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Abstract

The performance of enterprises in environmental protection is an important part of the imple-
mentation of the high-quality development strategy. However, the environmental performance of
China’s heavy polluting enterprises is still unsatisfactory. How to guide heavy polluting enterpris-
es to pay attention to their own environmental performance so as to reduce financing cost to sup-
port and maintain the smooth operation and development of enterprises under the background of
green-credit policy, has become an urgent problem to be solved. This study selected 605 heavy
polluting listed companies from 2013 to 2018 as a sample. Several empirical conclusions were
drawn. First, corporate environmental performance has a significantly negative impact on its debt
financing cost, but insignificant on its equity financing cost. Second, the company’s environmental
performance has an inverted “U” effect on equity financing cost. The environmental performance
score of non-state-owned enterprises has a significantly negative correlation with their debt fi-
nancing cost, while the environmental performance of state-owned enterprises has a “inverted U”
effect on their debt financing cost. The environmental performance of non-state-owned enterprises
and state-owned enterprises has a U-shaped effect on their equity financing cost, but compared to
state-owned enterprises, non-state-owned enterprises’ equity financing cost is more sensitive to
environmental performance.
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T, EZ 5 T s KA ) R R R B, FREE R R [ K KR S Y B LA
A JE AT P8 R4 R B A2 P Bt (5] 5K v Jo 2 A e o s SIS it ) B B2 — B o A (R LR 4 SR Jet KA
FERRBHES),  ARRREE AR & AV AT (57 55 Rl 55 5 A b B Ve B RF SR 1B SR I H A . BB S (5 TR S5 4R 6
SRBOEMH G, BTSRRI NEETR BRI ANAE I sz, SR B H Ik
A IR R IUAE AT R S FE A BB R, A bR 2 BT 3 R 7% A (0 52 a1 PR R ™ 8. AR T
2R 5 e b R PR R BT AR ZE 5B N AT 5] 3 B g YAl E [ B MBS I (Environmental
Performance, fFr EP), F#ACELTTRAS, LAYE RIS SOk R, O BON A i R 1) ) 7

HG G A R I R B A 1) 6 RS R PRI 5 R R AR R RIS . s Al
RRBE AR B2 2 7, O % E [ EENAFRE B AFAE . A5 N ERHESE 5
FRIT T FERTIL. BERR A VIAELR I B3 A o SO AR s, H 3 R SRR
P15 55 Rl BT AR PR e JE T o ARRMEIE AT . RV [2) LAEE 5 YTk 190 5K 1T A /] 2008~2010 4
B AT TEREA,  IARL G AN FE R ST A A 78 1 SR 5 088 5 T AL IR BE R L5 5 55k ¢
FRARI R R ZEREE[BILLE SN NE], i M IASE RIS 5 m o &R, UL 26 = J7 I B il
AR PR B3 5 B /KT 06 A5 45 b % AT R ad R IS . RS R BLE A E B IS iR, B EE Ak
IR PR [4] IS SR JEAT T O [5] s A B A5 DL [6]1 55 4E FEARZR 1 A EE 2 BN Aol i 5% R AR PR S M,
XA SO R B AR R R

AW FE LA 1R A, e B [ E G G A VAR AR AT SRR B, G G BRI FE T AN BTG AT
b b 1T A RS R IAT o3 S FL R BT AN, TSI VR A R A [ RN SRS TR AR A 45 2 Fif ]
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2.1. AREE

1) AP IRSE RIS A L5 5 55 R 7% R AR P s ) 22 S MEARR 1L

T Al PR AL R R A £ 55 R R B A R A . L R 5 % A R PR GO S BRI,
LA ARAT N BBk B R RIS R0 . TR, BEE “SREME1TT HaRAT, AR,
TR ARATIE R AR, FERATHB AT # 2 4y SR R BRI, I DL AE g Al e 75 g
KR R . 5 S AR RS B B AR 2], W T RLARITIN S, A aARAT it iR 5 R S
B4, HBCRE . MO R R, ARATAH LA SRR @ I 5T 5, BEE B i sthip
il AR, 5 AR S WA ML A5 DR 26 AF[7]: I ARAT B BN B RIS IE R &R, BEBEXT I8
SKRE A BT, AT LA RIS RS DY BOR FRARAE S A R 20 AU . T T IR 3 i &
HARBAME A B (S BRI HON S —, ANREIE T A A FF 5% #2130 1 2 ATF IR S ST A i &
JEATSFIAH I RER[8], ISR AT BT, B S 5 07 M DU B A IR GROIR L, 7 AT e 23 [
AL IR B R IAF BRI H AR RN RE IR RSER R, A A Al 08 BUA T B 22 Btk s 4l
RIS — KA G, R ERA “m” RIERTS, M b kg i, 4
b A il 5% AR 2 PRI BRAEG o 0 P PRS2 TGS LA i % B3 AS 1) B0 T R AR LR PRI o R AR AR &
1 FfR % 2.

