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Abstract: Does the implementation of corporate social responsibility (CSR) contribute to
the assets of a firm or does it increase expenditures? This issue remains a practical
management issue of considerable importance to managers. This study performed a
literature review and explored the relationship between CSR announcements and
abnormal stock returns among companies listed in Taiwan. The research framework was
based on resource-based theory, legitimacy theory, and prospect theory. Our empirical
results revealed a significantly positive (negative) relationship between positive
(negative) announcements regarding CSR event and abnormal stock returns. In addition,
the impact level of the negative events was greater than that of the positive events. These
findings provide a reference for investors as well as for managers in the development of a
CSR strategy.
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& ¥4+ ¢ § 1= (corporate social responsibility, CSR) 3&R3L2 4= » ¢ $i4= 1 21
LEfEEYRBNT - RE bo iy 2 L5 hRFE P HH D PR
B2k o T 2 0 "f TR A AR E SR LR~ ¢ (Friedman, 1970) -
¥R EARTEY ?]T AR AT JUT B R A ARALZ AR 0 BEF P B
WAL g R s E R RS AL R R FEZ £ ZA RS (triple bottom

line) = & CSR Wwg g f]F B % 4 ¢ 1 Hp & (Hart and Milstein, 2003; Jose
and Lee, 2007)° Am » B3P M2 B EF R 75T e CSREZRA T Aixx 4 8
(Visser, 2008 ) > © B3 B 357 T 5 AP M x4 ROREE 0 R B ¢ R TR R 5
ER= IR uf—{gfq‘-_ﬁ T8 ARG R ? A5 MALE S IRE B BN ALt b Chapple
and Moon (2005)¥ Arya and Zhang (2009)~ 45 1 » d * 4R BEHR E 2 L L & o i
LAy %7 MATRCARFOCSRARAUEFAT > M AR RBE7 - RaOFES
e
B EFAE T RS R R MR L 2 gk 0 4R Il ] R
(altruistic liability view )> 12 2 ¥ £1i¢ " 4c % (& 05 & L2 (value-adding asset view )
% # it ( Dowell, Hart, and Yeung, 2000; Chen, Patten, and Roberts, 2008 ) - i’ BB %
P EREEREREL M G e M RN E MRS Y AEE - RS ”m(eg Lee,
2008; Husted and Allen, 2007; Orlitzky, Schmidt, and Rynes, 2003 ) » t+_ AL W
MG LA L BATRSAR L ¥R IE—’:}%‘??’}J LT AR D8 B CSR o
MFEHASHLIRED SR AL RM R > SBFT AT *%Eﬂiﬁ Ay
E L TSR N (A 2011 ) BB EEET & MhaES D 5
FFA R CSRELZFN > X HFLMOEFRGETHF RALG R FHEME
IB, 0 pL ”'FK%Q Arhf i e E BL o
Fherds A TR SETADFRFTARCSREE AL £ 25 5o $2
?’77&?1"”'3”‘ TEL&ETHE e > TRpw e R ;_CSR?L;J% » e AP ¥
TOAHEEBETETAALT AT FTRF S A 2R L FEST P4 L (Arya
and Zhang, 2009; Dhaliwal, Li, Tsang, and Yang, 2011; Dhaliwal, Radhakrishnan, Tsang,
and Yang,2012) ; 2 ¢ BH R FERHF° IR RBEFRES%HR 2 k> » ER
EFELTLEFT R T R B FOCSRYP L ERA %‘f—‘ﬁﬁi?ﬁ%@%ﬁ ? B 75 B CSR
HRE B BRI AR LT Lo p o RTEF FHFT AT L AAg e Bgd
B bldr B AR BRI BT ABRD MR TS R (RRT 2
B4 02007) o AWM SEFTADFLFATHEE > FEGATES %% T > CSR
ﬁﬂ?*f@@ﬁﬁé%’ﬁ?ﬁﬂﬁ?ﬂﬂ*ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ°&?%§ﬂ%a’
FIP 3 L3eskt2010£37 2% 5 B g FAL € § T o F] 5 X $|2009F £ f /s vib (e
FoNZFEREEMAET Eﬁi’fﬂ;}:ﬁ o~ BATCSRA G AT > ¢ 35k FT R ~ &

El ‘§$
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%%E‘ﬁwii’”iﬁﬁ&%ﬁﬂiﬁﬁ’%@%'ﬁ#ﬁ;ﬁ%g BEA
ERFEwFErgood 7% (F8 2 EE R 2010) LA LELFRRF
PP £ EH A FICSR Tl b B Al h O iEd & X F 2 F 4 hg oo
MmoAAr IR EN T FET T2 fFEELTRBEFAHIEDCSREE 07
LEFF - APREFR > R FEFL KRS EZOEF o AT T L
B A ,"El.-%’;‘ﬁ:%rg;ﬂ'—ﬁ RERFAHEFAETEFR TG - ¥ IF3 £ F

B~ o e g R B

- AP EEAE TR E

HEF &34 R  FIRNFERE L F L REEFHEAEF E > 15
Az B~ @ 5. 2001 ﬁ@& E AR L R € (
Communities ) 3 # [ RAEF M £ 4L ¢ F T 2% ﬁ J}i %2 (Green Paper: Promoting a
European Framework for Corporate Social Responsibility ) ;> 5 24731 % B ¢ B B 7ie
EEZAERE DK G Fﬁ/ﬁ%#‘lﬁ;CSRﬁi%‘; » @ 7 g CSR ehp % ~ CSR 4p B e
FCZ CSR R GARFE2ZB % 2002 2B EeMFE 52 T L ERB oL
¢ 7 = (Corporate Environmental and Social Responsibility and Accountability ) ; = %
( Getindamar and Husoy, 2007) > @ & J < 5% & ¥ ¢ (World Business Council for
Sustainable Development) ~ #% & 2 3§ 4% 4 #s CSR » & J1 % CSR § 7438 iFehip %
BREZEZ-TTELR BEFEARA FERTHL2NEARNELFE DR
Wg& WA G s g EAEF IS RePPe (U 2011)
PRI CSRIPE T SHFLERERARERANEREL P g L2 8
B2 aREH S BERFELF 4 o 2Y ey fiipdad B & ¥ BB A
ELBBAHA P CEF R > T FERSFTHCSR RFE S FF 2R FY
FICSRFVWA A » ¢35 TR CSRE ST X7 & 03 TOP 50 - i% Liesad 4
FACE CSR# 7 t1 OEKOM sigmi fE € B P~ A E (T sien d B & F4p50
AR g A g F O EER R R R Y R £ A M o
A SRR BB G AR BT RS E ‘ﬁl‘ﬁﬁﬁiﬁé~ﬁa
MRS TRB S o p 2005 EACTEF LH I 07 RALPEHE AR -BAY
BERBEEI R AT S I REF - FLE A FEMELRERS

ommission of the European

izl s 0% TR A CSRE |5 @ 50 R 5> CSReMF AR e Hpeiv
oY eiké X RAREETRT @ FED 6 PP S o T 2012 20 %

