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Abstract

As the ESG concept has been widely spread and continuously developed in China, many investors
have included the ESG performance of enterprises in their decision-making. However, there are dif-
ferences in ESG evaluations given by various rating agencies for enterprises, affecting ESG rating
data users and enterprises. This paper takes China’s Shanghai and Shenzhen A-share listed compa-
nies from 2015 to 2022 as a research sample to explore the impact of ESG rating divergence on
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corporate profitability. It is found that ESG rating divergence has a significant negative correlation
with corporate profitability and still hold after a series of robustness tests, the mechanism test finds
that external public environmental concern can enhance the relationship between the two, and the
heterogeneity analysis finds that ESG rating divergence have a smaller impact on SOEs and ESG-
performing companies. Finally, based on the above conclusions, this paper provides recommenda-
tions for the government, investors and enterprises for reference.
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1. 53|

UTAESR, AIRESER R A E N, H 88RO T 2 A N IR AT s, BT E XU B
b, ESG HGEREPGERKKE, NEBiZ s, SN EETEER. 2004 4, A EAERRR
L) LA (Who Cares Wins) #R55, B XIRE ESG HE:, #5& % BSG IERHEANLFRMEF, )5, ESG
BN R AN AT RS R R RE SR E B Ar i . ESG B 2 5% (Environmental) . #t 4 (Social) A1 y5 3
(Governance) 1455, HAEW LA ANV E. S FI G =ANGEEMIL &R, RN E—EfEE LA
T AN TR R R ST WAL BSG RBLIT, BEATTIg 1 2R = P LR R i R SR 4
EMRE R, BRI E SRR R 5 E LK) ESG #ILHEAT A, RAEIILEITES. ESG 1T
o 72 S AU RVE UG [0 Al — AN Ak ) ESG RN ANF, 4D mET, ARREEE 30 255
PEPR L TR0t ESG vPR s, E BRI W1 BH B (MSCI). J= /£ (Sustainalytics) A1 & f#(Bloomberg), [E P
NURI U545 HEUERI Hh e 28 K 2 3¢ 00, 6 i [ BRE FE B 55 o Berg 5 [[1 %6 7S 5 0 44 RO HOHE H2 418 7 it AT A
FORIL, AATTHIVELR 45 52 A A SR 0.38~0.71 18], FEPURITK &M [210F e R BLE A = K MUK 3 2%
AHIETEAE 0.13 F10.40 [8]

Xt F BESG VPR 2 S 1= AR IR R, 3 B A R LR 1 75 T (0 SR R 7EVERATLA4 7 THT, Kotsantonis
F Serafeim [3JUAAFIEEAE 2 7 SRR BdaidehAE B 209N K . Dimson 5[4 PEZAL
Fa%t ESG =ANEFERK T T A FEACE, JEm I T 2 5. MR IS (ST 7T B N PR LA A W7 VR RV 2]
SR FEEVEAAEER . ZHEMBR 6] R T ZEMZEFRE T ARNAE I, 77T, Kimbrough
L[TIFFFC R, EEHEAE ESG 2 AL 70 B A . 2R B R[S0 ALt R B LA BB P21 5 oy
AHEIEMKLKR. XT ESG WPHERMATER, Uaiit R Z IR AMFEm. W ESG WhESR
T T AR ST EA KAL) FETF T M R 101F0 B4R 2 A TR AE A P [ 11155 F g §omi o (B A
FL ESG VLR 2 St b Il FIRE S g2, ARSCLL 2015 4:~2022 FEFRE A B LT A FONIFFCRE AT 5T
THEZRMRR.