B 1 ARG RIS H AR 5T AR fAH

Bk 2: A IR BRI AR 5F AR 1) e B ARk

2) AEEH 5 EA IR I FA5 55 il BT A 5 e 1) 22 e P ARk

TR E A FARYE =B AT 4 A S SR E A 2 . B IR SR AR 5 AR,
BURT IR SR IE B m R SR, YRR T RARIX (I, FREERIL T A 25 Rl ot
FRASHIRRA, T 232045 GENUR A% 1 B ARAS 5, HEDNRREE oA MIRSERBLIE N m /K HE X LS
BURPR 25 T AN E, R AMBAR 2Rl 2 TR, R IGFHEER IG5 S T,
15 DN B R A AP AR DR, b Rl BE BAR B 2 B AIK . RS [ R tH AR % 3a: A Al 3k
BRI HAT 55l 0% AR A R MR

SHAEEA MRS, B FEA R e R R S R Sk, AHRCT B Al 5 et 295 K (9],
ATATT 2015 R R AT 22 e Al A % e i 54 o ARSI R — N E R R, HRRIFE R
Xof AV Rl R BROA A LR, NI R PR P R A 2 B I i D ARA T S AR SRR ik (A
BN T AL TR AU, AT 5T 55 A R RS AR, Al R PR SR IS 23 38 045 DALY
X G R, FRACTUHRES, IR 6 55 mhot oA . wdlE EA A RIS L mh s oA B
U . HA SR R 3b: FREE IR EE RIS FA5 55l 08 BAS A G

3) AR 5 EA Ay F 85 2R XS F A Rl 5 e AR 5 e ) 22 S PR AR R

TEMAUR G R, A Al B R BRI 28 AR R, /2 B S RBUR St 4 55 5 3 7%
T AR B AT Al A 3R 855 28 05 1 U A B K v sh s 1], pr USRI 5, A Ak 2> E AR E AT ik 3R s %
LSRG, FL A A % A PR 3R A A RS A IR [10] [11]. e i 4R R 42 MHEL T A ik, JE
1A b 0 PS50 2 T P AL i 8 S A 14 5 P B Oy S 5
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2.2. BARFBHENRIR

HI BT A AN BE AN 73t A N BT [ 2B 35 3R S50 (S A 58 DRy i) B A 0 B i HlEy 5 B 44 3 i 2
FED) (AP HI[2017] 86 )R EIM % Ki5 Y E U AT ML, WIS TR0 AT 1S I S A e B R,
A SO REAR VNN RIS RATE, v RAm . 2k, ATk Biborhk. g, eJE S5k
EJE, RO IR T 2013~2018 SFIESAK FIA LS B AR ST _Ei A RDAWEFEREAS, Horr: AEEAA k(5
RCE A2 Ardinall) 402 55, AT b (7 B4 5 P [ 4) 203 2K FEAS A Al B iAs Hodie K 4
Mk 55 R AE R dE T B H CSMAR [ 2 %2 28 B < BT ST 808 P o PR R BRI T NCA AR AT L 5%
BAnE . RGO . A ARFPREEHIE T Hh 0 4 3l BRI 24 A5 () A lb A7 P A 2 DT AR 75

23. XBTEEN(RL
231 BETEIRA

Table 1. Definition of key variables

T XBEEEN

555 @ Bt A4 (DFC) FE B ol P 5034 9 7=
WA i
Ak B¢ A (EFC) PEG M. EFC, =.[(eps,..~eps,..)/p,
fif e AL AV IR R IL(EP) VENL 2.3.1 AR B U
A F A (scale) Al B = AT $
il 55 ALAT () B hfi g
ik 3RF g J1 (Prof) Ak B U s 2
il K /3 (grow) A FEEA SR K&
ANV AUSE B (herf) S — R AR R EL A5
Al B 2 G5 X (ssr) beta £ %
Ak B R A HER 2 (1pr) o N BRAT 24 45 A 1R 2 4 B — 4R S B AR SR v 22
AV T 77 E L (bm) K TH 1/ T4

TE: % 1 PEG BT B EFCy AR i 75 t I WIRI BRI BE A, epsics 1 MY | ZE55 t + 1 EEER TSI ARE IR AR, epsic+ 2 TR
b i FE5E t+2 SR EERIPTSEBL IR R 5, po Ayl i E t SRR IR T A f i

AW TE B R AR B R AR BE R I . [ IR (LO9L)HE HH IR BT ML Bh T Al gt AT R ARG, AT {2 ik
A PR B B s G T HBRTHRD “BERE B )iE, IR RBU E B H 2 H . A R IR BRI
ARSI TR H 35 5 o SR A BFF 7E T I 2 A VRS R B A ME S o BRAKT . IR REE (1200 ] F £
MRS BB I IR BCRAE AR PR SRR S 2] A (13T i i A L IR 5E R LA A
1 Z 5 AR A B K P g — T B AT .