A REERE AAFMR  RR L KTHAAR C 2EREIT < wn] s TR
s o ¥ob oy TR T p 2007 & B 4s o 54 B E WA - OECD ~ £ Wi
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At EcE G M CSR B Fh RS2 o 0 T 2P s T E R T
O NTHRBEE e Age  FENT AT EEL3TOPS0 | 2. S8k b Eo
RS F‘T_‘E‘ﬁigngj Bz afadp R T fERE A FH
TR R HE 1R T RETCHAZTEF G, o8 TALE S8 Rl
ERF O FTRESFELEES R O TREFE  LEDLLELE
£F G EMp R o

% @ > Hamann (2006)+ % 23 » CSRAATE GAMET 4 i ¥ L p B L4
KFE > F a3 EEE s ks > Tt 20028 5RO T £k
B dotn et £ %7 f2CSR2 R 3 B :L%‘L J “ﬁ? == % B & #4551 (OECD Guidelines for
Multinational Enterprises ) * < 3ik & ¥4 (7 %4 b > » FFEFT i g >
Blde s FE ¢ 3t2010& 127 29 P qﬁﬁfﬁ& r2010;;: AP FHE —FF L iﬁ—ﬁ ',;1’“ =
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BEREE ) ARG RLERERA LY A FRRFATAFFELR 4 &
20064 #-§ iyg%&@%@ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ’wﬁ+@%ﬂJﬁ%&ﬁ%i%%
EREhmaffd > @&- HBCSRIFE B £nfrff8 o ¥ 307 Y@

WARAARBETL EF1IXE R 22 BREL 2R ﬂ@’é#da‘%%iﬁiﬁ
EAEMBTEND ABE A FIMBE 0 L F ML f BN AT % el
FREEFASLNOBFEFIP2ZAPEANL > T d ATR LM IPE -

= ‘?’&Eﬁg%‘iﬁﬁ#ﬁ}_g-ﬁ-gz TAES PR

Penrose (1959)3 5k & ¥ & & PfIiE » 72 W& 45 RARNT R L 724 7 >l

* T RenfpiEac 4 o gt e > Wernerfelt (1984)4t 5 Penrose e 8L > i& @ 2 B d 30
& R g2 TR AA#BEEL (resource-based view, RBV ) » 2 58 2 @ & i ek R A
MNPy L e AHED P PIRE G b TR AL RR o T2
g sagid o ¥ ¢b > Barney (1991)3 5 £ # g s B4 2 #r1ua 56%?? Ao 2 FEE
#35 £ 712 (heterogeneity ) ~ # ¥ #% & % (immobility ) 13 ik > 11 2 38> FihieT
% & (value) ~ ﬁ%-"/‘ (rare) ~ 2 ¥ = > # # (imperfectly imitable ) ~ # 7 B~ &
( non-substitutable ) % 3 & o A >t % i F R A # 32 % BLEL > Surroca, Tribo, and
Waddock (2010): 3% % i CSR ehzdir o l’}'\né Foa BTG RE ?f@lrﬁfﬁ?
o R RN F R DANFT IR e RREM A TR ﬁ»;&&w‘h}” R LE o
PR EAFTRT RS LRT A DR T B B GlAor B AIRTE - B RAT
e plE i 4 o A Rkt e R el R F A T o

& iiﬂﬂ;i’ i ii—”ﬁ B st 8 (Thomson and Heron, 2006 ) » 2% 7 % hf £ # % ¥
BEASLTRO TR REIHEY ITTREEN X L REALITESLRDRR
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Ea A SERREEF o554 &4 813 (Shrivastava, 1995; Hart, 1995;
McWilliams and Siegel, 2001 ) < & v igdt AIATE 42 A chec & - & B & $00 o ¥
e REANFESS A FPT LA S G RE
Fobo g ERFORA Y CSR A 1 AldAt € P45 0 Bt L 8 Rae b
CRIZAREN T M AL FM %2 1 & (e.g Brown and Dacin, 1997; Turban and
Greemng, 1997) 5 d *rask adrenf 3 M ik 4 F i 4 £ - f823 SR F TR}
BTl T AL BRAlR B g X f s %%‘L (Husted and Allen, 2007,
Russo and Fouts, 1997) o FRm o ¥ - m?,;—*‘ FNAFAK NG AITBERE
CSR 4 # s il ™ » ¥ 7 i kP35 b chw i flog > — BT 2F LY B LT AT
FIRTF REEREDRS > e HFEY T FR WEE"{'H—FE"*%F%“ﬁ?ﬁ%%
PR ER P FRY DGR A R ﬁ JaAt € & ATehpc L T e 4F 3k (Child and
Tsai, 2005; Hoskisson, Eden, Lau, and Wright, 2000; Hoffman, 1999 ) - ¥ - &% J& i v%
TEANEFREOT R A K Y RE L E P 2 F AH R Y BE (fistmove
advantage ) H1 E P s % A N FRE LR E 0 Fa i}”%ﬁﬁ’féﬁ%lﬁ CSR #75¢
i 2. {7 (Bansal and Roth, 2000; Mahon, 2002; Bansal and Hunter, 2003 ) - Arya and
Zhang (2009)12 3 2R SR A T RE > PRI PHEFCSR Adeng ¥ > B L
FPFREI T CSR AR EL M Frae bl TAFHI 2L FT 45
Wi T CSR 7> g A2 7 ABE F BE ) ik
MR EL L *“'mrz?ﬁi‘*’f#’/!&f%ﬁ?”i EA1jmsi PRI RE S
AT I 5 ) ﬂﬂfﬁmﬂwmpifqu R BB ARG 0k o
Ra > BITRESERAERLER G NP S JRIFE @ ?'E'f;]z'u/ﬁf_i&m )
DEEERELE LG SERET %’5‘\5‘—{ # CSREERTH LA o & 5 #RT
EARBERST > CSRifidfied pypride 2 EIFE o kyp T
I BB B LA B FATAAEENET 0 - 2 € BiED g sl
¥ 3 ;ﬁujéﬁ’»z % ¥ - 2 5k (Spence, 1973) » £ ¥4 ¢ § EE 0 ¢ CSR
FlEd o LeRFIFLRBEETE{ SAE F EOnEl ) BP B L R
ﬂﬁ%ﬁmﬁﬁﬁé’k%ﬁﬁﬁﬁdih‘ﬁiﬁﬁ*gbﬂﬁmv$@J
B PR EE D #L PR
RN [ —%ﬁ,g{ewt Mg RERT FE 4 ﬁ#« CSR {78 ¢
I # g3 4v (Arya and Zhang, 2009 ) o G40 ‘73‘;:%-)\ R VT EE TR E N %
A I TP S BN S S I A A ’IK%??&%@
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A REERT
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IEL@% TR A2 CSRAWBE LN 4 » 4 W T’Liii-f‘-f: £ F7 e o B e
AT BR KR BA R D ST ATAE S o

