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WAL 2R xF ESG &2 M09 & 2, Bk ESG 1k & 40k B 69 \ESG i % 15 L X 4 \ESG & & B2 # &
E LA F T AR ESG & Ak a9 ], B b ESG R AL 4 ke K A 6 0 5 A
B FHESGRAATHARY KARXNESGPEATTHEL L A TRAABRNESGEER
W R B, B A ESG R A 4 H 3 L ESG & KR F A % B A& ESG 5 & 4 5 %k A AT 48 %
FERFE, KLESESGIRFNITH G ER Yz B ESG L H 5% %8 ESG I 569 K 4
#ESG 43089 B A Fuk A ESG KR 89 3 BB 5 o @ 69 AT R R R BAT 40 B 4 R B R RE
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XEiFESG LS FE THELRE ESGHHE

ESG (45 A4 A ) & — M B iU i E &, LR J ok B8 v — BN = T BE AL, DL L2
I JUAF A 35 E0GR (1) — K] ESG /) XU Az 3l , B8 205 % ESG 14 53 B8 FIHE 97 4 ) =i . 55
W ESG M 32 WA P B , 2% AR B0 ESG 1 5 58 AETE 75 5 5 28 6 1 78 5t — LR B (5, 38 2
5 ESG WF 78 S0k 1Y — A T2 5r o AR SO ESG i (1) 3 220 S A 5 R AT RS S A
P, DL vl 37 - S5 R 48 A 1 S T LS R IR A - i DL B R 1 A B A A R 3 S
ISR U A VR A () s X ] 1 ESG 5 S8 FIHE BT A B 58 AR A7 09 9 A 2%, DL P B ESG &
Ji 1) LR AT 5 RN BUR S R LA 4% 2 R 2

— ETFTMEEENESGEEENEE

FEESG iU, 1 B RARAR (1) 02 SO 35 I (8 3 £ B 6 ESG A B8P 1) J3 B8 R 5, Xt ESG
5% R T I ) e B R RN IR ZN O B AR . 75 3 ESG A B 100 15 2 X ESG A —Fh i (5 2107, B 75 /2 ESG
FIEME R LS540 B 0 AHSME A8 ESG R B T 4k B 1 A1#) % (Ramanna, 2020) , 7575 T &
ABYF 55 M (Lewis & Juravle,2010) , JfH¢ H G Ak oy 36 B 98 A 3= L (woke capitalism) (Rhodes,
2021). #5E ESG & MR M SA R L EX ESG 2862 , ESG 9B ME il & ML % firgt 2
HLHHED

(—)ESGx 4t B K E

ESG 5k H M RZ U Bt S5t S Ml B X R s A E L XY
Fl g5 AHOCHE E LAAIR I LL . ESG X 35 4k A& T Al At 23 52 AT X 35 A AR, LUK 2 B8 o R Al
FR AR A 45 2 E A H AW, A ESG 5 KR £5 f R ARG Ak H B9 AR IR 25, Rt ESG X T4
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HAEMFEALFTRABBLRESIA B K ENGEABZEFRRL”(208.ZD073); ¥ BALHAF KRB HAE XA
BB FHAEEZEEHERAERFRL(GQZD2023009); ¥ B A& H F A% Ko b FEALFHERAD , &
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T F SRS HA . ESG A 13X — Wi 5 P50 B OCF Al 4125 5348 1 DU IR K48 — Bk AH 2K, 7]
PLIA RS2 5T A0 R 1 I R i i Aol #E 25 T3 AT RO 35 0 5k R o s aE L g . S — IR
Frif 2 20 it 42 30—50 4E AR Berle 5 Dodd ¢ 48 B & Z T FTAL A R, H b Berle 76 418 (10 e 0] B B
— H XA A2 T AT o Berle(1931) 1Ay, A& B AUAUE ROAR 1 24BN BROAR (9 1 4 B2 8 T 3 At
Xﬂ”‘ikﬁ%*ﬂﬂ’]ﬂﬁn JIT A A W AL T3 A A o] i 8 20 250N Ry T A TREAR %) R 2 T A7 A A 2R AR
T34 8 2 X B AR M) i s A T, IR IO T BR A X A AR ST o Berle (1932) 78 % Dodd (1932) 2 Hi A9 4
b T EE AR A S AT A S R AT [E] R B IA A 3 — X HR B N & SE R, P U O A A A
8 P — 18 2 hy R AR W IBCRIAIE o AN 3, FE 30 IR K a8 (19 o #2 v, Berle 6 748 T A WL  IE B 19 )5
BrBt, 58 4332 T Dodd B A, B 58 42k R 4ol 4t & 54

B IR J2 20 22 60 4- 4R Berle 5 Manne 2 [1] 3¢ F 8L 2w /E H 8938 % , Manne X} Berle
P 0 BEAR S W) R BRI S TR U S E T T U . Manne(1962a) A2k, — J7 I, B B I AN A
FARAAE S ST RE ST, BB A AR I AR BT I ECRE R AN — By, 3 — T, A 7R BE
FUR T 3 b8 5 77 oK o vk DA = S B M 1 R D B AR TS 3, EWU{L\&?ET%%%E@O Manne
(1962b) BT J& 0 55, 4 Ml 4k 25 57 AT 45 2l > 28 Wi A ) RVIBORT 48 T 00 3 58, 1 T A e B B i 33 &2 0%, IR
R X A ok ZE AR AT 2 BT WS . H S, Manne — ELSE MR ff BH 52 % Aok 4t 25 5T .

B = WRA S S 20 142 70—80 44X Friedman 5 Drucker 2 [8] 6 T4k 4t &35 /E 5 A Fﬁ%%‘ﬁ?
Z ) 2E R B e , Friedman X 4l 4t 25 584 7 DL IR PR A . Friedman K 50 H T 3 28 5 900
%, %h?ﬂ?ﬁ Y 3 SR DA Al A i AR BRI 25 2 AP I B R A 2 T AT 1 0 2 U\*EZIKJ:
X H H 2 T AR SR A A DA R Al 7 F R 5 E— 1A S TR LR AE AT LA B RN IRVE
EI’J?E?”P%ﬂ?’F'J(Iﬂﬂijtﬂ:(Frledman 1962) . Friedman(1970) i — 4 i Al 4k 25 2 4T 502 2238 fn 4
M I 1) 2 45 18 W, B S Ok 2% 3 45 Oy Friedman 3 X, ﬁlEﬂjtiklﬁ'ﬁixJ\Eﬁdﬁfefﬁéﬂ‘/ﬁ@}ﬂfﬁfﬁ71"‘
SFSLAR AT SR (A TR TS T RE ML 2 W ER . 1989 4F Friedman 78 #252 (R 54+ & P8 ) 22 R Ui i) F-
UWHEH 13X —W A