RSN AN ISR BT 52 SN, AAEBUR IS 5 A A& T BT I H SR (6 BB AT BUBUSR 1Y)
TOME L K42 ST BAT IS, DR Al AR P i R R AR AT 175 L S AT ARRAE o R A S HR bk
B SERE . BRI TIREE RN Fe bk, KB R DRI 53 v BREEAT BUBUR 1) S A1
Bl KA TR EATIE G, A Al A2 72 I FR PR BAT B 00 = K YE R o Fabn i R KB 5 8 G
2 R
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Table 2. Enterprises’ environmental performance evaluation index system
= 2. AIMERINFNfEARE &R

£ RAIESEHR EtrRALRR B E
1 S BURB AT R XL 15 YR 75 i b HEBC 3= 405 P R T B AR A 5 80%MRAE 1, 75 MR AEL O 0.3333
AR . N SAHSCHIEE,  H TR H 345 &

X2 SRR gt WSRO SN IR 1, ARG 0 00708
s S PSR IR PIRTTALA 100%, LTI 3 80%. 0.0450
X4 7215 I R B AR RANIE # CSEIL 1S04001 PATENIRAE 1, 75 IUIR{E 0 0.0290
X5 & 75 I I i Vi A 7 RME 1, HIRE 0 0.0191
X6 F 15 AR i J 52 3 AT B 1 RMME 1, HIRE O 0.1953
KRR AT X7 REAH ERAEBEIRATH RIRME 1, BRME 0 0.1953
x8 fe 15 R A KRR M BG4 RMME 1, HIRE O 0.1122
FRRIE: SRILIE. D IER(014)%H

AHFFCBLE A 2 Frdl \NASRAARP R EZNEY , AR R INEFAS S RAL TR E . 2%
732 bR A W R R S i B, DATHSE AR SR IUAT 7 . S5 KI5 N JEIAORER T 2005 SEMAfi )
CRT I PAERE IR EAT AT TAER R LY A1 (MRS AT PP BOR TR ) A8 S SR Hoxt
Ay PR BT B PP LA IR e 25 T T 1 A o

2.4, BEAERINE

A RAET IRV A PR RIS H Gl Tt AR 52 00, AL N
Y, =a+pPER, +yZ,+ f +0, +¢, 1)

Horb, Y NARE, ARK T LR A ¢ I AR B RA, A 555 Rl B AN B A B AR A RS A
EPi JUFEAC T Ak AE t N [RABERIUAG I, 24570 th— RIFEARER A RAL; Z WOAERI A ERS, hiY
M i L Rt B Pl A 22 MR ER AL 4R AN AT I A ML AR, g FRACHE DAL IR TR %5052, ey TUIAR
RIFRRZEI ., 5 ZU R, Al FT55 Al BT AR B R B A R R A AL 2207, BT AR il 2R
FEBHIAR

3. &R5i1tie
3.1. ARG

M 3 AR ERIARGR T AL, Frik 3630 MEAH, A 55 Rl BT A i /IME 9—2.0256, F KA N
4.2945, tR#EZEDN 0.1212, BEHIAEIRILIANZAR B Z RO A0 0.0180, /NTEME 0.0362, i
WA A57 55 Rk % BSOAS A 2 i, IS T SME R Ak o5 2 8. T IR Rl 5% oA (AR E 220 0.0552,  Alb[A)i%
A B (R EN AT/ A BCN 0.0744, KT 1418 0.0655, 5B 8R4 A ke, & T EE Al &
28, MNVIRERIS S B/AMERN 0, FAMEIEF] 0.9710, H{HA 0.4860, Vi E LiiiIRERI
SR, PR AR 0.5, FIXTBAR: HOECN T, UG A B RIS K TP K.
bR RGO AL, Hogx 8 ME AR & 1 Hr A B /N T M, B E i KRG E TR K, £
AR 8 ANMEAR T BT P87k o KT 7/ f/IME 9-88.1696, 1M AAENIA 3| 479.2161,
J5 #2709 32,1230, fa T HABASE R T 2K, Bt Al AR SR K T S AR E UK 2 7

Y[R IR RARAR I R I 2015 4F 1 H 1 HIFURIEAT I CRSROR4PE) SE00T—FHUE: BRI E sPBH RIS P I, N2
SR AT FREL FE8=EH .
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Table 3. Descriptive statistical characteristics of variables

= 3. LEMEMSRITHHE

A TR FEAHL EIR- Bl Nl IR/ Mi SN
1555 Al A DFC 3630 0.01800 0.0362 0.1212 —2.0256 4.2945
JBER b B B A EFC 3630 0.0744 0.0655 0.0552 0.0000 0.3926
HIE R EP 3630 0.2471 0.4860 0.4320 0.0000 0.9710
il B scale 3630 8.1809 8.3260 1.2935 3.1693 14.2827
Vb S5 KA fl 3630 39.89 41.5799 21.4910 0.7969 326.1896
A B prof 3630 7.2927 7.3934 18.1844 —469.0294 146.6924
A grow 3630 8.632 11.9754 32.1230 —88.1696 479.2161
JBEAL SR herf 3630 33.22 33.7487 16.5860 3.6200 93.3617
R ssr 3630 0.9748 0.8929 0.4870 -0.2505 2.4408
A BRI v ) 22 Ipr 3630 46313 4.9826 0.7240 4.3500 6.0000
IQITNEEREA bm 3630 0.326 0.3937 0.2684 -0.5640 2.0267
KRR AR P AR AR LE statal5.0 Bk H BT .
3.2. XS

W3 A4 s, DG5S Al AR R BT & (AR BORE , O MRACE EP KA Fiil A2 A A OG & Kl
KN 0.3796, IART FIEAFAE i FEAH R NE IR M8 0.8, RTA N Tk A% B[R] ANA7AE o AN G il i

Table 4. Correlation analysis of variables of debt financing cost model

=4 RSB AER T ERX D0

DFC EP scale fl prof grow VIF {f
DFC 1.0000
EP —0.0436 1.0000 1.03
scale 0.1626 0.1021 1.0000 1.25
fl 0.2692 —0.0695 0.3796 1.0000 1.28
prof —0.2685 0.0557 —0.0397 —0.2332 1.0000 1.1
grow 0.0259 0.0474 0.0060 —0.0567 0.1959 1.0000 1.05

AR MR PTIL A REASR7E statal5.0 FAFALHLTS .