Fetit o % CSR P $0k 7 3 T 47 CSR 4R & H 4 5 45 ¢ 10 5 224

TG4 NG R T M RS T AN P B AL [ F kS
¥ € e sdz /i (Baum and Wally, 2003; Henderson and Cockburn, 1994) » #@ 3 i
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e A3 MR 4 F Reanlbaric 4 (Mahon, 2002; Oliver and Holzinger, 2008) < i&
BT R A B RSAR R R R > 2 R ARE F P Y 2
BAFF 3R E 37 FRLREZI 2O DT IR FN T LEREERE D
#4 B4 (Dutta, Zbaracki, and Bergen, 2003; Vorhies and Morgan, 2005 ) ¢t #F » & #
Fac - A AFTCSRE P FH 4 5o 2R FaER T HHET RhORL EL R
RREFTAAS FELEAE T EAH L AR X R EEA RS
e B ¥ g i se (Byus, Deis, and Ouyang, 2010) AR IR Sy N I
F (R Esic 2011 ) P o #RF A PCSR R EiT- & & 4 4k

(=

¥R AsRA FSMERLNMEES hi TR EBE B BEY 4 B an
CFERFAEFE TEFLVHE ARy B Fla Bk y L #
FAFPHFHCSRAB, P ERAIP S A8p AN GFH BT 4R L Fla @ F4F

9

AARKRARE AN PR FE B T2 0 fEMCSREAT 2 48 F booniy =
o g o itm A4 LB F AR o T 0 A DB AT

Hl 't CSREZAR Lz 4 § AL HF LS L ahE ¥ IRp o

ZERPEE A EFEEFET R ARG
£ 152 % (legitimacy theory) i % P47+ a4 ok » Luwshi 5y o s
MERETHEFA GG RIEE > P ALNER c EPALEHAR L LN NS

FAHagE > v R A é ;% 1+ (social legitimacy ) h#& # + ( Shocker and
Sethi, 1974) « % £ £ np 5~ ¥ > NS FFLE BR € L Pnifh - RPF P
FEFRRES A FE m@mw%W(DMWMI%MOAm’ﬁiiﬁg%p
2
P

AR EFEG EEEE o RArE RN LR iy L R
ﬁ’“ﬁ%ﬁ &% 4k v (legitimacy gaps) (Sethi, 1979): #* &2 st v A 4 2
R FIR @ 45 1 (1)Ak g%m%&*ziﬁﬂﬁpjei% SR P RN R
2R (WartlckandMahon 1994) ; (2)4«l ¢ 4! 7—}«% el 8 e M i
ie ’I%”fm e R TR AR 0 A g B RS L (time lag)oDowhng and Pfeffer
(1975) 2 3 & ¥ % & S 3ir'/2' X ?23‘513’7‘9 PR HES Nk
* '“’”b**ﬁﬁ@waﬂﬂwz AR 5 R ﬁémrxﬁv DAL E L

B ke Raf > 289 % ;‘g%’gggma CETS I Y

T AP R R d Rdl Dpd T AL R BT Al AR
P-jis 7 8 (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983) » ﬁ}kr‘]_az]m 1997 & & f b J 4 (5 0 3 bt
SEEEEARD PSR RSB RN L PR AR o AU R
BRg o eI WG R BRI g R 0§ REF E R e ER S T
2 EFeRER> U EREEL2GYER BT AT Fp 1998 £ R - &
PAFHIARERE U ERBET VE BRIV ERERD B - T

R
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a11p&§@ﬂ¢%m@L¢ mv?QQEQLMKié%O&—QE$E%ﬂ
ARRFIREPITEFRE ~FFLER
Bt gy FH MR Hilr g
EEL O BERS I HAE L 2 E
RN TR ENRE FRER L

‘s

gV 34 o

2 FESplES ?%ﬁ&ﬁwﬁ,%az
WHRAL T AHEE 2o A F N AHE
R T AREE S 0 bl S
£ BPREAY [t R0 P RS A RT A L AR P
jhBenQ 2 @A kg R E A day o RARZ EOBFIEF L L AL L2 A
oo T 2 0 F £ EF A f 0 CSRE AN ARG HPERF > BERYE L
F AR v ey 0 H 3% AL € < Ronf li_ki’,ﬁ_‘?_'_:#é gk g EE P o R F Ak L
TR RARP % ro A A HAEY Y —‘F*f g BREZER ERL
( Damiano-Teixeira and Pompermayer, 2007 ) » Yamaguchi (2008)% Takeda and
Tomozawa (2008)2. 2 F ™R 7 F € ¥ E FHRBEITFV R LRA DD G f G DF
B PR EFFABRBFENEZTAT A A2 HF L) R ¥ P (Graddy
and Strickland, 2007 ) -

%ﬁ%ﬁv@%ﬁﬂ%iﬁﬁiﬁJ*%ﬂﬂf%M%%’{éiﬁ%ﬁ?u

—\1‘_3 F_L‘

FRAFs i1 RERSEM b 7T IR R B R A i
%> (Neu, Warsame, and Pedwell, 1998); ¥ d L F+ & R k5 » BELF 72 & 3
FTAD BHF A BFTL A (Dunfee 2003 ) H Ak ﬁ% LpE o 4 AR R AR R
AEFaPEERY AT R IHALE [0 mﬁmiﬁﬂ’ﬂﬁéiﬂﬁ?5%E
FRER e MWL NEBP RN AL E T B L o e R P I ERA R E g
& ;% 14 = (Patten, 1992; Deegan, Rankin, and Voght, 2000 ) > & 4% 5 4 & & F M § &
CSRAULEE » $0 £ LD G en¥dod ST RATH G »2 L7 ¢4

3% oh 2% B R B B e ‘e »u Fenfrds oo ﬁé_iﬁ/ﬁﬁ’ f @ 2+ (Neuetal., 1998) >
@ i éﬁ% ﬂ")‘la‘dvaﬁ.p 4? ’;ﬁ—'/’;bsfiﬁf w3 L a4 § (Arya and Zhang,
2009) > i@ FEFRE o iviumaﬁ,%T:

PP GCSRER L ALK EL [ nl Y dp o
T EHCSR T2 2 HIFT A2 2HFHORE

Kahneman and Tversky (1979)#% 1 & ¥ 323 (prospect theory ) » ¥ :2f3 3 4 @
Felmp&oeni g H4pd Ui &Sk (value function) fv T - 5 48 e S i
(decision weighting function) = f@#E4 > 14 ﬁi%:}k?‘ Rt S T L
FS A ExE? > AHA S E LS %K/’v\ P FFIRG ESEAF AR

2’ ﬁm/zﬁpﬁxﬁr/?pﬂ_ﬂ‘ag’hﬁ" \,:1}‘%4'45/:45“1;1& T /J ’
http /Iwww.twse.com.tw/ch/listed/governance/ecg_a03.php, accessed on September 3, 2010 °
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)5 6 (MLEERL diLg
TRy LA VA ERIE r%#xp%‘?*°

@ Tetlock (2007)4F 314548 7 22 3% r% BB 2 ATy BT PR H 8 3Rl

B F P (negative words) RIS R - Rag) BT AL &+%§ ERLDT BT g

FERE k2 4§ (trading Volume) POERF AR LR AR LR Y

ﬂ%é’% ﬁémeﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂmﬁéwﬂ@°¢w§%+p&wem’%é

S A R T A 5 1 %2 @ 2%+ (Antweiler and Frank, 2005; Baumeister,

Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, and Vohs, 2001; Rozin and Royzman, 2001 ) » ¥ ¢} » | %7£7 ;4

%32 3#% (judgment and decision maklng, JDM) = )*Jc‘T:}F, A AP AR TR PR
¥Fe€AL f o thil > “T NI f 6 FApHEF L (Ito, Larsen, Smith, and
Cacioppo, 1998; Kadous, Mercer, and Thayer 2009 ) -

FA AT FRT AR L EF L f 6 CSRECZ AL § o e BRFTR
Ak G RA K A e ER, P e i G %RiP%&~M& gREr &L
£ 6 CSR $EALPERAREL 287 REBYBH{rrdre AR EGL i
%é’ﬂ%@%%h?»%ﬂ#ﬂﬁhJ?%W&4§$w<’ivimw&w;%ﬂi

D fHCSREZ 7 23 5 CSRE 27 2 4B ¥R BL + o

FoFLR
- " FE3 R
R 1R A B BT o R BRI RS KT A2

Se i F s o ii p ml‘i#ﬁ?éffﬁ FoFEFAPEE LT AR R Y ¥E > Fla A
4 2 ¥ 3rp¥ (abnormal returns, AR) o d ** g Fa (F 2z 4 ) 72 ﬁi?ﬁ'iﬁ ¥
FRREFIITELTF MBI LY FH22%52000) FF B2 S TR
Be* 5 pAar s €3 F R 0P AT (eg Arya and Zhang, 2009; Chen,
Ganesan, and Liu, 2009; Carow, Heron, and Saxton, 2004 ) < ¥ & g * F 257 3
PERRIEL S el AR E i“@mil TETHFEHRDFRFTAFH L CSR ¥ Eehy £ %
EH A (FP) 2P ARDMAETE »&a FRAREHRY - £l (FFK) B F
S

LERL R ”‘*‘gpﬁjw*ﬁ {Q%ﬁ_—% Eoood AR B BRI E if;g@%ﬁrﬁ_‘;& F o B A
PEBYOFLGERFEMS > LFL 2 CSREFET L FRDIZOPER
ERAEFESREEAR S F ARG (AT EY A g TEL K
ERAAEFTESELLRDE F A LR G50 = 27 K7 H(pure)
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TEiAEF R mFE2RPT |, & TATEHaPRF |, > NpPtFp a2
# (noise) > #F7 7 305 23 22% 2 enl 3 H-4p 8 B2 | (market-adjusted returns
model) 1F % B ¥ 47 % et B 5 N fudiif £ A2 A5 -5 o 234 B % 0 FBDe Bondt
and Thaler (1985)2. 5% : AR, =(AR, —R,,)> £ ° » R K &is @ StpFBEadpp 5 >
FPFEL T BAR R 0 R S L F AT IR g R S R R

M 7}’ E ¥ 3Rf % (cumulative abnormal return, CAR) 7 #2328 FF eh® ¥ 4R 5 2

-,lrv o
FRRREEAER

iFfiﬁ&Cﬂiﬁi%ﬁﬁi@’MNWﬁANM&%TQ%Q%KP
50~2005-2010# % L p ¥it g F iz ERLELATH Y FRLRLIXT
Bk Lgeik o 2 E 2P Aok lorT oo é_émCSRir**f A5 0
2005/1/1-2010/8/31#p B & #4 2 2 2 2 > ¢ ¥ Fhfay FAHREE X 2L
NFR RS FHAGT R U2 AU d AR Fla @1 F B
S e AEATESMP R EE LA HRA TR ORLE 2R R
BB FE AP L2 E AL XS EFE Y o 02 2 A A4 e
LH N GARPARE LR -

m

% L CSR & p T & E SR TOP 50 p
ER 2005/06/01 - -
S 2006/05/01 - -
%= B 2007/05/01 LR 2007/03/14
o 2008/04/01 %= B 2008/03/26
¥ I 2009/03/01 ¥ = B 2009/02/25
E R 2010/03/01 ¥ 2010/07/28

ER RV SR E S

7 ME liﬁﬂmm TP RT AP EGE NP EFHEHNTREELE IR D
- p ¥ty 5 i (eg McNichols and Dravid, 1990; Banker , Das, and Datar, 1993;

3 HiFE XN 0P FEEMRY FLEE EF1EE LR TEELE Bl o FEpE F
TRk B F o ERBBESL WmﬁPigﬂafﬂiigwé#& pERIZITEX >
MARBET LG RAYREE R AL FIMAS SEATR SR K -

4%F¢?ﬂ£:$$%{*@%§i?ﬁ%%§ RN Y R N ?%&

SNXMuiP:%4¥?ﬁ$§§F%1 ERT R0 F M ﬁﬁ*ﬁ@w#

°ﬁ~¢z‘ SR R A R P O SR E ) F#E\%%’ﬁ

W -
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Arya and Zhang, 2009 ) & 5 #0L & B s PR LG FROLE FORKR TG Bk
Foseb AL EEG ﬁwi%im?’WHWQﬁkméﬁiﬁﬂiﬁﬁF
ik % R EETEHFEEARE L EAT R TR B F P AT T U (-2,12)
ZABFTEFTrREBRCSR 7 A% i

etk A B SET AT BCSRELZ 2 HRGEFEMORE S 20
SRR ST P RS SRS RCELE SRR RSN E ST
BANFRPFAETEPEA ) > PR BEFFETARSBIRSRT AL
F o7 it (Arya and Zhang, 2009) » ¥ ¢t > L@ d - 2P AE YT H @
Flbmihgat o &vi- Hdgl T R4EAPI% > bis T 6 CSRE # £223
B~ f % CSRE 2 £453B % 4 o