VUK K8 J2: 2005 4F Mackey 55 Friedman ,Rodgers ¢ F )3 & - Beik 2 H #9958 , Friedman
Rodgers % Mackey(2005) 2 % Friedman 3= L8 1 0% 55 — AW s i 47 7 R i o Friedman(2005) &
FAEHLUL, “FRINH Mackey 56 T Al 2835 02— 4 35 19 B AL UL 2 S8 R R 17, WR Al B AE 7
B BT A BT AEN AR E IR R S i SR B TR . Ak — 2B R A R A AL
FiRE R S H W (2 SR B W FBE . Rodgers(2005) % Mackey 90 o5t #8471 1L 1F 745 B il
TS — X T Al ) 4 A OG5 B S /P4 1 IR I 7= 1) 2 7R 3R BOxT

Y R Al At 2 DR PUIR R A B B ESE , 2010 4F LUK ESG LR 8 5 RATE A SR A ZE L X
5 R 55 A0 #H £ LRITF Gt . ESG X # 4k B2 4 Friedman (1 2k, 4% Friedman 3 AR B 15 2 19
ok NN ESG SR LR MR 2 F AT AR FF G Ml AE Sy 28 T 20 SR i 20 2L A TR AE
FB 7R A e K AR B, B4l BR AT ESG #2325 4l B AR Fi Sz 91 & o Orlitzky (2015)3K 0,
Friedman % Ml 4125 5 AT AL DS A 248 32 B Al A 25 BT SRR IR A F oy (BB — X 1Y,
i 2 A HABSR A %% . Ramanna(2020) Ik K, Friedman(1970) $ H i9 “ A b 4t £ 54T 5l & EE 88 i Al
FE 0 18 W E 50 AF J5 AR SR BT, Al ) =l st R B, S B A A D At 23 i AR T 3 ) R
Bebchuk &. Tallarita(2020) £ 2 Xt Friedman F X #4740 & , NN IR 2 T I8 RE 98 5 48 B % 17 3¢
1o TEESG X & F K, ESG MRS H o3 55 A 32 SCAHSC I8 K B8 A 2o R A HL
HE 58210 /9 B R #7 (Padfield, 2023) o

(ZIESGXMEX X FHIEE

15 X X 55 (fiduciary duty ) & 52 6 AW H 32 25 AN A 19 X 55 (Sandberg, 2011) , B 52 48 A AE A
SR %‘Kﬁx%jﬂ,ﬁ\ o Nt i KR 25 IR 55 (Held , 2023) o #E R ZH0E R A5 LS5 2L
PG I A R SR A5 SO AR A S 55 RS 55 1 R B R 55 RN IE LS5 (Gary,
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2019) , Ho v m 5 55 FVHT R S5 SR MR B8 v B Ry B AR S 55, T A% O S P — ) 2 S50 Al 1
I 25 R, J 255 D00 B2 3R 27 HT N 205 S5 7 TR R

H AL S ST s sh 4 LUK ML A A B % B ESC RN E 515 X LS 2R EER —8—
BRI, RV 2 NI, 2005 4R 8k & [ 3R 45 2 4 Rl 8 L (UNEP FI) Z 4E Freshfields
Bruckhaus Deringer i #5545 i 4 il 19 “ Freshfields g & " O & e T ESG % 515 X X552 B rhR 1
7] (Sandberg, 2011) , 1Z M HIN K ESG 8% 515 X 55 76 K 2L 5 0L T #H— 2, {2 Sanders(2014) AN
X — 2518 e I T X ESG 396 115 A AR H0 451 32k (4 158052 , 0 S IR R B, RS 45 A A 45 R R B
1EESG #%% . fEI L I Z U5 N T 52 28 N1 X 55 5% 18 ESG B R AR 1 Z Ml A7
e 1h % (Lewis & Juravle, 2010) , 7 S0 S 55 0] B 4% 1A Ry 52 ESG #E ) 19 — 4> 4 5 T 04 V8 #E B 15
(Pollman, 2022) . 2015 4Bk A [ 71 54T 8 9% U (UNPRD 28 HLAS 76 (21 28 B0 15 L 55 ) ijah b s
FR,CEME L4 R) T X F ESGHE T 515 X X5 M4t B a5 U 5 & A B 5T LA ESG Y
B (Sullivan et al.,2015) ,fHEATHAIN ESG 78 B s s ME— R 2545 R R 2 . b TR ERE X
SUS5 R S W it ESG #8092 B AT, 2016 A6 [ £ 57 A1 45 ¢ J D0 RIIBG 75 6] B 58 28 4 A8 U A~
MU KA T — A AR H LI R XS ) I it h A i g5ie s E A X5 M
TR AEHE G S B AN 4 P4 ESG U (Sullivan et al., 2019) BT IR & FRIG G50 T 56 T ESG £ ¥%
55 US55 4R I A FAE SE B, 75 28 B 2 2 FE A ESG B AR 75 M 58 & (Schanzenbach &-
Sitkoff,2020) .

TEESG X #HE K, ESG #1524 1 iRt 5 BN 55 HoAl B Ay i fig b 8 i v , R IR G
SHHL, i T E— R3S R R RS S Rk . SRRl ESG 8% g B B 1 U ESG 4%
% SR M ()32 PP Bt — 2 A XU 1 L ES G 88 9% A9 XU 0 [0 42 H b 505 FE A A X LA A BRDCE , 3 5 1 o B4
BN, AS BRI L I S EOR . H L ESG RO W BRARE AR B fe s i DR, AU ESG
B GG X 55T, % B ESG K2 23 BURIE 2 95 46 57 A H (Martin, 2009) . — 262235 4100
L MR ZFEANF R ESG B &R IFAMATL R 2358575 (5 48 X 55 (Muir, 2022) , 2 />t J& #1255 (collateral
benefits) ESG $% % AN FF4 152 45 %5k (Schanzenbach &. Sitkoff, 2020) . Pollman(2022)ik K, # %40
B ZIAHALSZ 6 N ESG BB AR BT AR 5 RBORT 1t ELAETE PR A A Ry 25 JE G 46 [a] i 2 7E L 1 4 FH
b 2 )

(Z)ESCRREEHRAE XN

“HEME” (woke) fe AR IR T MREOBIE L J5 KSR 4 A4S R At 23 B RS 28 1IE ” (Thomason
&. Sitzmann,2023) o {HFEA K X —1l 9 & R T AL R FRAUE W E B 1L S AN IE I 28
Xof K A A L JER 36 ) RITIBSC T LE A A T e e 9 N (Rhodees, 2021) . BOR SE FRATY SR W] LARE FRAEHESE (0
PRAE X AN B 20k B g AL FI S 1545 7 (Warren, 2022) , i [ 28 [ R kE 2528 1F Bt 340 o e 3
W IH5 18 (Zavattaro &. Bearfield,2022) . Tt , Douthat(2018) & Y 4 H S BRHEA 3 "R IE 15 19 J2:
— BRI Al 42 32 HE 2B 1 A2 B BOA L O F FUE 201K & (Foss &. Klein, 2023) , % 8 H T4 4l 28
TES SR BUA S I AR AL G I i B R T A A 6 BE A 3% BSOS ERORE 2 S ] Y

H i o 2, B T B 32 SO SO — NI 7R B R JRRG 92 7 (liberal elites) 1 IE A 1Y " 302 32 A9 5832
Ait.