Table 5. Correlation analysis of variables of equity financing cost model

5. IRINESI AR B B XM T

EFC EP scale fl prof grow herf ssr bm VIF {f

EFC 1.000

EP 0.332 1.000 1.03
scale 0.347 0.102 1.000 2.01

fl 0.033 —-0.070 0.380 1.000 1.29
prof 0.152 0.056 —0.040 —-0.233 1.000 1.14
grow 0.098 0.047 0.006 —0.057 0.196 1.000 1.05
herf 0.141 0.075 0.364 0.041 —0.030 —0.024 1.000 1.18
Ssr 0.086 0.054 0.338 0.097 —0.143 0.014 0.138 1.000 1.17
bm 0.129 0.095 0.552 0.146 -0.114 —0.065 0.180 0.287 1.000 1.05

AR AR TR A SR E statal5.0 FAFALHLTS .
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W13 5 P, MBCBURR S AR R Pl 0,55 AR R, I O R AR B EP S % sl AR B A A o0 R i
KN 0.552, TEALT HIEAFAE = FEARSCHE A FE 0.8, I i A8 (W) ANAEAE & BEAR DG . AT
T T ZE KR (VIF) A [ A B (5 A7 AE 20 L IRER IR ) AL, — M\ A AR B VIF A 2 10, H)
A AR HA A (] A7 A 2 ORI, IO 2 IR E. IR 4 A3 5 /) VIFE
FUITTHA, (5155 RBE BRAKE T 5 B R B BRA A o, B AR B VIF AR T I W A7 7 2 LR PE A s
FHE 10, AN PTILE A S AEAE 2 LA 1)

BT AR SCHTE AR Ay 2013~2018 4F 605 M FE%F G2, Jai T THIASC o 6 T A i 1) EL A 468 T 0040 PO 1
BREARMNAE R AR ERBUEZE BN, FrUl s 225 AR B a2 S AF R 7 Z . i3 6 Prw, igH]
& IE [ PL/RAE(Wald) K56 77 105 31, £ 55 Rl B AR 55 IO it B ) AL B4 1)1 7 S iE &9 4E 0.05 7K
NARAAIRTT E RV, R REAAAE R Ty 2 i R, AR A Ak DT N B R e
Table 6. Test for heteroscedasticity of debt and equity financing cost model
6. REERINABERARETERFERIESR

15195 R Bt A A 1Y JBEAS R 5% R A A Y
FIgitE M AE FIgitE M2 AE

270,000,000 0.00 1,300,000 0.00

AR MR TSR A SR E statal5.0 FAFALILTS .

3.3. REEERAEAER TS

W 7 P, HIERIARR R AT REAAAE R T 2 MR, ASSCE Seis e RISARE)E ) /s — el 15 (ol
JATTE(OLS) i v A PR 5 4 A 57 55 fih B¢ AR RO MY, D DRAIE S R R fE Ve, R IZ U A F3s ) 22 87
AT ZMETHEIR BT L . MEF (1) = F(6) 4 R TR, A% OB AL B AV A B R IL(EP) I R B AR
£ 6 MR AR I RBCONE Bz, (AR SHONIE, HIE 1% M & . AR
FAT 55 AR B A T A G . MABER IS 73 e B AV BE R 5y AR R 5 IR, Al 58 B At i A A
SRR, X g5 Te o Bk 7RSO 1 MR AR B A S5 R, 6 ME AR B R TS R BON R E
£ 6 MR R I R AT S MR E VR — 2 Hodr, DLB SR 4l iR (scale) . PABE ™ 1 iR Rom
FRIVE 28 KLAT (F1) 5 Aol B B8 A 225 TE ARG, R BT S BB % 77 A7 £ 3 v 1 il e S AR B R o5~
Pt LBl ey, Bh BT AGBOR . DA BT A AR AR AE A Ak IR € 7 (Prof) A2 & R B &2 8 1,
VLWIERABE /1 A8 5 RE G AR ML A DY T ATt B lAs , 3K — 4518 5 BEHUR MR ZL [14] ) 4518 — 2. Ak ik
KA 775 DR B VA R TR R 7% HT Al R 5% BROAS 1) 2325 B o

Table 7. Regression results of the impact of corporate environmental performance on debt financing cost