ARSI TTBRAE T2 25—, ESG VP ZE R ABC M, ACFERE T ESG VW7 5 k& Al ie
GRS B, WA T ARMEGE A ER . PR AN ESG RIR B IS, 3R
NS T B Z KR 5=, #—FBHR T ESG =14 2 5 A B R RE 1 i semi, 58 ngm
oM T LR R A T R
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2. BRSHSRiIER

KT ESG VPG Tt A& R BE ST R, AR FOA S R R AL 5 k) ESG RIVA K IE
MRKA[12]. 55—, MK ESG PPRZER AR SRR H NN, T ESG VFAREISE —E R
FERE R ANV IS A TR 2 WGBS I RPN R SRR R RE T, R T o — K
Wi, AEfESEEAANVK ESG R, 7EHEMIVE ESG TR, KA FTEEHS HITFSE A
= XFHP MR, RGEE TR AR . AEXAMEOL T, BRE R SRR, B
FORTE R BEA A . HETTR AR, I (8] A TR A4 08, BRUATE O RRAS LRl BT, SR
BUFRAENL 2, ATRES R B A BRI 25, DR e AE 1S AL PR e A £ [ R SCRR ) Y diolb 10 R L 2%
BEARAML B A RE 70 28—, Ak AR B0 BRI 5 £ A AR AT RE, H 2B AR
T AV ESG PPRAFAEZE SR, RS U ML “REA—" [13], LFE MY, HRFELAHE
s RN S e B A B AR i S =R TS T 0, A A B ek BB AR RS, mJeid St el
DL, AR, FL, AWXASAEERDE, ESG VP ZE R BRIV EFIRE ). 25 Larbr, $Rdiin
NS

H: ESG PP ZE AL T ik m A fe

3. Wit
3.1. HiEkFESLE

AICRL 2015 ~2022 FFRE IR A B BT A R TFEA . ESG 1P 1 HUCHEAIE  FIH L Wind o
2 AN B AR IR 25 5 (CNRDS) 5% 5 AT & & A (1 4k ESG 143, W 5530 >k H 1E 22 22(CSMAR)
B . A SO BT TN R ACHE: 55—, MER ST. PT. *ST S b, 5 —, WERERGRS 4
VR, B=, MEREEEEGRK ML B0, WERRE—A ESG o k(KA S FR E &
ESG W%, RA—/ ESG Wil Gk &, dmmie). &id bl A, ARSC34g 8] 25,745 4
MV - FEERGE, It B T IESATBAE 1% 99% 507 b HEAT 45 AL TR LUBE G W S (B (R B .
Ab, ARSI A NAE A 2 R B E G 1 8
3.2. TEENRERGE

KT ESG PG 22 S b A b 8 R RE T RIS, AR SRR an N AR AL

ROA;; = fo + BIESG _Dis;, + f-Controls;, + Firm + Year + &;, )]

FERRL (), ARSCIEHUILE ROA & A FIRe 71, SHMBE14)00BF T8, TEAREm 35 PR A4
T, WHPTK 100 5, ESG_Dis ARV ESG PELZE R, Firm AR E [ B FE & X8, Year Jyisf [E] [
SERANE, & MBI XAl ESG VPR ZE R IE R, AKX PRSI0 k) ESG
VR 2 R ATV, B —Al, S, ALK PPEA IR LN ESG VP4 i i A — T AR 22,
WEZARE] 10 MaiEz; 500, BUTE bRk Z RIE N Z A ESG W4 2 7:(ESG_Dis). X Fiiiiz:
B EAAE T AT DA K PR B MR FH B A5 B o B A% O iR R S A R R R B A, ARSI BUAR ML AR (Size)
B AR (Lev)s Tish R (Liquid). B4 Eb 3 (Cashflow). 57 M (Indep). b 17 4E B (Listage) Al & #L 2
AT =4 5 (TM Tpay)VE il A &, FARAR & 8 W 1 fis.

4. SCIFER S 9
4.1. #HRMST A
R FEDERFRMES T R R 2 . I EFFE I RIMEN 038, Srifiisin, o
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ANV ZFIGE ST BT RN 0.258, H/ME N-0.382, UMY (A & fE 112 B4 k. BSG Vg2 7
WA R 21.850, F/MEA 5.462, AAEAN 34.950, B ESG ¥ i AaE Hi k. He%
EERSIAMRIEA .