WA, FE O F ESG WY BFS Ok B o 2 PUB S AL REA 1k, ESG R — A 78 16 B 20 4 10 AT i
“HUAE S TIEES (Cort, 2023) o FELMRSFIR AR ESG [ X 35 B R, ESG SEZE |5 8 = A
14 30k (cancel culture) , I ESG H 2 —Fi 76 1E 8 BUIG U= 3 22 A0 50 58 18 1) i 25 33 AECRT BR 1 09 O
0, BN Hib 7 A B8 Al S AR AR S BT LB 7 (Green & Kishan, 2022) , H
K ESG YLK 36 B W AS 32 S0 A AT 75 BR A 0] G T R85 Bl 4k 25 KU T il K 109 52 ) 2% T 2
BEERYEAS X, B R R AR v B, 0 B 5 (Davison, 2022) , B g Al &5 4 Bk = 2 5 58 R BOA 9 0
WHHL 2 £ LB HLH 1 (Wright, 2023) , 58 8 9 A< 32 S5 30 REAR (9 ERTR 2% 76 11 3 4 3 IR R4
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MIAT o o IR, 55 ) 3 U PR ST UR IR A7 3 P A ok b 22 b ¥ ESG A0k At AT % IR 22 IR o i
A K B T2 0 SO R A i — B4y .

bR T B2 ESG 25 R BUR Ab , — 28 RO K ESG I 158 8 Yk % 7 (woke washing) [ 45
2NN HHFESG Al & AEAR R T I o B8 MR PR SR 4R Al 7 R S 5 B OG0 At 23 [, {H L S o
FFA 1 R H 53X — 75 B A — 3L (Sobande, 2020) , B B W& Al 3% % #1221 S H1 8 1T 4] 525
178 ESG AT #E NN, F 2 M E A TE BN AT R, 2 IR XS F5 B A 4 4 B - (socially-conscious)
132 3l , BT SR ESG UUBUR R PUE A B A Ry 2 4 o0 R BN BTG, 48 BT 1 J2 5 W e ¢ 1
— A R ) R 0 R U4 e v A R TR A S e A S ) R X B A A Ok 64k
A . (Fan,2023) , b 4k 78 S 56 & FR S i 20 30l B A N B 0 IF AN N X Rf (Foss & Klein,
2023), Vredenburg et al.(2020) b P73 Fl 5k 14 5l R 182 5 Ak 52 Bk sk B B9 A — Byt 2o £

“ETFTITEHEMEIMESGAMERH A

KTESGRE®/A M — H A 1, W02 ESG JOw # I T B3 B2 XF ESG #4741 H)
IR NE . ESG O H TR ESG 1 T H 3 SO0, 1 M s Btk (B 1% ESG 2 L B B 1Y gipt 2
H Y T B, A ATTHE T BE S5t ESG N BE I 2 4 Ml N4 58 35 A PR 36 SR M (3 25 19 B 09, o A 55 Bt
Bt 2 gE 0 Al F 4k & JE A9 H bR (Pucker &. King, 2022) , PR 88 5 2 75 5 ESG &8t . X ESG
AR AL SR bR — R ESG JC S SUH S 5 ML ESG AR T BN RS & X

(—)ESG T HE A £l 0 38 5 & Bl & M B 18 25

Fie HET EL SR 9 O A, 0 S 25 T AR I PN S 5 1 e 3 R A A A ol R R A St ESG /Y B T, il
S IR HE 2 ESG & R 1 al 15221, ESG #5124 8 12 S 4 i F1 4 9% 35 47 R M (5 184 25 5334 DG e M 1Y)
Gfab o SR, ESG RRXFH NN, ESG 5k & E sk =2 B R s H HAARIKER , 5400 A 15 & KA
G385 ESG XS Al 1 1 Bt i 8 T sURI % 98 38 B A e 4 e =, ORI 45 A 1l ok T 4 iy Il 4, S8 =
WL T O 2 (45 R A b BB S EE RIS 5 ESG AR P IS REAS B 25 K i, 7E AR 245 il K Al
e S EHMAEIRZ5FE J1 . The Economist(2022) HE K Hu A 2, 36847 05 Sk WAL A0 I 55 2 90 2
A NREER , B AT ESG BB A8 2 . Pucker & King(2022)48 M, ESG # %8 i #% % F R w5 1Y
WA HRK IR B IEA — R ok m T R . 78 ESG A& B K, AN BE A Al A4 96 4 4]
AN E G 25 K ESG AE Ak R 25 B M JF X F LA 4 88 351 R A2 FE R B R B 32 48 L 55 T8
™ B J5T B PR K

ALK TE AT ESG AE 75 1 #F 4l W 55 G302 ESG RO 3 56 1 1 £5 A, 3K — ] @l J2& ESG i
FP R AT AR MER AR B S8 IX — [a] R JT T K SRR 5T 8 2 B R 4510 2
IR A R ) AHLH AT 38 43 75 22 M 2538 G 56 R 4518 (Friede et al., 2015; Coelho et al., 2023) , A I 1 1%
A W — B IS R U] ESG & A BEHE i Al M 55 Gk (Rau & Yu,2024) , X )2 ESG A& 1Y B A
W51 (Pucker & King, 2022) o Xt T & PE 4518, BEA ESG 2 I A b J6 11 W 55 101 412 7 A= 14 # 52 1e) 1)
L A ESG RIS Al K i £5 52 9067 A0 G I 4538 o AT # 4 Giannopoulos et al.(2022) 38 #F 52 iiE
5% & B, ESG 47 8l 23 % 4 Ml 1 %6 7™ [l g 58 7 26 35 A% 52 A 5 J5 35 40 Rojo-Suarez & Alonso-Conde
(2023) By SEUEDFFE 45 SR W], BAR ESG BSR A8 40 4 P x4l A (81 3 JL-F- A 52 e (H A G Sk B/ T4 F
(19 ESG 2= 81 23 K] kg 28 A8 177 5 304 b 3R 90 AR A i M (B B3« ESG X # —J7 it 58 ESG
554l 0 55 S 0 22 6] 1 BRI 2R DG 3R, I — T T BB ] T Bl o 2 (R OC AR 19 I B A E VAN IR, IR I
Xtk AT ESG.