= 7. e EMERIIN R SRS AR A B EF4ER

1) 2 3 (C)] (5) (6) Q)] (8)
EP —0.012%%%  —0.0L7*%*  —0.010%**  —0.008%**  —0.009%**  —0.009%**  —0.006%*  —0.269**
(-2.78) (-3.97) (-3.60) (-3.34) (-3.33) (-3.33) (-2.04) (-2.00)
scale 0.016%** 0.007** 0.008** 0.008** 0.008** ~0.009 0.015
(7.78) (2.02) (2.38) (2.39) (2.30) (-0.89) (0.20)
fl 0.001%** 0.001** 0.001%** 0.001%** -0.000 -0.003
(3.16) (2.57) (2.64) (2.61) (-0.40) (-0.50)
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Continued
prof —0.001** —0.002** —0.002** —0.002*** -0.002
(-2.51) (—2.53) (—2.53) (-2.62) (-0.90)
grow 0.000 0.000 0.000** -0.002
(1.64) (1.63) (2.13) (-0.66)
herf -0.001 -0.002 —0.265**
(-0.40) (-0.51) (—2.00)
L.DFC —0.465***
(—2.63)
it 0.042%** —-0.087***  —0.074***  —-0.060***  —0.062*** —0.057** 0.142 1.490*
(9.95) (-5.29) (—4.50) (-3.46) (-3.67) (—2.42) (1.38) (1.84)
REAHY 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 3025
R? 0.002 0.030 0.078 0.124 0.131 0.131 0.068
F 7.735 36.507 37.510 29.198 24.548 24.202 2221 7.866

A FESPOACHEIHE, *. xR LE 0.10. 0.05. 0.01 KR,
R AF HARAEE A RIRE statal5.0 AL .

Hik, HEH| OLS FiFBk &t as, BAFES L RRE, 12 & s 2 ik 5
FEARFCHIE A [ 78 N RIS BN RN . SEir 2405045 B R, RAEN 106.31, HH7E 1%/KFT
4 250 ARG MR AR, SCRER e RN B T Th o [l RNl TH 45 R an e 7 37 B,
RO AR B MV IR R I (EP) ISR TE 5% 7K-F T 515t 55l 7% i A (DFC) £ HILE. 3 T [f A G R &, 5 OLS
FIERG TS RAORRE—2, B0E TATHE5 R EvE . T2 BN, NHERAS & A ] ReAA R = 5 22
)RR, SR R RN T I T AR bR A 1R T

Rk ARG B AR (B ) 2 SR AR, 5 R B A LIRS R B 5 LA 45 il BT AN AR B () AT BEAEAE N
AT, S SR P RORA PRI AR B R 1 AR R R B MO AR R SR A ) SO T 7 2:(GMM 7 ) X A58 - st
1T FEARSCER GMM i TH ik, Ak o7 55 fl B8 AR & 15 5 — WIVE ViR R g A Y
HEATAN . AdiHEE Rz (8)Fiar, Ok & IR BT R IL(EP) I R EUTE 5% /K T RE N7, ZHd%
AR REFT TGS AR 2, BREIEA T R A, Bk =Ml o7k g Rk
B, AR RIS HAT 55 il 5 ARAEAE A OOE &R, HAZ A m R RBONFR M,  ASPR2 HiA8 & 1) Ik
)N (R s R TV i A R R e AP B = AL T T G
3.4. Rt Eh s R A B E BT A

5557 55 5% AR Bk o1 7 VR0, B R R R (R T BRAFAE v T 2 I, EF E SLis R e Rk
PRt i B/ el A [l 75795 (OLS) SR FHIZ N N4 i) 2% B 77 1A Al P58 3R BT AL % AR 1)
oM. WEEER 8 HhAN(1) 2 H(8)45 TN, AV EIRIN(EP) 5 A fh % AR 2.7 HA I 25 1) T [ A OG O%
R, B MR IS 13 R 0 T AR T A, X — SRS RS A B S S A
HE— 20 W =245 AR B A T R ORI AL BN (scale) s 3RF AE 77 (prof) LA K B 77 (grow) At th R 2R
FONIE, TS5 AR (F1) A T T 4B B (bm) 9 R &R A6, 5 AR A —8. nTRe R R A 5E
RPN FH AT b 0% T BeAFAE ARG s, R SO0 A AR AT 3 — 2P G IE .
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Table 8. Regression results of the impact of corporate environmental performance on equity financing cost

= 8. P EREIRIINT H AR ER S A AR Ay B U345 R

@ ) ©)) 4 ®) (6) ™ ® ) (10)
EP 0.04™ 0.04™ 0.04™ 0.04™ 0.04™ 0.04™ 0.04™ 0.04™ 0.03™ 0.02™
(17.78)  (16.90) (16.26)  (16.27) (16.13)  (16.15) (16.25)  (16.20)  (11.44) (6.36)
scale 0.01™ 0.01™ 0.01™ 0.01™" 0.01™ 0.01™ 0.02™ 0.01™ 0.00
(14.24) (14.28)  (14.40) (14.48)  (13.37) (1343)  (13.18) (2.96) (1.02)
fl -0.00™  -0.00" -0.00" -0.00" -0.00" -0.00" -0.00 0.00
(-354)  (-194)  (-191)  (-1.88)  (-1.96)  (-2:30)  (-0.67) (0.19)
prof 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00"
(3.96) (3.76) (3.76) (3.69) (3.60) (3.43) (1.73)
grow 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00™ 0.00
(2.62) (2.62) (2.67) (2.42) (2.29) (1.55)
herf 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00
(0.15) (0.16) (-0.01) (0.29) (-0.78)
ssr -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.01"
(-1.24)  (-0.82)  (-0.75)  (-1.69)
bm -0.02™  -0.02""  -0.02"
(-357)  (-313)  (-1.77)
Lyll -0.31™
(-9.37)
_cons 0.04™  -007™ -007" -007" -007" -007" -007" -0.08™" -0.00 0.05
(25.24)  (-8.10)  (-8.18)  (-8.96)  (-9.14)  (-9.12)  (-9.17)  (-964)  (-0.22) (1.23)
N 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 3630 2420
r? 0.11 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.08
F 315.98 272.16 182.00 153.33 132.04 109.98 102.58 89.47 20.76