B.RpLL

- N EGR R A

22540 m(BRiﬂé*ﬁ%ﬁ’lﬁﬂ#$W(NU”£-ﬁiﬁﬂ?ﬂ
i (CAR) entsofe~ b4 ~ bl @2 b @ 39 kg ¢ p# ¥ 25%
FTRRFE-R YT REEOTIOEFEP U AFTIORF R 2 A
$ % (Day0) ¥ NEEEF hT 8 ’"#T’iﬁﬁ”’" FHF LJ_aifi?‘_%Bﬁ?Flﬁ%

A RS KEFTLP RS XTI EL PSR (Day+2) wLEE Y 0.77%
AT ER AR .

%23 545 CSREZ 244 TR FHFMUE AH TR FHFMTE
B BRL B EMEESE; R o gL PR E - X (Day+l) #EE L T

%22 T #CSR¥ 3 24 &4k szt

Day Variable N Mean Std. Min Max
Day -2 AR 223 0.0005 0.0185 -0.0626 0.0745
CAR 223 0.0005 0.0185 -0.0626 0.0745
Day -1 AR 223 0.0011 0.0205 -0.0741 0.0803
CAR 223 0.0015 0.0257 -0.0879 0.1055
Day 0 AR 223 0.0036 0.0237 -0.0896 0.0971
CAR 223 0.0053 0.0399 -0.1073 0.1795
Day +1 AR 223 0.0011 0.0174 -0.0804 0.0630
CAR 223 0.0064 0.0440 -0.1058 0.2059
Day +2 AR 223 0.0013 0.0247 -0.0795 0.2420

CAR 223 0.0077 0.0485 -0.0956 0.2325




186 ik g3+

SRR AN BETAL LR TR F R R 85
0.60% o dnfs > AT R AL RS 20 RFTHL AP 5-036%

Day Variable N Mean Std. Min Max
Day -2 AR 453 -0.0005 0.0321 -0.0784 0.1249
CAR 453 -0.0005 0.0321 -0.0784 0.1249
Day -1 AR 453 -0.0006 0.0341 -0.1397 0.1075
CAR 453 -0.0009 0.0494 -0.1531 0.1714
Day 0 AR 453 -0.0012 0.0511 -0.1274 0.8553
CAR 453 -0.0018 0.0745 -0.2218 0.8711
Day +1 AR 453 -0.0044 0.0291 -0.1115 0.0983
CAR 453 -0.0060 0.0808 -0.3235 0.7301
Day +2 AR 453 0.0022 0.0967 -0.1237 1.9388
CAR 453 -0.0036 0.1268 -0.3767 1.9272

Fif s A 4

Iy

(F)EHCSREZZ 2 HUAGREYIFMLEE

FAGIATBRERUGF DT LSS TOPSO, R <65
A% 2 (Day-2 1 Day+2) %5 T8 ¥ app 2 R T08 ¥ pensg i )
éz<4PanelA6?zr,,;g¢;$ CSRil »,,%i# (Day 0) % & 4 7 1 JE @
BHE B enTiol R - o bl EpgFaEm o iaT
CE TOPSOM@@%@ PégiLa fﬂwﬁ% P A 2 AW S A
Wl e 7 CSRF Rz 4 0 B F L AR SRS o FRART X FRPY D
AT ERNER T FRLFPE DR F TR TR § 540 & 4 Panel
AXN7FHF Day0 i Day 2 s BB k- L RAF I G enp ¥ g Fag e
SRR #7323 S
- AERTRAL i‘*géfiﬁ%J—%’F*T*?F?\%TOPSOJZ%%*%
AUt o ik 4Panel BY TR M TR AL EREF IR EANLLT
2 ey paidy - x (Day -2) )J-}u* LB E L D TR F AR b s F P
(Day 0) 2 ¢4 tseh%— p (Day+1)> ~ NIREF L 1 cnT 3o ¥4/ > L 4
BUABS MG o MR AT TR AERETESR DT LEF FAN S
HFAHEYET TRLEFRETER ) DL ERFLI G 72 T F BEF Faf
BEd e Rm o P 22 Pd% - p (Day+2) frimEF L f T HE YR
FEAHS R G F A AFT IR T AL LG CSRE L L FSE

y
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CER o ARBRATBE > 4 '——‘T-'i':?ﬂzﬁﬁﬁ?J (mean reversion ) 3R % o ¥ ¢ >
KA R AP kg d AT 2 F (Day-2 2 Day+2) g E Fls i %K
b mufw k2 FRATE AR G REEF-FKNE > AP
6% =2 (Day+2)- ,mf%i&afl WA G w3 I g Flpt o R TR YR
ﬁ”"" FEFRFT SR AR AR A L p ¥ - X (Day+l)> ¥
Jﬁms SR AT IR FAEE (1.83%)

% 4Panel CRIEF M M2 T g ¥ 2 TOPS0, EEALE 427 3 F BikiR
H% o A2 -2 4Panel B & Panel Ci2 (7 " pF g R faf>t T L ¥4 € 12
Foaam LA o BEHFT AN T AT g0 TOPS0 ) R L7 2 hF ik
APRE WAL PR E - p (Day+2) 1 A2 BHF L L ATHEFHEMERRH
TR AR e Ra o hE T AT A E RN TOPS0, E#E e 2 7 Fen gy st
0722 TR '9‘?-7r—‘§ P i EET A RGP B o (2 g M ELE SeniE Y
PHERFAHT AT A ELINTOPS0 ) EET L7 ESF B o B AR
TR FREPORR T FREAFRPIEFFT AR em B4 REFFET L
% = 2 (Day+2) 4 @E 3y kE o