Table 1. Variable definitions and descriptions

F 1. BEENRIHA

Bl L RS A 5 it W
i lb 78 R e ROA LA ROA 1=
ESG PP ZE 57 ESG_Dis FI A bR ZE 3
Al AR Size FEAR BB ¥ B 2R 5
B Lev FER B A BVERBE
WE Liquid BT R B 45
PLAR L& Csahflow GBS BN A I A I B A A S T
M7 Indep ML R
TR Listage InCHEFED — ETER +1)
BT =4 B TMTpay il =4 0 B I A AR % 4

Table 2. Descriptive statistical tests

2. RS

AR B AR FEAE BN brifEZE /ME Hh iz %4 RKE
ROA 25,745 0.038 0.072 —0.382 0.038 0.258
ESG _Dis 25,745 21.850 4.807 5.462 22.155 34.950
Size 25,745 22.324 1.313 19.779 22.141 26.497
Lev 25,745 0.421 0.202 0.052 0.412 0.933
Liquid 25,745 2.409 2.226 0.223 1.693 15.796
Cashflow 25,745 0.049 0.068 —0.181 0.048 0.267
Indep 25,745 37.808 5.413 28.570 36.360 60.000
ListAge 25,745 2.179 0.839 0.000 2.303 3.401
TMTpay 25,745 14.720 0.680 12.785 14.671 16.874

4.2. EXREILER

P 3R T ESG VR E TR BRI G ST A R E 25 5 o Horp S (D) A ISR 1) 78 5 1 [ )= 25
B, BRI REMEEZEE, TLUEH, ESG W Z R(ESG_Dis) ) [HH REUHTE 1%/KF
FRFENIE, UL ESG VPR E R EERK T MR, B ESG WA ZER K, HEFGE
JIES, AU HI FHE. 245 8% W, [H ESG B0 & &N 7 b Ed s, HasHEMmAa R =
JITIZRIL, T AR ESG PR ZE R, IR T SRS N FIAMEAT, B B AR iR, 5
V4 THT W B sy PR R % AR, T A4 B (1 35 BRI FRAIG, BRI 7 Al ok S R s i — 5, Ak
ESG W EFRKN, TEHTERRK, HIELLTTH R R ZE W VP RN AP E], AT 9% 206 1l 7
MR TR, S DR T RIS, BRIk Ah, AR PG b R B )2 1 = 44 ot
A R RE S I REMIATE 1%KF ERENIE, VLA, H2FIRE o, LA bR oK,
Ak, TR REAMET S Erples, WA EFIRE )y SRR = A H e,
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2 B BN, JERBAE 1%/KF LR EONIE, UUIEHMREEER] M. BT 6 st
FERN L T AR FROGT Aeolk 28 M BE I O RE IS AE 1% B2 A, BT fufi b, AR 6e ks,
HIRETREAE T, B SR BEns — @R B b S AL UG, sy, Al 2 M B 2 S T ST 1
H, Ja4b, sl B e BL R b TR BB e el A B s

Table 3. Impact of ESG rating differences on firm profitability
3 3. ESG iR EF 3t bl & FI5E HEIFAE

(1) @)
ROA ROA
ESG_Dis —0.410%** —(0.393%**
(-25.732) (—27.888)
Size 3.609%**
(20.262)
Lev —21.771%%%
(—26.940)
Liquid —0.295%**
(=5.559)
Cashflow 19.143***
(19.647)
Indep 0.005
(0.381)
ListAge —3.201***
(-15.091)
TMTPay 1.437%*%*
(9.211)
Const 12.716%** —73.389%%*
(36.496) (—18.363)
Firm YES YES
Year YES YES
N 25,261 25,261
Adj_R2 0.418 0.534