A 5F K ESG 88 AR X A% 58 8% Oy U2 & A 4G Wi & ESG Fxt 35 #2588, )2
ESG # B0 58 v O () 8 s ()8 . ESG RN 3 X6 e 75 8 A B, N i I AN AEFE BT il 1) ESG &Ik
i, AR ESG #2941 A BB 0% 15 ok 1E 1) 88 A5 I £5 1Y 18 W AT J2 A5 BEUE 9 ( Bruno et al., 2022) , ESG $ ¢
WS T A I T2 2 THRSERE I, X — WA W — S H MR . N F T
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ZEHIRE , Atz et al.(2023) 38 i XF 2015—2020 4F [0] & F 19 1141 5 &3 FAT I3 09 E 238 S0 27 B
FJEPEH (metareviews) #EATHF 58 & B, ESG $8 9% 14 W 55 Wi 5 B K T 514 G 8% 98 %A X 1) s Long et
al.(2024) 38 32 XF 42 BR 45 A B T 37 19 2 AR 98 R W], ESG #858 A fe 4 % >~ A @ Al 4s . N ESG
BRI 25 22 TAE G 4% % )7 Xk , Barber et al.(2021) FBF 5% 6 B, 5200 7 358 4 A B S N 3Rk 25 R 1L
1 58 A #5898 K6 42 K 4.7 4> 43 45 ; Raghunandan & Rajgopal(2022) %t 38 [F [ Febrtss o I [a] 5L 4 i A
AR SE G KB, ESG 34 78 7] — B8 =5 BN B AR — 48 N B9 I 55 R B n HoAth 3 4 o b 4h,
ESG X # i th ,ESGH R RS ML RIMAE L2585 TSRS, LR ESGH# .

(ZINEHEEHESGEHETHSHS

ESG W #) 2 Rl 28 5 0 2 2238 8 Al 45 95 38 1947 20 By ) f e B 25 )™ 35 1 IR 8% 5 4k 25 [l 8, 4f
it s R R R T . AT R ESG REHE & HE AR 1A BRI 2316 BRI 8 L ESG Bl & A B A R
Akt S REe R R EE T H . K1, ESG R INN , ESG A 5 gl A7 78 7™ 5 1) [ 47 BB |, 3 22 Bl
AL AR V% 52 ESG AR 15 R e B 5 25 5 1 A L&, 1 L2 5305 ESG M9 2 R 28 B A 25, 45
J& ESG I A AE & 45 H T A BR B PREE 16 BEANFE 2536 BRI A8, JC ¥k B0 1E AT 505l ik ok PR 355 ) SR AL 23 R) ST
Tots FHESNFE S0t 4 . SRR P2 ) A MM AR R4 ESG il 236 5 10, (5B 77 78 ™ 5
B, AN BB 58 BN X A AR Ak 1) B AT 55, TeiE PR3k ( The Economist, 2022) . Pucker & King(2022)
WAL FNPE LN R, ESG 48 5% Tk AT FRATT i — AN THT I 7 B8 30 R B8 At 2 9k R, R B S rf i ESG 4%
PEIF AT R A Ah B BB s 255, YRR T MU B SR A S B RR R 4

£ ESG A4 F oK ESG BA RARBFG , R INAE —AJ7 1« 1 56 2 ESG ME A= i 5k HL oA 5 Fl &
SCAB TR B AT B0 K IFEATT, I LA AT 9 5 AT 8B 2 AH 5P J& 19 (Kirk, 2022) . 55 —Fh & X
JERR A G S 2 AR X ESG £ % (9 #L A% , A J2 75 EAl B 7 W AE 1 48 AU 1R B S 1Y [ 4 s
ESGUE,J&E T ESG# A . 2 F & W KZHAXT ESG & i, Bl AL TR MUE % 8 T
ESG = . Kirk(2022) 1A R 55 —Fh & XK ESG SRR R 45 98 10— AN RS TR 3 R K, 5 ESG # %
FIEAE SR O] RRLL T 5 A & e AT . H & ESG PN i AH B v 58 FLME L Y 2 o0 52
2= H bR, AN BE A A ] b G (1) AT ECy 4 AE P — 21 48§ (The Economist, 2022) . ESG AT &N N,
BARESG I =LK E . SH G4 AR AR LASRENS STHL (H B T4 A 76— &k v] 88 Hh 80 H b5 7 10 (19
oS, H bR i 58 (A5 Al R B A SR T 4R T B ESG & AN JE R HEA TP AT ECE (Rau & Yu,
2024) ,{H ESG I AR Ry HOP 7 By Do SR BRI 28048 3 0 B ESG VK SE7E SOU 2 Al X r 45 A
i AH DG ) i 1 2% D&, AELAS [R] ) 22 AF OG5 1 R 25 R 28 S AH B oh 58 o Al An ey % 22 A ] 4 4H OG5 AH
P 28 5 R 8 55 ) 25 80 SF- A B 5 R R — A EL R IHERE (A mis et al., 2020) , H 3 7 i B
4 Sl H % 38 i (Bebehuk &. Tallarita, 2020) . ESG K%t IAJy , XF I 354 — S de o e 4%, R4l 75
FERAE L RE , WA A Il Al 75 15 2 B AR 1 BH B F2A

B T RARERFGE AL, ESG X I 3 8 B — i) I 45 52 3 M (financial materiality ) j& ESG f£7E 1)
P HEBLRG X — B E S B 1 ESG SZ B AN ESG 397 3 H 195 T Br iy A R 518, T 1 2 45 1 1
2, WA 151 % ESG B IR EE 1A BN AL 2 ia B RB 2R 2 o WF 45 S0 0 M 2 48 £l vp o B IR Sl of ¢
SR (1 ESG WU EY K % (Schiehll &. Kolahgar, 2021) , H G xF 4 8 B R H . ESG X &
XF 3ok BE SR ESG 14 W 55 S5 MR SR AT T LA S OG W 45 O A g S8 M R A A AR HL™
iR . Pucker & King(2022) Ay, ESG (1B 114 ] i F1 1 Bk 51 2Lk , ESG % %% B (g (1 ESG
PG S N7 A R — B WU 55 S B PE R  ASCAN O R AN W7 A2 Ak 0t S £ Ml 45 £ 04 5 A T AN J2 A
5, LAY H R EARAIE B 4R R 25 . Simpson et al.(2021) 76 XF B & (MSCI) 19 ESG P 2% 14 5 it 47 #F
d LS X — R RS TR ESG B W AE 52 4ol ) 5, B A XU T [l 4 2
GEYT R, T AN 2 A b % 4k 25 R B 558 19 52 ), YA AITAE Al AT 457 22 14 52 ) 9 55 5T . Delgado-Ceballos et
al.(2023) Wk, AR SR IH ESG W 55 55 03 M A B T HE sl a2 R PR 55 SS0RE Ml A 4 Rl il S A (8, (Hk B 25
Al 2 R ) 2 R R 1 AT RS SR T A DU ) A HE B AR Ab .
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(Z)REBEXESCGFEERENHFHELRE