%

W-H

#4 23 CSR¥EZZLHLGE ¥

EANE Day -2 Day -1 Day 0 Day +1 Day +2

Panel A - 77 7 v & # f #

T iaB k4R AR 0.0005  0.0011 0.0036™  0.0011 0.0013
(t-value) (0.42) 0.77)  (2.27) (0.92) (0.78)
Afp TRy CAR 0.0005  0.0015 0.0053" 0.0064"  0.0077"
4 (t-value) (0.42) (0.88)  (1.99) (2.19) (2.39)
Panel B < i¢ 2 4 £ 4 g 7 iz #
ToR AR AR 0.0064"  -0.0009 0.0080"  0.0045" -0.0079""
(t-value) (2.96)  (-0.37)  (2.54) (1.82) (-3.37)
TR ¥ CAR 0.0064"  0.0055" 0.0137° 0.0183""  0.0105
4 (t-value) (2.96) (1.86)  (2.80) (3.30) (1.78)

PanelC - = = £ #£ =5 TOP50

TR ¥ 4R AR -0.0022  0.0019  0.0015  -0.0005  0.0056
(t-value)  (-1.51)  (1.14)  (0.86)  (-0.44)  (2.70)

AfETR R CAR -0.0022  -0.0003  0.0014  0.0009  0.0065"

45 (t-value)  (-1.51)  (-0.15)  (0.45)  (0.26) (1.66)

sk Kok ok

U A SR A F] 1% ~ 5% 10% s R E R .
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SFherit > PR CSREEZAHMEL S FEF FTAR & 975 Lo A
P> CSRz £ % P (Day0) £ 4 ¥ 0 enB ¥4/ > 7t » Hi#rik & & CSRIE
AR EAAIHF L LB FEP BELF - F L wh L TR EEAREF I
e T2 T g4 22TOP50, B GCSREE g 42 %% MTHR TFLEEéF
T AL EPEXPTVHEEFLLAEFHEM 2 TX T £ E2TOPS0, B
,/"‘“ﬁ&t»ﬁJ—

SO O E

2isen% - % (Day+2)e @ > 3~ (2011) 122007& = 7 g% 25
TOPS0E #2307 @ 5 thd o A7 EE T 2 HRA2L B ¥R AL F K
B AL AERAFETHFRG - KPP R F] 0 G FH EEFRP2007E B FAL o d
%ﬁﬁ&é¥~fﬁﬁéﬁ’*“ﬂ*A?ﬁ%Eﬁﬁﬁﬁ A RE 2R

P EEHEFEARENTEZ OLE (R 2011) e % AT HFREE
2007-20104% & FAL o 32850 L RPN @ # F4 7  E feer’* P B HE A S S R
2P mG LR A AP THRAPR ERE T T £ F 2 ATOP

50 0 rder TRAGERBEF IR O MHRIFIELE P B AETRES
% P Capelle-Blancard and Couderc (2009) » 12 %2 Arya and Zhang (2009)2_ § 3% %

AP o Capelle—Blancard and Couderc (2009):}ﬂ 4> SRIdp #c (‘socially responsible
investing) ¥ 2 & A7 & (redefinition) § P > Eyp M SLiEBEEL » d >0 H B0 P
AKRE G mpEME TR V‘#;»?‘* P FIR RSP AL EWHF LT DR E
f e @ Arya and Zhang (2009)™4p > f EAL g T iEE L § AL RF PR E P o

(Z)F 5CSRE @2 28w & ¥ 42 B

A2 g ARPBI 2L % CSREZZ 2 2% »d & 5Panel A5 [ oAL§ ¥
BRAPTELETFR TR FHMPTAE R 25— p (Day+1) 4 & 54
FLp ok P RARF LG CSREZZZHUREFFMES FAN B> R
FFEAHPL o CSREEZZ L €5 uEF B gk o ¥ by A7 8- ) Bigit
FoEma ir AR A NS CHEREE X 2N TR 5
MR s a2 Eanreg.

d ** & 4 5 Panel C 7|7 F?m»-*ﬁ%q\gmCSR:z:Hé*f&wﬁ“t_fﬁ;l-
7 % 6% - X (Day +1)d L 308 #fﬁﬁ”‘ié enkg ¥ B ¥ SFpY Flt ¥ Aot i Panel
AT foRitfhi? > TR FHFPLETEZ 2P (Day+1)ié"%ﬁ%?$
R EES LRI XFTF LR 2 f o CSRECZETEE A7 40

A~

(419

~

&

)

=

Hod N TFRLLEL | S hoPHFAE AT BRI/ LA AL NAT
Fo2mE s TP e FEATNME > §ERVFRTAORT AR - #
T OEFAAFM g $m@aﬂ@%”i%*ﬁ¢%%?%i*?ﬂ’Mﬁ*
PO ATRF PG PR AR EREE S ARTHARTTAF O H TS
oo Fla ERTAATR %}“i%‘;’ﬂi"r‘a‘%ﬁ’*%mﬁp’m{&@—%ié_i%ﬁ%‘i

LA
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25 po CSRE#Z2LRGE¥p
FERIE Day-2 Day-1  DayO0 Day +1 ~ Day +2
PanelA © #77 f & 2K #
T o ¥ 2R AR -0.0005  -0.0006 -0.0012 -0.0044""  0.0022
(t-value) (-031)  (-0.36)  (-0.49) (-3.18) (0.48)
AAETER Y CAR -0.0005  -0.0009 -0.0018  -0.0061  -0.0036
R (t-value) (-0.31)  (-0.37)  (-0.53) (-1.59) (-0.61)
Panel B - £ = % % 2 f°48
TiaB f R AR 0.0039  0.0006 -0.0013  -0.0025  0.0026
(t-value) (1.33) (0.20)  (-0.45) (-0.93) (0.97)
AFETBEY CAR 0.0039  0.0049  0.0033 0.0009 0.0038
47 (t-value) (1.33) (0.97) (0.62) (0.15) (0.52)
Panel C -~ 77t =~ 2 A7 47
T3 f 4Fpe AR 0.0014  -0.0029  0.0005 -0.0061""  0.0069
(t-value) (0.57) (-1.12)  (0.10) (-3.00) (0.63)
A TR CAR 0.0014  -0.0013  -0.0005  -0.0067  0.0005
25 (t-value) (0.57) (-0.33)  (-0.08) (-0.99) (0.04)
Panel D - % 74 i# i* 47
T iaR f A AR -0.0068  -0.0008  0.0009  -0.0071  0.0033
(t-value) (-0.56)  (-0.19)  (0.10) (-0.80) (0.38)
A TER Y CAR -0.0068  -0.0076 -0.0074  -0.0150  -0.0117
4R (t-value) (-0.56)  (-0.63)  (-0.60) (-1.31) (-0.81)
Panel E -~ # # i£,2 & & R4
TiaB f R AR -0.0037  0.0013  -0.0029  -0.0032  -0.0028
(t-value) (-1.58) (0.48)  (-1.20) (-1.31) (-1.09)
LS TEF=I CAR -0.0037  -0.0024 -0.0049  -0.0077  -0.0103
45 (t-value) (-1.58)  (-0.64)  (-0.98) (-1.27) (-1.54)