KHESHNERIAE S ZRFEREIENE, *p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01, K[,

43. BEMRRE

43.1. BHRTE

B, BB R, ASCEE AR A ROA #TEILEFIGE S, EREMER Lk
ROE & A FIRe /1. B, Bt s, U8 ESG WWRZERITHEINE, BT EIZMNAT
H ESG WA bR 2 (ESG_Dis2) R &2 57t . B & 5 RIH 4 R a5 4 for, WA 4 55(1). ()%
DA ESG P4 2 7 1 [ E REUIRAE 1%KF LB N6, Saisomt i —.
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Table 4. Robustness test
= 4. FRIEMRIE

ey 2 (3) 4)
ROA ROE ROA ROA
ESG_Dis2 —0.354%**
(-27.069)
ESG Dis —0.760*** —0.447%** —0.717%**
(-22.619) (-29.182) (-25.325)
Size 3.578%** 7.851%%* 3.708*** 7.225%**
(20.095) (16.868) (20.745) (14.141)
Lev —21.873%** —46.789%** —21.848*** —29.839%**
(-27.102) (-22.802) (-27.622) (~16.604)
Liquid —0.296*** —1.022%%*%* —0.314%** —0.434%**
(-5.564) (-10.537) (~6.056) (-3.594)
Cashflow 19.250%** 32.534%** 18.344 %% 10.922%**
(19.705) (13.718) (19.272) (8.602)
Indep 0.006 0.052 0.002 0.020
(0.453) (1.631) (0.160) (0.865)
ListAge —3.226%** —4.305%%%* —3.303%%*%* —2.941***
(—14.840) (—8.793) (—14.562) (=7.257)
TMTPay 1.466*** 3.5]18%** 1.363%** 0.180
(9.369) 9.567) (8.917) (0.680)
Const —73.017%** —176.593*** —73.081*** —124.808***
(~18.233) (~16.369) (~18.263) (—11.458)
Firm YES YES YES YES
Year YES YES YES YES
Ind*Year NO NO YES NO
N 25,261 25,261 25,089 11,484
Adj R2 0.532 0.382 0.550 0.596
4.3.2. EHEEEBEL
ST FAT AR 8] 1 28 F1 e 7 m] FIAS[F] JE AN 75 M DR BUR B2, W] Be 20 A SO 9 7= AR 5

W, ZHEERRHEE16)MITT, ERRL)FERE L3k — Db AT b a2 B [ e 28, R SE R ansk 4 55(3)

HIFR, ESG PP AR B A RN 1%K-F 82N, 57O T —8.

4.3.3. BRI FEMNRHEEX
A 2015 4F “REU” RN “HHEERE T RIS, SR TEREE[17151 B 2015 AT 2020 A K& LLEAE
Uy HIREA SR, EHHEATEIA, BARUE 4 @5, ESG WEZE T RENA REUIE 1%/K°F L

RE R, VA SCHIRE TS B R gt .
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5. iE—HHR
5.1, ARIRE X ERIETSEM

NIRTCHNER A AR ERIEBENS ESG VP4 72 7 5 AV B RE 71 5% R AU, A SCUR U RO g M8
FREEVAL R T AR BUE B A QM RIERL . 558, 73 50%T ESG PP ZE 7 A A AR R FE HEAT
AR TR, SR 5K P S SRR 3 S e Inter, 5 Ji 23 ARFAF STE BE AN S S TN AR (1) B R k4T (81,
S5 SRR R PR NI 5 AT LU A2 eI Inter KRB N1, 5 ESG PFRZE R B R BT 5 — 2,
VLA ARSI FE B I 08 1 P E LR A HTRER IR RIAE T, AR AR RV FL B R X
DA TIRGAE BEONBUR, AL ESG WE— R RS T ARSI iR, —BAR
PREHUZE R VP RAFAE R, ERETIER AR SE, Kol A SRR, K A A5
FIEPE, ESG VP22 ot bl 2 F BE 0 ) 5 i 2 MR