ESG Bk # HAF g i) F5 451 i BE M H AR 78 T BB/ T, 5 B Al R 9% 25 B0 " A i
FATE AT ESG , # ESG B3R 4 1 il A Al 3z 8 R4 58 5 85847 0, VIS0 0 1 1 i AR s 0 ME L SRR
PR STmk Tl fFse & . BRI, ESG A& IA R, S rf Al A48 ¢ 3 3 ol 8 A7 2.0 B AT ESG 1 =
51780 ,ESG Kim g HAE S 859 Sk fgm A T H  ESG Al (decoupling) . fh ESG FIE LR (greenwashing)
A7 KATHAE T8 B 1) 2238 3 (performative) MAE L ESG. EAMATE K ESG € & BN B4
A RFSE A H AR BE U (SDG washing) . H (1 38 ¢ (purpose washing) /5 [l % 7 9 £Q 4% 1) , X 46 3 3 X
ESG 78 0] 525 A e Jy TR T B 35 A8 9% &, b R 25 A0 5G4 A 25 A o] RR 82 & J8 H br vl i)™ E L E .
Pucker &. King(2022) #tF1 48 i , ESG 4 (9 4 85 A4 b8 5 X 4 23 sl o0 45 JE 2R 480 5% v 9 7 B LR
i 40 0] 0 d 7R B IR Y R R R E AR R

VLA N S i B IR 2 S i R T ESG L, W ESG X F FEd 15 5 M 2L ESG AL
B0 IRERIE AR T AT MUY 09 P8 5 S AL L I B B T A AR OE R 9 94 38 7 (Lyon &
Montgomery, 2015) , 4 i Ml EE 4% FIHLAL 3 5% 5 3 4% (Rau & Yu,2024) . /st & Al 7 ESG I
R S PR 2 B 7R U5 A 5 AR O S HRAT , 5K A B A ESG R B . Pendse et al.(2023) 78 SCHRF 5% A4 JE Al
VUM SRR AR AT N SRR B R RS RS R R ) R M A B R BE R BCR I AR A A TT Y AR
178K/ . Montgomery et al.(2023) 4 LR 58 X 534 L 53 2% 35 %0 A V8 38 0 R AE TR 2% 1.0 fr B,
A ) 25 40 56 2 A HLAR RIS Bl A4 B BRAE A TR 4 2.0 I B A AT R SR RS B 4 Ay R i f 1 4
3.0 B B, 3X SE PR bt 2 A R SR AT Sk A 20 1, HILAG B I R R AL S TR WA Sl TR AR 1Y
ESG Fii WAL AN 00 F 75 AR L& ESG B4, #F M 78 AT 522 & i J5 i 2 3 48 95 % . Kim &. Yoon(2022)
5 2 WY, 3 I ) 37 R () 6 4 FE I ACHR & [ £ ST AT #5908 D 0 5, 6k 4 G ES G Gt A% [ i B8 A7 2L
e HRAE B A X ESG 4R B R i T g TR,

Br 7Sk ik SRR S S AT 2L R R HARBER (SDG B ) , X /2 ESG A 3 #Ed 1y U3
— M ESG B ER . ESG A #EH NNy, Al KF2L K J& H 5 (SDGs) Al GEALER 73 — A I T Ph 3 i 2248
#E % 2 (Bebbington & Unerman, 2018) , 4i Mk 2338 & G AF Pk A& v 7] 57 28 & 8 B Fr R £ i 4k 2 X7 =AY
#2752 % (Manes-Rossi & Nicolo, 2022) , X 52 B gl & o8 T 48 T4 b 78 1 25 A 56 3 v i JE 421 R B
SDG AT H . SDG Y ifk 32 2RI Ry FA 7 1« AF O Bk BE B O 7 e 25 5 S 30100 AN 2 f AH 6 B0 g
S0 1) T R 48 & e B AR, R IT BE % (rainbow washing ) B4 7] 45 25 & J2 H bR AlCHE S A MR DL S5 BE 5
B R 5 2% 0 0] R & e H bR AE 22 IR R, FUH 5 AU B R I 22 % £ T R L 4 R O 1R kR S
A5 B, AR R R (Jirine, 2023) o &1 X4 SDG e %47 N 19 A7 A6 2 7] 81, Heras-Saizarbitoria et
al.(2022) W58 T 97 A E K1 1370 M H 22 5 nl ¢ 2L & J B b5 R AIE , & 303 v 48 R 22 400 = 3% 1
25 Wik SDG ¥k

S ETRHAEMEXNESCEEEMREE

KT ESG 5 56 e v 2 75 B A AT AT P A [ R0 oA B A2 1) G 3, 3K — [l S i B 0P L ES G R
HNAS AT A R X R e S AR N PR AR ESG AR B T LA, ESG 7EBLSL R A B
T B 2 FRAE ESG B 8h it sl sc A 30, (] B i f 0 S0P L TE B 1k R OO 4 = R Rk, R
FHiX —Z A B ESG A E X 2 EREE ESG B sl A Ge I s 11 BEPE AT HE A, F S HEPE T iR
ZURR B ESG R4 5 ESG 7 B B8 K B, P R F UL B T ESGHEMEL P & B, X ESGH
ORI AL S B R B R ESG B I B 1 R LM 1Y) T BE , A5 2 ESG R S8 A B AN (AL
S AT

(—)ESGiER 5 15| & ESG #% H#F g & "0 L B A =X

ESG WHJE B 45 ESG ¥ 54l ESG SL R AL , & ESG M 85 i B Z AT, 8 — i %
H ) ESG $ 9 H ok S K 4l Fn L 55—y T RS X Ak ESG SE By m A T B R &S FAEH .
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SR, ESG AT #H NN ESG PFRAT ML B M 4b F IR &L 2 (Charlin et al., 2022) , ESG ¥4 43 1 ™
X 5 9 Al FUEC A R 25 AH 5C # AB 2R B ok A BARELIF 51 & IR 28 ESG PR 4l 1R Fn 5| 5
Tifgoe ik . EMATE K, ESG PFHAT L 75 24 IS 0 (Charlin et al., 2022) , i iTH: 2\ ESG
TE B 47215 2Z TC Ak (Serafeim, 2021) . SEFr_E , ESG PF4% 43 5 305 4F 3 5% 3| K8 5& 1 (Brandon et al.,
2021) , B A ESG B FE SR ) — A F 8 A SURITHE 80, 22 35 T 11 58 ESG PP 43 B AR AE M % U IR R
WA ROV TF I TR, RN 2 G e, 35V 2 X ESG PEZS B At DU AR o