R *A:\
5

Bk E R 1%~

5% 10%:n

A K -

?‘(;Ré\%F%\J rv‘HL
R J,—Ff]\z‘qhmlhi,g%%‘dj&w«
’ \;—FI‘{'—*‘}’?—%cll'éﬁﬁ,’ Tgﬁl?ﬁ&f‘ﬁg

B HDHEG TRk -
TRy e
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50t T2 ATE | ST A AR AR R L B E M e T o 5 i
Famgs 7 fEOFTRAEP R > ST LKL FaveF

B {4 > % 5Panel B ~ Panel D £? Panel E2. § % % ¥ ¥ » 2 hE TR ¥ 4%
pre TR WY A i?’%?'%h KE B RRFEH RER T 2L
FMARA A TR R AERRM X AL ] P F o k5 0 2 5360 CSR
A S A ﬁﬁﬁ“rﬁﬂz»fk&J}Hij%mj%mzﬁ P o

,?_H'“rii’u_“rpémi—ﬁﬂxﬂéf f% CSR ¥i2g2 ¢ullFlg2ii-p
(Day+1) 4 3 BF 5 p B AW I B - f 5 CSREEZ L AT
éﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁw,@ﬁﬁ%»i%,ﬁé’wwa?Amwermz%J“ﬁ%’

FEHEBEEHISET R e
(E)E3CSRE2z 242 aCSREE £ 27 35F RERVR

’“’*5‘1’*1“?@” f?ﬁli”’é‘ﬂ#ﬁﬁﬁm%* HE TIRLHETAHCSRE 27 2
'rﬁ};ﬁ%%i}ii Mo i %#ﬁiémCSR@'—J‘E%U’J#&%F}I@%E}‘;,{@;@T%‘A%'g
i CSRili*—é" BF AR AL EARES DR AR ERLT I HF
Al FEINES B R BK DR ES S A%ﬁﬁgf;ﬁd\ﬁﬂ%ﬂg@ggz bR
PI#&F 4 * Sattertheite t # 22 e T H T IoRL BT od £ G RLEET F
tote CSREEZLE 6 CSREZZ 2 TR F4pp -~ A ff T8 ¥ wp
TG H LT S ii‘l P ¥oid BB EORE S P f G CSR 3 2 s 500G B H98
¥B3%0 5 CSREEZ2HPEHEAR > £H AT 222429 (Day+2) B 2 %
F Tiag #fpﬁw ﬂlﬁl p=) #ggﬁm s 5 .—F&]zmi 1ok 4

T

i

26 % CSR¥E#z2% (6 CSRE 23742 AR(CAR)S ¥tiEcrhT iodal i

R HY kg Tk BBY ¥BEK TE pJR PE
Panel A - Day-2

AR| 0 453 0.0234  0.022 Equal 6.38 674 <.0001
1 223 0.0133  0.0128
Diff (0-1) 0.0102""

ICAR| 0 453 0.0234  0.0220 Equal 638 674 <.0001
1 223 0.0133  0.0128
Diff (0-1) 0.0102""

Panel B - Day-1

AR| 0 453 0.0240  0.0241 Equal 5.63 674 <.0001
1 223 0.0141  0.0148

Diff (0-1) 0.0099™"
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46 HHCSRE¥EMzL2}f d CSRE #3722 AR(CAR)S 18 chT o ()
Bk H Al Tiogk L Bk TE pd AR PE
ICAR| 0 453 0.0334  0.0363 Equal 6.07 674 <.0001
1 223 0.0177  0.0186
Diff (0-1) 0.0157""
Panel C - Day0
AR| 0 453 0.0249  0.0447 Equal 2.77 674 0.0058
1 223 0.0163  0.0175
Diff (0-1) 0.0086""
ICAR| 0 453 0.0439  0.0602 Equal 3.98 674 <.0001
1 223 0.0269  0.0299
Diff (0-1) 0.0170™"
Panel D - Day +1
AR| 0 453 0.0211  0.0205 Equal 5.83 674 <.0001
1 223 0.0124  0.0121
Diff (0-1) 0.0087""
ICAR| 0 453 0.0493  0.0642 Equal 3.98 674 <.0001
1 223 0.0312  0.0316
Diff (0-1) 0.0181""
Panel E - Day +2
AR| 0 453 0.0274  0.0928 Equal 2.08 674 0.0377
1 223 0.0143  0.0200
Diff (0-1) 0.01317
ICAR| 0 453 0.0604  0.1115 Equal 3.50 674 0.0005
1 223 0.0337  0.0357
Diff (0-1) 0.0268"""
L7570 w2 & B 1%,5%27 10% 0503 3 % K o
2. AL HR1REZEH CSREEF 2 2% > 0K5f 5 CSREEF 2 29
Frotd o AR REEFEBERZ > f o CSRE2 2 LRI 3 CSRE 27 £ 0 ¥
BHBA PR RL A FY e - R FPLEE EFLF o L REEE L
# TR iﬂmJﬁ’ﬁ?ﬁ?ir%%ﬁ*Jmﬁﬁ’ PR % e R A
FENESRERGR S AFRIE L A ALRL A LRGSR S
2B BAE RS ARG Y BT H LT e TRAHRFRELL A

3E o



192 % g3t

R Rk

(-)f HCSRE 2 TI0R ¥4 F R 1 5 CSRE 22 T158 Fipp

sl

AP Fae FAHE H CSR ¥ #ehF pAzR R 6 CSR ¥ 2 chF RAzR 5
Ao AT E-HFEHF A RDF LD f 5 CSREZ2Z THEFHMITRF
<% 3 g CSREE2 TR ¥R MR PIEF T4 To

d % 7PanelC T Ev¥ &> TR FHEMiis FRLEEFR AT 27
P (Day0) 2 His- p (Day+1)> f & CSRE 3 2 »rHRNTIHR § Fpv ¢
B0 H CSR T2z > f (BRiPﬁ%ﬁﬁibmﬁ’A%§¢é
-0.48%% -0.54% T30 f FIRFY o B AR THBE AP0 > F 22 L
(Day +1) 2 4= p (Day +2)> f & CSRF ek ff L3258 ¥ 45 g%ﬁ%‘ﬁl*“
Lo CSRER-2 f 5 CSREPHKFHTHA T 28¢5 +-1.25%% -1.14%
R AFTIER YR o Fndtit > f o CSREZZ 246 CSRELZ 2 HET
HOTHRAFHEPEAFIOEFHPEIRF AR 2 2T 2Ll p
(Day +1) 6%‘%3’_&5&* °

P
-
.