Table 5. Moderating effect of public environmental concern

® 5. ARIMEXEERETIER

(M

ROA
ESG Dis —0.396***
(—26.566)
Atten 0.002%**
(4.293)
Inter —0.0002**
(—2.559)
Size 3.53 7%
(18.517)
Lev —21.541%%*
(—25.565)
Liquid —0.299%**
(-5.170)
Cashflow 18.575%**
(18.255)
Indep 0.008
(0.581)
ListAge —3.271%**
(—14.096)
TMTPay 1.484%**
(9.226)
Const =73.112%%*
(—17.055)
Firm YES
Year YES
N 22,754
Adj R2 0.535
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5.2. FRM4ETHT

5.2.1. ERMERFERMESH

IR FAEARF =AU A, BSG PPER 2 St 4l 28 R 58 77 AN TRV R, A SCH R Al f P A J
BT EEA, R H AR, DT TR R E R, 25 p H 0.000, BLESHZE
S, BIASERWER 6 (1) QFIFR. W TFRATLUE H ESG P ZE F Rt b £ 58 77 i 57 1 52 e 78
EE ARk, HIRETTREET, MEEEE A, EATIRRIEHLN SRR E B9 EE F I
NEE, JFH ESG i Bk st i E ARG, Mo E AR ESG RIFAEZ RE, IR AE 2R
TE A AN A A5 ERIRANAS AL, R ESG 148 22 37 5o A ] i () B i ) oK

Table 6. Heterogeneity analysis
6. RERMDH

(1) () 3) )
& 1 JEE 4 ESGRILIT ESGRI %=
ROA ROA ROA ROA
ESG Dis —0.308%** —0.500%** —0.099%** —0.906%**
(—14.891) (—24.468) (-6.790) (-33.179)
Size 2.452%%% 4,193 %% 4.700%** 3.98 %%
(8.100) (16.544) (14.585) (14.661)
Lev —19.786%* % —21.596% % —19.401%** —23.134% k%
(-13.565) (-19.930) (-15.779) (—18.285)
Liquid -0.169 —0.381 ¥ —0.295%** —0.313%%%
(-1.272) (-5.577) (—4.765) (-3.778)
Cashflow 15.339%# 20.627%% 22.722% %% 13.030%**
(10.301) (15.606) (18.635) (10.047)
Indep -0.003 0.008 -0.010 0.018
(-0.163) (0.329) (—0.624) (0.833)
ListAge ~0.580 —3.485%* —3.141 %% —3.201 %%
(-1.262) (—11.780) (-10.423) (—7.823)
TMTPay 2,087 1.030%** 1.726%%* 0.401%*
(9.581) (4.637) (7.304) (1.770)
Const —66.252%%* —77.122% %% —109.822%*%* —53 871 %+
(-9.822) (-13.689) (-15.418) (—8.944)
Firm YES YES YES YES
Year YES YES YES YES
N 7823 14,889 12,024 12,406
Adj R2 0.575 0.533 0.691 0.529

5.2.2. )k ESG RILF RS

4 ESG PR 2 5K T4k 1) ESG VP&, NIRF AL ESG RILUFIR I ST, AR SCUA L RIFH
WU VP8 T T iz AL ESG KB, %08 ESG FILHI AL Bk 1T /040, =T R A8 v ESG R 8L
U, AR TR BESG RILZE, AT A, AR G &, SE— BT 7 AR R Rk
%, &4 p HN 0.000, BEMWAZ BFEREZR, SHRESRNTEREFIR. HE 6 H3). (HFIn]
LEH, LT ESG RIVRZEM A, ESG RILGFHI AN H ESG 114k 22 7 it il 2 1 5 77 1) 47 T 52 M)
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By, HATREMERAE T 12K ki ESG RIAFAEZE R, S5 HAMPPRI IR EERE, HRAck
P ESG RILIE 471, Bk, ESG PR X b & R e ) BIRZ Xt ESG R ILAF I AL FZ M