ESG PF 955 B A AEVE 52 B 4045 ESG RO & 7E N B —BOA ], 77 2 SEUEF SR BB IE W 13X — a5,
— T AR PER ALK X B AL 1 ESG Z5 A PEHATFE Sr B B 2 B T AR ESG PE LAY X [F] —
Ak PR A RS A RO . Chatterji et al.(2016) X 75 A2 A B9 Ak 23 PF 2 i e S0 Rt (— 2
PE) AT VAL & B, AT ESG P 9 — BUEARAR , 7 24 x4 ¢ Rkt T 0.13 ~ 0.52 Z [i] . Dimson
et al.(2020) LA T = R IFHMUAY X 7S KA 24 KA T ESG PR L5 K& B, B AT R — 2 7] 1 4%

S AL = R HAG ESG PEZ 45 Fony it A ¢ RECE 34918 R 0.45, Berg et al.(2022a) # H
ANHKEEVFRHA B ESG W LG XS PP R o3 Bl AT 48 B 0T R B, &5 PF R AL 1) ESG WF AR Bz
[] ) B X A 5 R BOAL T 0.38 ~ 0.71 Z 18], S8 0.54, 38 2% T 15 F PF G2 Ml A A 56 R %00.99. 53
— 5 T, AN TR PE LAY X Ak 7E ESG 45 4 BE L P AR AE o B SR 4R 1 o I R R B 25 7
£, Brandon et al.(2021) 3£ F £ Z M B9 ESG PEHEE X ESG 4% 4k BE 19 1F 9% 43 B R 47 90 B %
I, EATTRE A M (8 23 RGP BE 09 P 904 B T4 VRS, U AR OC R BRI R IR FR 4R B
0.16 , i 5% fe 1Y PR G 48 B2 A AN Oy 0,46, FE T8 ™ 5 19 ESG 1443 1B, ESG KX # I ESG W4
(R4 B A2 37 1 40 55 , ESG WE A (1 R FT 3.

ESG PP 50 7= A i JELIR 22 Fp 20 (B B b ] LUV S5 4 PR HLF 28 A gk IR 2L B
FLIE VE AL 1) R S FIPE AR R 1) 25 5, J5 # 38 ol AL 5 170k 2% 5+ (Dimson et al., 2020) il
ESG {5 B # # (Christensen et al.,2022) , HHr 22 25 T PEAR LA P R B i . Chatterji et al.(2016)
NN A FEIFER AL B9 ESG PEHR AR FF—3, 75 B X ESG A 6] 19 B8 4k (common theorization ) 18]
5 BEPE (commensurability) , A7 & BLAS [A] PF LAY X ESG i = e [R] 1) #RS 40 AT 28 B PR 2% 02 16 Al
ESG P4 fy e s TR I, Xt 8 Gangi et al.(2022) B SZIEWF I8 BTk B . ZEABATTIF 78 B9 3EARE I, Berg
et al.(2022a) P T ESG WG A3 B = AR AL 48 0 il 22 5 BP9 TR ) Ja PR A i s 10 Ll 4 2
5 BIPF-GALAG feff AN [ 48 A 5 o A () P 0 A5 100 AT 22 5 RO DF RATL A T 45 T 1 1y A N 3 2 1 R IR
], & B o 2% 5 02 B ESG PP 40 I e 32 B ok s, LR MRS [T 22 52 0 AN ) 1 At 25 D 1 J2
T /Y fi# F% , Eccles et al.(2020) NPER LA #1423 & U8 (social origins) A R Z TR T T ESG W47 4 I 7=
A B DR R R PR Y SR AR N ) B (A AR — i P AR A S R TR R S X H ESG T
Pk R AT, B ESG B (04 2 BRI FH AR 28 I JUAS B Be ikl 2 1, ok S 15 B 10 PR 3R 3 3L
T ARFPFRALG ESG VEH 7 16 MBI FRAE 0 22 5% 0 76 ESG A& B ok, ZFE A0 R G H &4 4 % 3
K2R DL S = L[] i BRI AL A 22 5 DU 22 55 #113 ESG IF o BfE LR A o

IR ESG PR 4y B “ I 35 730 2 “ IR 7 i AN 28 (Serafeim, 2021) , 5 — 2822 F N ESG W4
43 5 AT B AE FH (Brandon et al., 2021) ,{H ESG %t & &K _EIA A ESG W% 4 15 £ 77 A= T e 5
W o FEAATTA K, ESG WP o AL 23 45 BE A T 707 K e 3 (Berg et al., 2022b) fE T 52 5% Z M|
TR AL 2 Al AR AL B B ESG SR80 M5 ESG R B R 2K, 78 4l =22 8] 36 B i 37 Fil
WIRYIREL . WX AR T MR WOk A, — 7 1, ESG W4 1 2 1 ESG {5 8 4 8 10 ml 5 B, B AR
0 R 3 AR IR ESG {5 BORYRE T, B8 ESG $% B9 KR e 9% vk B H AR\ AY A R
(Gangi et al.,2022) , AR H B 5,01 E ESG #H R T IER K . ESG 40 & S 808
TR B A A5 DRG0 ke T g 14 T 3 3 A0 AT A9 A 2 5 oK (Avramov et al., 2022) , 3 43 3 % 34 32 i) (8] RS
73 BRI AT BE 23 ML 3kE I ESG PGS B Y Al , DA A AT 3 28 A Ml 1) JRE 52 58 B 1 BR EE 52 i JIR 52 Uik 2l
PEo 53— 07 M, ESG W90 43 15 3 X R 5 a1 4 A sl vk 7 A b 35 19 97 52 e (Tan & Pan, 2023) ,ESG
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TGy 6, T S5 1 R U0 0 M S D B 1k 25 B =5 (A vramov et al., 2022) 450 F i . X4
v iz E B 52 R ESG P94 43 150 AN {75 785 38 38 0k DL B AIG IF 902 R A bz 5 19 ESG 26 IR KL
S VF AL AL B 3 B T AN — B B, SR T R AR Ak £ T ESG S0 B 7 (Chatteryi et
al,2016) , i H. 25 PF B — S 45 S0 56 F) 45 A OC A5 B 8CAS 3G , JC 1 3 48 #5947 S i A7 A 2
WEBE A B AT LA LUV AL SR B B RG22 S O i IR 3 T SR A T R, 15 s ol R ke R 4 1 W] R
P£(Hu et al., 2023) .