e RSO CGME, *. *x. o RFELE 0,10, 0.05. 0.01 KFRE . FEIEMA], AR AL REORER DS P
AU AR F IR A LR statal5.0 AL ELFAT

Foxk, 38 RIS 2 07 0 0 R A Bt i [ 5 280 IR I E BEATLSSE B1 Vo St 2 A I 4 SR s
RITE 9 161.60, FHAE 1%7KF T HE L BEHL RSB L 2 SO Y B s, 3 I AR A s B 3 5 R M [
SERENHEAT Al vk o M T REfbR R TRIZE I [ R ROMAS THE R A2 8 ()P, RO A B K 2 5K
Pl 22 5 5 OLS Jridflivh 4 R ORFF— B BB A 5 — W iR A2 BN AR T 4T GMM
T SRR DR AR B R P AR B R BT 5 5 OLS T 2R g ROSLAt &5 R A — 2L
N SCEE P RIE A AR IO I A ik B2 A AE AR LA

3.5. MR F AR AL R MR8

5 18 B 4o b PRI R U Il B A AT BEAT AL AR NME R W, AR TORE A Mk A B R B (EP) 17 T
(EPsa)fF % Lo B AL B AR R AT i 1o 9 PRIESS R AR MENE, SRR & i/ —3f[EJA(0LS).
It 5 RONL(FE) TN BEAG THIHA(GMM) =R i AT Al i1, o OLS J7 it sE N TSR hrifE ik 5
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[i] 72 SN I ANFRABARAE DRIETIT; GMM Al T TUDKs R 55 A i i — WV E N ReAL S g N BEAY

% 9 BN T AP IR ST R I FAT 55 R BT A S SRR R B il AR B AR 2R M R A oh 45 . g AR, 2
B i R A B N A5 55 R 55 AR (DFC)I , AX 2438 F [ 2 RUSISE RS AT A h I, Al R R IIL(EP) J F~F T Tl
EPsq 4" E7n H 10%7KF T B, T7E OLS M1 GMM it J7¥E~, EP A1 EPsq T A 22 % t {5, R
BN > 10% 7K 235 A DG s HL 2 Bz 128 B Al vh R EHE =M G o 7k T AN B2 . T,
AV R I AN AT 55 Rk BF AT AL “U” B “ 3 U7 B JEZRMERE I o

AR AR BN OB R B AR (EFC)I 5 B 9 25 (4) Z=(6) U s, Al AR IL(EP) i) R AE OLS.
FE A1 GMM =Ffflitt 775 T I RBUILE 1%/K-F T 5 VB FL T A AL 5 (EFC) 2% 1IEAHG, EP (-
J7 T EPsq [ R EUNTE =Fp i1 7775 TS EFC W38 ARG, Tl B 4 PR35 3R BT L I AN ik % B AR {7
B U7 BIRARRPE . R B, IR ER IR S BARET, SRR O M LAOCTE B “ 4%
0 RIERTR, BIPTRES RIS RIS 5 AR ARG GF AR EE Bk 28], A LA LR AL
RIBE AR ST 223G AR RIS 73 I8 B — AT B K AERT, BB B/ Il “a e RKE
AT, AT s Al R e B i f A A R 5% AR 2> DR BRAIG . 3 — 203, AR#E(4). (5). (6) =11
(6] U 2R B0AT LA 5 PR B R BRI B R 2 A “ 181 U BY56 R 11 FLE 40 )4 0.7088. 0.7596. 0.8030.
AT SO MRS R IR R G i o, Ak EP [I¥IME N 0.4860, /T UL = ARG SR, TiBA A [E & 5 g
T AL B R IR R R 2 e S, e FUE T R AR R IR R AT AR A i Bt A . DL
ZERINIE T AR 2.

Table 9. Estimation of the nonlinear impact of environmental performance on financing cost