5.3. ESG =/ MRl & F g8 DRSO R

B ESG 52 AT A& TR ARG B =T R I LRG0, FESERR A, $eBt alis
T RERONEE P ITEH A (R — TR 2RI, AR ESG PPAZE R MG TEMIE 1 =748
MIZE5, PR A A A BE T smi,  [BIASE R 7 Fros. R RATBUE W, PRET A & 5t
A7 18T ) 22 0 AL 28R RE T IRV REMA AN .3 5 1 2 =36 B THI AR 22 50t il 48R RE D RIS AR 1%7KF
E8FRG, HATREMIERAE T, MEARNAHERDE, AT & TR S R R P e, F
H RIFH 2~ mA B R A A I SR, PRI BN 2L, FrLAfE ESG =148, HA A FABYERE
(1122 5#(G_Dis)f b I E A RE 77 A4 1 53 DA R -

Table 7. Analysis of the impact of the three sub-dimensions of ESG on corporate profitability
3 7. ESG =N FHEE X il 2 F &E RIS 534

1) 2 3)
ROA ROAs ROAs
E dis 0.001
(0.158)
S_dis 0.012
(1.628)
G_dis —0.025% %
(-2.928)
Size 3.342%** 3.331%** 3.375%**
(18.842) (18.805) (18.945)
Lev —21.703%%* —21.685%** —21.905%**
(-26.152) (—26.112) (—26.085)
Liquid —0.296%*** —0.295%** —0.294***
(~5.436) (~5.406) (~5.404)
Cashflow 20.796%*** 20.797*** 20.768***
(20.348) (20.353) (20.328)
Indep —0.006 —0.006 —0.004
(~0.385) (~0.400) (~0.290)
ListAge —3.15]%** —3.130%%* —3.307***
(~14.598) (~14.538) (~14.938)
TMTPay 1.701%** 1.701%** 1.701%**
(10.566) (10.562) (10.544)
Cconst —79.924%%* —80.024%** —79.588%**
(~19.960) (-19.997) (-19.869)
Firm YES YES YES
Year YES YES YES
N 25,242 25,242 25,242
Adj R2 0.498 0.498 0.498
DOI: 10.12677/ecl.2024.1341675 4556 i 5 1Ee
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6. HFRSEW

AICLA 2015 4:~2022 FERE IR A B ETAFAWIFREA, HHFE BSG PR ZE 7 x4l & I BE 1
oM. WAL, B, ESG VWRZERN ML EAGE A E RFENTamw, Jf HAELE — Ry @it
KU IR 55—, HUBIRRIG AL, RSO A RIS L B35 1 98 1 ESG PP ZE 7 xt finolk 2 A1l g
T SER I =, BRI, S5AEE MR ESG R ZERAHL, (EE AR ESG RIELFIH)
i, BSG PP 22Xt Alk B A BE T M T s e/ 550, £ ESG =T 4R ZRF, A
I6 B P A 22 5 o0f A BRI RE 0 AR T B B RIS, PR AR LR 2 DURSE I ZE RO R A B
ZEFto FETULESEE, ASCHREUNEW: H—, X TBUFRIE, Ntk ESG S e mHE, 154
WA BARBIRFE G BIRERTR S, — 7 TRLNR ESG (5 Bl ikds: 58 =, W THRuEH, BT 45
it ESG PR MUELE , AN RS — VPRV ISR, ZrE R R4 ESG RIL, RAThE
BEARTR IR TTRE: =, XT ok, HATBRIOVE SN0 = PPN PO 72, (R IR LF
SRR Ak s, Al ES SN ERME S, NMEEIAIE. S8, Bt
FEAN A SVE FE R I, P T L, DGR B R PR SR 1 7™ B ST B

S8
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