM ZAE (A=)
94 B: Algolx} $8 mwsE 4geke 27
1st stage 2nd stage
ESG Gradet Qt+1 10gMEBEt+1 FSEHl TSEHl LVTBtH
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

. 0.685** 0.514*** 0.346*** 0.205*** -0.029
Bireiesl 101G, (2.70) (3.20) (2.66) (4.41) (-0.49)
loeTA 0.458"** 0477 -0.422%F  -0.158"*  -0.113***  -0.152***
08 LA (18.90) (-4.02) (-5.54) (-2.56) (-5.23) (-5.42)
LRV -0.700%** 0.653*** 0.969*** 0.352%** 0.108*** 0.5327**

i (-4.15) (2.98) (5.94) (2.65) (2.65) (7.47)
ROA 0.469 0.896* 1.203%** 1.108*** -0.140** 0.118

' (1.42) (1.88) (4.72) (5.16) (-2.51) (1.32)
CASH -0.148 1.186%** 0.653*** 0.473%** 0.159*** 0.064

¢ (-0.70) (3.81) (3.92) (3.26) (4.17) (1.03)
1.165*** 0.302 0.602* 0.530* -0.076 0.088
CAPEX; (2.92) (0.56) (1.77) (1.92) (-0.82) (0.66)
P 1.653* 5.740%** 4.180*** 34725 -0.380***  (.886"**
! (1.82) (4.19) (5.83) (5.96) (-2.79) (4.28)
0.009 -0.058* 0.004 -0.012 0.016 -0.002
DTURN, (0.21) (-1.78) (0.18) (-0.59) (1.65) (-0.17)
(V) 0.079***
N_Outdirector, (3.33)
Intercent -10.058***  11.970***  9.804*** 3.287** 2.475%** 4.041%*
P (-15.13) (4.69) (5.92) (2.46) (5.28) (6.62)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 5,775 5,775 5,775 5,775 5,775 5,775
Adjusted R? 0.3529 0.3440 0.4110 0.0901 0.1421 0.7067
A ESG S5 (Predicted ESG) < 7HH71eF 7t old & 9
5 TSEp+ 1ol 218 & (+)9] s nAE Jo= ol F7HH o= *MOW FE PSR AL
Yebg o FSEw1 2 371 4748718 (LVTB+1) slo] = W 7 BEA S A staat g} (Table
de $(+)9 9L nAAT FAZCRZ Fo3t  8)9 dd Be TE/|Y AAE tIFoz Al o]A}
A e 4y 2y Cao et al.(2019)¢] A1 A A 4+(N Outdirectory) 2 ESG 539 EFHs4R A
A8 4F FH(3F9) ESG 28 23 A9 71 e 29A B FHANE Hudth =7
AE9] ESG 29 dHo| 93 Ex FHS 27 o
ol A A (exogeneity) & 7H =49
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443, 23

(2)~(3

)ellA ESG &

S (Predicted

ESGy) & A7 57F A& (Quer) B2 AI87F
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47t A7) 2AHEE & (logMEBE -+ 1) of] 28 &
(+)9] 9&E A Aoz »}EM, <Tab1e 6)<]
FRARL dHHolty, B (4)~(6)o4 ESG
53 (Predicted ESGy) 2 2714 7Wﬁ 7te s 29l
FSE¢+1 % TSEis)ol frefdt &(+)9] 43S v
A Ao Yeiston, 7] 44713 (LVTB+1)
1= F(+)9 &= vAAT FAHCR Fols}
= &t 39 AAFTY 27])= FSE+ 17k 7+
A 33 It TSE+ 2.2 YElY, ESG 5+
(Predicted ESGy)2 37H4] 291 5 7195 714
H7E e F(FSEy+) ¢k 71 T o] wrhe SHdA
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(Table A-1) ESG S5t 7Ix[g7t @0l Zhe| 2|: Tdug =4

o] & 2012~2020704 vid BESG 57 ARE A3 7I9ES &3 #39d A8E 4% e, ESG 57
I} 7R dee] BEAS BA3 Ans Budit g As BE719 A4, € BE ERA% A3, Ad
Ce Z28A% 447190 i3t BAA0E 247 Badit 24t 239 F&uEsE 29 (1) ~(2)E 47 Qi (A7
AR7F A1) | logMEBE 4+ (2293 Al7-437F A7 A28 &) olH | 28 (3)~(5) & 47 FSE (714 2+
7B ), TSEy (AAE 7HXH7FF), LVTB: 1 (371 %718 olt}. S7W ESG 57F(ESG Grade),

t}.
14T E(logTA), @A (LEV), 94 H&(ROA), A3 ¥]&(CASH), AHEAA &
(RnD), F43]A&(DTURN)°| L, ¥ A= (Table 4)° AelEo] At} ()eHe clustered standard errors
by firmoZ 23 e tgholm, *** & *= A7t 1%, 5%, 10% FTolA o8-S Yepdh