9. IR RIINT Aot SR AR AL MR T4

157 2% R % Flu A HR AR R % pi A
@ ) 3 ) ®) (6)
oLS FE GMM oLS FE GMM
EP 0.041 0.100" 0.921 0.129™ 0.079™ 0.053™
(1.07) (1.74) (0.29) (9.30) (6.31) (3.71)
EPsq -0.049 -0.103" -1.172 -0.091™" -0.052"" -0.033"
(-1.30) (-1.90) (-0.37) (-6.77) (-4.41) (-2.51)
scale 0.008™ -0.008 0.101 0.016™ 0.007™ 0.005
(2.26) (-0.81) (0.35) (12.42) (2.66) (0.97)
fl 0.001™ -0.000 -0.003 -0.000™ -0.000 0.000
(2.63) (-0.39) (-0.60) (-2.02) (-0.52) (0.12)
prof -0.002" -0.002™" -0.003 0.000™ 0.000™ 0.000"
(-2.53) (-2.64) (-0.73) (3.47) (3.27) (1.66)
Grow 0.000 0.000™ -0.001 0.000™ 0.000™ 0.000
(1.63) (2.14) (-0.29) (2.48) (2.37) (1.56)
Ipr -0.000 -0.000 -0.143
(-0.10) (-0.03) (-0.39)
L.DFC -0.322
(-1.15)
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Continued
herf -0.000 0.000 -0.000
(-0.06) (0.40) (-0.74)
ssr -0.002 -0.002 -0.006"
(-0.79) (-0.76) CL1.77)
bm -0.016™ -0.018™ -0.017"
(-3.16) (-2.98) L1.77)
L.EFC -0.302™"
(-8.84)

A FSPOACHEIE, *. x5 AEKLE 0.10. 0.05. 0.01 KR,
Bl kIR AEFARIERE AL E statal5.0 AR FR TR

MRS RA KN RE R SRR AE R A 5K, ADZEE YR EA Sl A E A L, e
PR 2B A% E 2 . BT AI) BUR SR, IR AR SEUE 2 M okt Ak BT A BUE BTN\ RS T

[9] [15]o ASHEB73Re Aok A% 6 E A 5 FE B A 1R ik,

FH o AT BT S5 RBIZRT 4 10

Table 10. Regression estimation of the impact of the environmental performance of state-owned enterprises and non-state-owned

enterprises on financing cost

# 10. EASFEREWIMERI R B R A mA R IT4ER

157 25 R % pu A JEAS i % A
@ ) ©)) 4 ®) (6) ™ ®
EEA EEA EES) ik S EEA EEA EH ik S
EP -0.009™" -0.020 0.006 0.321" 0.029™ 0.055™" 0.017™ 0.108™
(-3.60) (-0.48) (0.87) (2.34) (10.25) (3.61) (4.68) (4.97)
EPsq 0.011 -0.307"™ -0.025" -0.089™"
(0.27) (-2.37) (-1.76) (-4.27)
N 2411 2411 1219 1219 2411 2411 1219 1219
r2 0.020 0.021 0.119 0.129 0.105 0.106 0.047 0.064
F 5.695 7.607 1.819 2.667 18.981 16.983 5.311 7.189

W FBEFACGIE, > ** o RIACELE 0,100 0.05. 0.01 KTFRE. HHIERLE RARIIR,
Bl kIR AEFARIERE AL E statal5.0 AR FR TR .

ML 10 ATHN, BRI EON TSR BT AR, H—, HAIQ)MBIG)ER T A, HEAAIMA
WL RIF I EPsq I, AEEA Ak EP RECRE N, MEA M EP RECKEE, BHEHEES Mk
PAE R E 7 53 55 b 0% RS 1) 58 25 Sl s, 5 S BR 3b — 25, T LA Vs AN B L B
MELF()FFN(A) LRI, MR EPsq &, AEEA LK EP A1 EPsq REGIAEZE, EA ML
EP 1 EPsq & H NI TE 5% 7KV T i35 A F o U6 B G A PR B SRR FA5 55 Al 8 OARAEAE “f5] U7 BU5Y
ma, AR EA AR AR MR R . g i 5% 3a iEAE 3. SR, i EER
R R I FUB AT ACE T 48, HOEXME D 0.4607, I 58y 0.5228, 60 b [ & 5 YeqT\E 4 F
2\ PRI CHEA I ST, (AR — P s

MR R BN B AR, PRI RS B, WELIG)MBI(NE R LN, EE5EE
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BRI AR ZE AT, BHSaFEAMFRIRS . 0 WEF(6)FFI(8)4 Kl A, fillf
HERIL(EP) REUIAE 1%7KF T 2.3 NIk, Wi PR EE R I 77 Tl (EPsq) ¥y 22 B0 24 2.3 S £t o bR G T HE T
A 5 HEEAG R B0 R R Bt s A T i “f3 U7 RGP 28—, Pt EANE T
AT AN EERILRIE A S HPRKF 1S, JEEA LR EP ¥1E 8 0.4988, ik T il Sk
1.1; EHALE EP ¥IME N 0.4607, TMETHIG /K 0.6067. 1 B EA F1TEE A A5 R I K FAT
AT ecE X e A, HAREE TS EORE, BUERT SR 4.

3.6. REMHRE

NI RIFSENE, WA BERIUIRIR PP R R S FEAR A AT B, SR bn I BRI
WEVE NS R AR B (LR EP3). X EFEAR AT, SR AR 11 frox. 51O MAG T4
REATH BRI, B R AR R B AR AS IR HE A ARZR IR RN 45 R b 1 2 AR B R AT S A i 2
BERRREAA . X3 VA i 22 57 Ja IS THES SR U0 12 P, B iR A & ) i) 0 BEAS AR ZR 1 519
SR S HTSCRA S REEA —HL,

Table 11. Results of full sample robustness test after replacing the explanatory variable

=11 BRERTERNSHARBERNLE

157 5% R % plu A JEAS R % B A
L] ARL b [ 19 L] ARL k[ 5

EP3 -0.006" 0.096" 0.026™ 0.076™
(-1.86) (1.69) (11.63) (6.18)

EP3sq -0.100" -0.048™"
(-1.86) (-4.13)
N 3630 3630 3630 3630
r2 0.068 0.071 0.080 0.084
F 2.193 2.802 21.314 20.541

e FESHACGEIE, *. **, o RRELE 0,10, 0.05. 0.01 KT, A& K B RASR .