(Z)ESGIEEHBRAEMFHEHXENRTENIRE

ESG {5 B #5 # 72 ESG W M ESG 8 ¥ ity L i, B8 4% o £ 9% & $2 A0 {5 AH OC 19 15 2 (Schiehll &-
Kolahgar, 2021) , 3 2> 4ix M 5 45 9% 35 R0 Ho At 1) 23 AH OG5 Z 18] 0945 2R X3k, A Al T2 #F 4l ESG %t
ROR Al A 8 19 32 T+ (Brooks & Oikonomou, 2018) . #RTii , ESG % # A , B ESG {5 B 3 %
ANFEGY LA 22 RGO, Ak (9 ESG {5 B 68 2 5 R QAE Pk 4 1T E 52 5 9 (Michelon et
al.,2015) o 1 T4k () ESG e 25 T e & 17 o4 Pk B LAl Pk kL 125 Pk SRR 55 Pk R (Chopra et
al.,2024) , H it ESG ¢ &5 Floi i 35 KI5 1A 7 ok ESGAF B PE 88 i i 4 . #F ESG X & FH K,
ESG 15 B 4 58 7 8 40 22 ffi 15 ESG AN A #2 1Y BN Py e T ok S 30, AR I, AT BB 23 % ] i3 A O 35 ] £
FE 23R 5 B3 R .

ESG {5 B 9 #% it i & 2R BLE 57 20 M S e L ] SE MR RN T B AN O T, ESG RO A B
HI Ak B ESG A7 B 8 88 78 13X 104> J7 T8 o R AN . 588 AN R 2 ESG AR BBk & h iy — A~ 22 Hh )
B (Michelon et al., 2015; Garcia-Torea et al., 2020) , #Z DRI B X ESGE B k& EHZE., B
R R Z8E K ESG {5 B B 558 & A I 19, AT — 0k 3 o 432 57 1) B &8 5 DU Rn A o |, £ sk X
An e A R ESG BRI R AR A i3 AL (Tsang et al.,2023) , Al F A B R 25 % 58 181
P8V b 48 % 0 H AT R B U 5515 S, R D B R B Il sl e HOR R AE L R i IR SR AL Y ESG 8
bro Einwiller & Carroll(2020)# i X 4 A Hr 500 58 8% 57 19 75 R Ak 19 ESG i 45 N &= #47  r &
B A AR 1% RS A B EE TR A R ST A DGR B R B S Al 2w T LS 1
AT 52 W) (14) 4 i 50 AT 2 B 0 4 o

Bk 2 92 R ESG AR B 9 #8 Fid ASFE ) 2R M (Amel-Zadeh &. Serafeim,2018) , HJ5 R & T
T 2 48T A LA R £ A OG 3 il ESG S T I Y 06 T R, 52 e HURH SG g o L ik = S o
AR BLAE A AR B A R 1 S 5 ol k3 DG B AT HRp A P i U, Bk 2 p AT PN ) S 1 BT AL
O, ME DL E R R 0 AT e 22 v R 0 18T (Ramanathan & Isaksson, 2023) . BARAM AL T o B TR
(B PE A S, (H 20 R 4 0 S B A PR 45 AH OC 3 F T 19 ZAE P 0% (Mlichelon et al., 20155
Garcia-Torea et al.,2020) , I 15 4 W i % &5 52 50 14 14 1] 5 22 M 5 i 808 . e 2 52 M A o9 — SRt
R S P Al 2, B ] B — (%) WO 5 S B P T AR U S B o 5 A B — F 45 S B P A AR Al R R IR
SO 52 B A BE 1 10 AT HF 22 M U (Delgado-Ceballos et al., 2023) , i Z. 1 3% 82 F1| 35 4 56 & fat & HA
L5 ) 19 JE A P R U

AISEPEAN T 2 ESG 5 B4 &8 ot 5 100 52 ot B 1Y JC B R 22, 228 R I vE A M 2 L 1 RO A Tk
ZHMIRSEE . D HERS AN R ORF B AT A5 PR RS i DAL vk R BRI 2 ESG R B, B 5 Il Y B S
Pk % (Chopra et al.,2024) . Pinnuck et al.(2021)BF5% T “ BRI & 2505 7 (G250) 4k (1) ESG it 45 H
P % B9 AS AT S B BOBCE o T T X e A R (restatement) 451 FNEE IR IR B, IR 390 1Y
T EAH DA IR, HE AR R K, P AR Ry 10000 A TR iR 4l AT 23 %)
H Bk 7% 19 ESG 5 B #EAT ED QA5 3, ESG 5 B 3 88 A7 B s B ok J2& Ak B Wk | 45 O H 8= W] 5 1
(Tsang et al., 2023) , #1 24 £ 4 {2 ¢ 47 0 48 5 ESG {5 & 3% # # ¢ (Montgomery et al., 2023;
Pendse et al.,2023) . MBEZ SMFYEIERE , T ESG 15 B 8% 88 ¥ A 5 il BEoR 0h 20 285 58 = 7 W it
FEEUE, H ESG $4i 0 22 4k SO A2 JICPE 45 %50 ESG R 25 (%) % 3E A8 15 55 R ( Tsang et al.,
2023) , A I RA DB A ESG it & 20t 758 =y %50k .
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F AR ESG {5 B P 28 78 52 B B e B i (5 e 738 8 e = 0T b A — B0 (Eng et al., 2022) %
ESG {5 B 05 88 i 7= A T IS o RRBIR = B Ak A9 T Fe i BA R BB # K ESG R BB A
B4R G AR T IR ) SR R PR R Z — UM B9 3l ] ESG AR B 3 Z 5 (Amel-Zadeh &. Serafeim,
2018) . il Z AJ Lb Pk (AR AR Ji PR AE - i /D a5 B A7 I AR VAR I ESG {5 B 5 EEAE 22, AS [R) A b AR A
[Fi) HIE R4 1 5 5 110 A% 00 8 B B8 48 A 0 TR — 350, il L 5 B0 8 1) ESG 48 b5 78 s ol 8] ik = ]
Ptk 78 A M ESGF B #E B T, Al B #3863 8% 1 B el 8 AR A5 0T LA A 028 ESG B
PR R AR A 75 % (Tsang et al., 2023) , 25 SR A SR AL 1Y ESG {5 B4 i ok = I 1) 7T Utk