=1

E
&
- P

27 T CSREHZLZ} @ ¥ 27 22 AR(CAR)I 3ot

'S ! thafe Lok HFL %Pk TE pd iR PE
Panel A - Day-2

AR 0 453 -0.0005 0.0321 Equal -042 674  0.6723
1 223 0.0005 0.0185
Diff (0-1) -0.0010
CAR 0 453 -0.0005 0.0321  Equal -0.42 674  0.6723
1 223 0.0005 0.0185
Diff (0-1) -0.0010
Panel B - Day-1
AR 0 453 -0.0006  0.0341  Equal -0.65 674  0.5129
1 223 0.0011  0.0205
Diff (0-1) -0.0016
CAR 0 453 -0.0009 0.0494 Equal -0.68 674  0.4993
1 223 0.0015 0.0257

Diff (0-1) -0.0024
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27 23 CSRE“z 2445 CSRE©722 ARCAR)T sz & ()

'S i Tade Tiogk L %Pk TiE pdAR PE
Panel C - Day0

AR 0 453 -0.0012 0.0511 Unequal -1.66 671.93 0.0983
1 223 0.0036 0.0237
Diff (0-1) -0.0048°
CAR 0 453 -0.0018 0.0745 Equal -135 674 0.1788
1 223 0.0053 0.0399
Diff (0-1) -0.0072

Panel D - Day +1

AR 0 453 -0.0044 0.0291 Unequal -3.02 650.15 0.0026
1 223 0.0011 0.0174
Diff (0-1) -0.0054™"
CAR 0 453 -0.0061 0.0808 Unequal -2.60 667.55 0.0096
1 223 0.0064 0.0440
Diff (0-1) -0.0125™

Panel E - Day +2

AR 0 453 0.0022 0.0967 Equal 0.13 674  0.8939
1 223 0.0013  0.0246
Diff (0-1) 0.0008
CAR 0 453 -0.0036 0.1268 Unequal -1.67 644.54 0.0945
1 223 0.0077  0.0485
Diff (0-1) -0.0114°
L7570 £ B 1% ~ 5% 10%ihsit B 5 -k o

2. AP THIKXLEEG CSRERZ 229 0% 5 f 5 CSREZT 2 21
(= ) i 4 1

AR S TRMETVERT RS F A ERFERIE- HRE L
.4 Ti«#i’i"};%ﬂ?’*-é. Frux s wm-WENF PR T FERE I EER
A E 5 5 24 % #ic (Graves and Waddock, 1994; Ullman, 1985; Waddock and Graves,
1997; Davis and Kay, 1993; Zahra and Pearce, 1989) - &% 8 én [ #75 & i+ | i RFHCE
PowgR T e CSREE [ (CSRD) &2 A T 358 ¥ 4p¥ (CAR) T IAEF 5
& oenff o T -~ Bl (profitratio) $7% f# T35 8 ¥ SR R IRAF 5 & bl
ofeld g & CSREZ 2T - WIS h 3 8% I AF N HEFRE



58 AFRELH

. ST I % CSR ¥ TR f % CSR¥
5FE 8 X = BFEE mmzar Faad ¥FEMA de
Intercept  -0.0051 0.0261™"  0.0246" 0.0266™"  -0.0102 0.0425™" -0.0257 -0.0219 -0.0092
-0.91 4.93 2.46 4.29 -1.23 3.23 -1.55 -0.57 -0.79
(0.3625)  (<.0001)  (0.0144) (<.0001)  (0.2193) (0.0013) (0.1223) (0.5727)  (0.4307)
D1 -0.0001 0.0011 -0.0009 0.0020 -0.0007 0.0009 -0.0030 -0.0008 0.0011
-0.02 0.31 -0.14 0.50 -0.12 0.12 -0.27 -0.06 0.14
(0.9876)  (0.7551)  (0.8867) (0.6199)  (0.9072) (0.9049) (0.7861) (0.9563)  (0.8867)
D2 0.0009 0.0050 0.0074 0.0039 -0.0013 -0.0007 -0.0018 -0.0006 -0.0011
0.23 1.46 1.16 0.97 -0.23 -0.09 -0.17 -0.04 -0.13
(0.8207)  (0.1444)  (0.2471) (0.3326)  (0.8190) (0.9306) (0.8682) (0.9654)  (0.8936)
D3 -0.0015 0.0062° 0.0120° 0.0035 -0.0055 -0.0030 -0.0082 -0.0083 -0.0035
-0.38 1.81 1.88 0.87 -0.98 -0.39 -0.75 -0.58 -0.45
(0.7035)  (0.0708)  (0.0604) (0.3857)  (0.3271) (0.6950) (0.4538) (0.5631)  (0.6533)
D4 0.0008 0.0074™ 0.0041 0.0089™ -0.0026 -0.0002 -0.0000 -0.0049 -0.0064
0.20 2.13 0.65 2.19 -0.47 -0.03 -0.00 -0.35 -0.82
(0.8405)  (0.0331)  (0.5161) (0.0289)  (0.6377) (0.9766) (0.9972) (0.7308)  (0.4147)
CSRD 0.0108""
3.32
(0.0009)
CSRD’ -0.0013
profitratio -0.18

(0.8609)

A% i pe]



profitratio  0.0001”°  -0.0094"  -0.0096 -0.0074 0.0001" 0.0129 -0.0170™" 0.0071 0.0000"
2.05 218 -1.30 -1.39 1.82 1.51 -2.95 0.57 1.84

(0.0403)  (0.0293)  (0.1953) (0.1663)  (0.0682) (0.1325) (0.0033) (0.5717) (0.067)

dr 0.0047  -0.0331""  -0.0205 -0.0381™"  0.0117 -0.0068 0.0364" 0.1504™  -0.0067
0.82 -4.84 -1.65 -4.69 1.54 -0.53 2.29 4.70 -0.64

(0.4133)  (<.0001)  (0.1004) (<.0001)  (0.1231) (0.5974) (0.0220) (<.0001)  (0.5204)

empolyee  -0.0000  -0.0000""  -0.0000"  -0.0000""  0.0000 0.0000™ -0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
-1.65 -5.39 -2.47 -4.90 1.07 2.06 -0.45 1.18 1.34

(0.1000)  (<.0001)  (0.0140) (<.0001)  (0.2859) (0.0402) (0.6563) (0.2443)  (0.1801)

monitor 0.0001 -0.0009™"  -0.0008 0.0010™" 0.0007 -0.0035™" 0.0012 -0.0092" 0.0014
0.28 291 -1.29 2.70 0.94 -2.89 0.81 233 1.23
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