Table 12. Results of sample-subdivided robustness test after replacing the explanatory variable

12, BRERTERNOHARBERNER

157 5% R % plu A JEAS i 8 A
EEA ik S EEA ik S
EP3 -0.020 0.307™ 0.050™" 0.106™
(-0.50) (2.28) (3.38) (5.01)
EP3sq 0.011 -0.294"™ -0.020 -0.086™"
(0.29) (-2.31) (-1.41) (-4.24)
N 2411 1219 2411 1219
r2 0.021 0.129 0.107 0.066
F 7.769 2526 17.149 7.459

e FESHRCGEIE, *. **, o RRELE 0,100 0.05. 0.01 KT R, FhlAs & K w B RASR .

AR AR F IR A LR statal5.0 BAFALELFIAT
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BB, ASOFEARRIATIREE, SIFR 5% 5 FAE Ja SO FEABEAT A 0 M. BRI AR ]
HEE R MAIRT 4 13 3 14 e SEISON ORI, SRR T RERT 5 28 AR R AR S AR
e, BT AE R AR .

Table 13. Results of full sample robustness test after eliminating 5% outliers

% 13. Bl SHRHERN B AR SR

5 AR A JEAL Rl 5 LA
2GR JELR PR A S HEE JELR PR A
EP —0.005 0.106" 0.026™ 0.078™"
(-1.63) (1.85) (11.42) (6.23)
EPsq -0.107" -0.051™"
(-1.99) (-4.28)
N 3449 3449 3449 3449
r2 0.078 0.081 0.083 0.088
F 4.493 5.716 21.175 20.520
E: FESHENUE, *. v, PREAE 0,10, 0.05. 0.01 KT R, a8 %W Boiss BARTIR.
Table 14. Results of sample-subdivided robustness test after eliminating 5% outliers
= 14. Gk s R BEEEN I HEARTEMERNER
5 AR A JEAL Rl A
EIEEEe) H#H FEEE E3ke)
ep2 -0.023 0.323" 0.054™ 0.106™
(-0.58) (2.35) (3.56) (4.95)
epsq 0.016 -0.310™ -0.023 -0.087™"
(0.42) (-2.38) (-1.63) (-4.25)
N 2238 1211 2238 1211
r2 0.113 0.130 0.115 0.064
F 31.319 2.679 18.108 7.231

W FESORLE, *. . RFELE 010, 0.05. 0.01 /KR, Pl AR B R g SRR AR .
AR AF H AR ARIEE statal5.0 AL .

4. B ERR
4.1. &ip

SR LR B EAE R Ho—, W BT IAE BT R R, A IABE RIS FL A5 55 R Bt A
A EE AR, SILBBER RAE AR E . L, SRR IR S R R I, AL IABER I
LA G AL “ 18] U7 RS, E D IABERIUKCF BRI, PAER A7) B3 v 2 1 e b
A, AIBERBUKCT TR € BME G, 1590 (3G HIRE e 0 25 P IR A R B A o DX 70l P A7
Ja s AREA A R IAT 75 HA5E 55 Bl BE AR IR 35 SRR A OGSC 2R, T A A M RS 2 30 %o
H AR BT RAAAE “f8] U7 R ARLE ST . AREAT Al A AT Ao A SR H AL Bl 5t sA L 17
FE A8 U7 R ARZAE RS, (EAR L A b T 5 Al A A B R B A O P15 2 I ) SR B
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4.2. EBRRBR

1) AL MV IR BCRIE A S 5 o 25 1175 PR CRAR T PR o) b ] B3R CRIE RS R L, A Abalb 34
TRAT NSNS 0 5 W i3 A e . [N & K0 HEsh 2t Rl e mg 1 € 57 <2, 51 S S E bl
PR 2R it i, ORI RIE R 728 SREHNEM, ik “SOem” MRS
PR

2) fnsmEAr NI B . ANENAEZRGE . s HIAERER A E 7 B B K K el
bre. WKEHHZ . PIBURFIRIERE T, @l sttt . K0 UAR BT 5 T A s B A 5 4 7= B
o, REEZRESCAL “HEATE” o (RN 7 AP BT B R AE, Ak AT R AT fR 22 5],
REOIR R, A BRI AR A B A A 407 R B

3) TE MBI . MR EM ST, N CEMSERALI S5 TEFbR MR R B, R Ak IA T
RIE BMN NI AL EAR A R 2, FRARBBRG,  [FII e B8 DA (3038 AV SR TH 0 A R B B
Mo X ARME, NEEmBNS 5B MRS E IR RIABTE Y RV =T 0
&, RS EBES E—EB0R. 2. SRR RIEN R, JF 5 b 7 A5 SIS,
Pl D E AR S AR S BUR 58 XU
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