=

g A AA 2E

Dependent variable

Qt+1 10gMEBEt+1 FSEtJrl TSEtJr] LVTBt+1

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

0.073** 0.090*** 0.062*** 0.023*** 0.007

26 (Gl (2.23) (4.25) (3.61) (4.82) (1.30)
loeTA -0.179*** -0.216*** -0.006 -0.020%** -0.175***
gk (-3.77) (-6.66) (-0.20) (-4.74) (-21.53)
LRV 0.068 0.334 0.039 -0.026 0.397***
' (0.26) (1.41) (0.19) (-0.73) (6.22)
ROA 2.856*** 2.546*** 1.635%** -0.085 0.781***
' (3.19) (4.40) (3.66) (-0.59) (5.08)
0.258 0.375 0.366 0.157** -0.133

CASH; (0.59) (1.17) (1.41) (2.19) (-1.52)
0.836 1.667** 1.160** 0.288** 0.026

CAPEX: (1.18) (2.95) (2.48) (2.13) 0.17)
D 6.112%** 4 .887*** 3.780%** 0.022 0.759***
o (2.89) (4.44) (4.02) (0.13) (3.37)
0.026 0.165 0.013 0.109*** 0.047

DTURN: (0.14) (1.31) (0.13) (2.85) 0.77)
Intercent 5.580%** 5.449%** -0.077 0.511%** 4 595***
P (4.44) (6.32) (-0.10) (4.58) (20.88)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 2,358 2,358 2,358 2,358 2,358
Adjusted R? 0.3696 0.4886 0.1721 0.1794 0.7812
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(Table A-1) ESG S5t 7Ix[E7t Qol 7ol 2Al: Fduld =4 (HI5)

A B: f7ldAE 4% 714

Dependent variable

Qtﬂ 10gMEBEt+1 FSEtH TSELH LVTBtH
(D) 2) (3) 4) (5)
0,086 0,007 0061 0,026 0.008
ESG Grade, (2.79) (4.57) (3.50) (5.25) (1.42)
loaTA -0.173*** -0.222%** 0.008 -0.022%** -0.184***
Chis (-3.89) (-6.77) (0.27) (-4.89) (-21.04)
LEV -0.017 0.319 0.029 -0.007 0.396***
6 (-0.07) (1.30) (0.14) (-0.20) (6.00)
ROA 2.931%%* 2 844%** 1.800%** -0.076 0.853%**
t (3.15) (4.27) (3.64) (-0.44) (4.67)
CASH 0.207 0.577 0.367 0.257%* -0.080
t (0.43) (1.29) (1.00) (2.68) (-0.66)
CAPEX 1.089 1.572%** 1.184** 0.244 -0.054
¢ (1.59) (2.72) (2.52) (1.53) (-0.32)
BnD 6.358** 5.693%** 4.028*** -0.105 1.100***
t (2.24) (3.76) (3.11) (-0.43) (3.76)
0.279* 0.331%*** 0.225*** 0.078 0.035
DTURN: (1.71) (3.06) (3.25) (1.63) (0.41)
Intercent 5.396*** 5.613%** -0.438 0.563*** 4.839%**
reep (4.51) (6.38) (-0.57) (4.69) (20.29)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 2,102 2.102 2.102 2.102 2.102
Adjusted R 0.3368 0.4566 0.1637 0.2027 0.7829

o ¢ ZAE A A 7)Y

Dependent variable

Qtﬂ 10gMEBEt+1 FSE{+1 TSEHl LVTBtH
0%%5 0(34)12 0((30){7 O%%l 0(05{9
LG Gt (0.44) (0.70) (0.31) (0.04) (1.17)
logTA -0.646** -0.424*** -0.269** -0.030** -0.142%**
g1k (-2.93) (-3.27) (-2.27) (-2.06) (-8.08)
LEV 0.101 0.316 -0.275 0.085 0.420***
¢ (0.08) (0.46) (-0.42) (0.57) (3.72)
ROA 1.729 1.274** 0.585 0.153 0.496*
¢ (1.20) (2.16) (1.10) (0.68) (1.89)
CASH -0.353 -0.013 0.027 0.045 -0.099
¢ (-0.47) (-0.03) (0.08) (0.47) (-0.97)
CAPEX -1.660 0.454 0.328 0.420 -0.185
t (-0.92) (0.46) (0.32) (1.53) (-0.49)
RnD 1.727 2.115 1.412 0.176 0.498**
t (0.63) (1.55) (1.13) (1.33) (2.18)
-0.337 -0.169 -0.263* 0.009 0.102
DTURN: (-1.04) (-1.08) (1.99) (0.12) (1.68)
Intercent 18.719*** 11.940%** 7.251%* 0.746" 4,384***
P (3.35) (3.60) (2.38) (1.84) (9.84)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 252 252 252 252 252
Adjusted R? 0.4996 0.6162 0.3588 0.2467 0.6646
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