M. Xt FREEFEE ESG /Y @ M

T4 ESG [ % 1 5T B AL HIAN A 28, o H R A8 56 F %R 1) ESG K12 3l , ESG SCH7# X E AT
HEAT T AR IR A X ESG & ) B R T EE I B . Rk, B RTXE ESG JBE A G2 it
A7 TR0 1) A DG BIF 5 18 AS 22, R ) 0 Bl =2 2 M L 2R G 1k 10 R B F O AR, A BE Y R R T ESG
AT B 00 T B ) % 1 s O A R R x A L R 5 R

(—)ESG #5 #1197 3h B9 8 1R &2 I

FOR )2 1 ESG G IE 7 4T 2 BR U 4t 2 B R 7= A2 52 ) , ESG HE AT 2 BT iy S 1) 15 A% 52 )
ZH T ESGHEHI AT 3075 A 10 e B W 2 X ESG {at B & e 1 i1 3, ESG SZ A1 ESG #%
B DRI S A T, R RS R R H bR I TE R PR . ARSI, — 5 iE K ESG 7N — ZE AE B o 3T
AT B HEE AL 4G T L R A ESG 284 PR E X (Padfield , 2023) . # % 20234E3 H , KX EHC A
204 M 38 3 5 1 7E % B E ESG K ¥ % (Allen, 2024) o 5 —J7 i, LA ST IR AR A9 ESG 4K i
N8 ESG PR 5 B 9 A 3 S0 B A T 12 19 U R 4 ESG 9t BUR L AN B S k. X
PS5 T Y ESG G147 S % 4 Mk ESG 52 8. Al ESG # %8 1 ik sl Ba vk BR ) 78 — @ B F3h4e 7
Al F A B R ESG S L o T, Shanor & Light(2023)3A K ESG & 1 57 ¥ 1F 76 % 4 Ml JE 5
oo Cutter & Glazer(2024) 48t , BUAEVF 2 26 B Al 605 A 76 A & U AL ESG X — 8 29 1zl
FHRATE | DL 56 W0 48 A s BUA HEPE . ESG HGHIAT 2h % ESG % i ol oy 05 8y 142 R0 B 2, 498 1%
ST PR T LA B 5T AR BT X ESG I E I %R BT H M ESG B S BT i B, AR
i 36 [ = B 2 A58 2 /] (Morningstar Manager Research) 948 148 , 2023 4F #5935 D\ 56 [ T 5 2
F 4 P RS IR #) 130445276 (Bioy et al., 2024) o

B T il RS 9 3 I B2 i A ES G IR AT 3h % 2B 0 TE AR R e R R g e i . — T, X S
B RZ M 2% B oA ESG HE i BOR $E 30 by (8 BE AR &, 388 m T 9B A i . Garrett & Ivanov(2023) LA
153 50BN g X G2 W 9E T ESG K] B SR 6T 4 il T S L M 052 e o A5 5 5 M T 2021 AR A A A
A ETHECY RS B 52 ESG BURSF A M ARATZ 1T A TR, e 1 5 380 5 i K 0 T BB £ 2 7R A i 1 o
M o AT S SEE AR Y A B, DA R I A AR B R0 T B R AT N A AT B AR T A S it S P R
M I 77 A T A Y AR, Ik B AR T S S A T A L A5 T BRI SR S 32042 36 T I
AP SZAT 3.0340~5.324 2 TT RN B o I3 —J7 I, 33K 286 28 5 5% W 3 1A IR ZE ES G K ] B3R X b 77 7™
b 4 5, e H 2 o HL 7 AR (4 4% e BE VR AT ML I AT IR B U M AR B B AR, Allen(2024) 38 1 He 5%
A5 5 5% TN B 20 BT SR VG BE N 2 28 0 T AR RS Bl SEUERIF ST R 045 b 5% TN 1Y ESG RGBSR
St IS 8 NAS P8 X T 8 B IS Bh A S S, 6 L2 R R B R S B 7R R AR
B 307 M A B ESG 38 UK 2 TCR0

(Z)XMBEESG M A8 R

BEXE RO % ESG 1A, ESG SCRFE AT T RS, KECRT L 458 1UAS 7 1 -

5 BUAR AL AEAE (4 B R 2 R SloRe ) R R FR R AR R g A DA 1) Al 5 R 5 AH DG
Al 5 4k 2 A 1B B 0T ESG W 5 3k — 4l B L A VE L . ESG SR # X & 5 ESG #i U7 7
(4 B0 AR 5L 1D Friedman 32 CHEAT T FALA] AN H AP 22 50 E 4 RS W B 25K T o Friedman
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F ST IS SR RISE 4 A BT 3 T AR 25 5 A SRR LA — SO R LSS IR R BT A Al
FHE fe KALAS R DA™= A A B AE &5 5 0, Aol H B 0 LAAL 248 Ak B mly , WBE )z it S A 7
PLFE (Bagha &. Laczniak, 2015) . Mayer et al.(2020) 7 Friedman £ H “ 4l 41 25 52 4T w2 258 n 4
i A 1 3 45 1 W 50 4F Z PR X — IR W E AT TR IR AR Ao A T 42 B Friedman 3 SO A
ST R A, IR T B AR A O Al B AT 5 LS e g A DEC A 41 3 T2 A4F , Friedman 9 1
REFEFEIRE“CH”. Edmans(2023b) I8 BEAR R 25 5 41 2R 25 9 A w8, 38 08 W8 28 o 4k 25 4]
T A EL E A SRSl Al mT LA ] B o e AR A0 8RR 5 A4H 5C # qE .

HKESG# 58 5105 X 55 A — @ vhoe, or Ll o 280y XS ESG #9515 L L5 Ui .
Held(2023) X “ESG # % — % il 515 LS55 R 0" 038 W iff A7 T S0 A Sk 30— 148 DRI I e 37 2 8 05 (1 i
PRAB R IR b, H A 45 B TG 15 2 A R A L FH T 4500 %) A e 8 9 Tt [l 1 ot 43 9 3 1 5 G R
0T ESG R IE AR Ak AT A AR, B84 3 & BUR X A H T 0K & 0 7™ E G T A0 SR
WA SO S 55 T B b 50 R 2 7 AR IBURR e 1 TR, IR 4 AR T AN SE A AR L L TR R W0 55 Wi £ R 0
R A B AR . Gary (2019) TNy, HZE 8¢ 3R WS A U5 B 4k 00 55 [ 4, 8 4 BIVARfE 2 52 L
55 e NAUR 32 15 NI 55 R 45 47 55 19 55 (0 FH AL & ESG Ar ik B $ 5E SRIg A 2335 9 058 55 o
W, T ESG 3 A 5K W GE R A5 G0 55 16 i -5 Al ESG A7 2 i KU AH OG 19 15 8045 A ke e, DAt X4
My G T3 43 BT, R LR B N AE R B S th B SR ESG I & . Schanzenbach &. Sitkoff(2020) A
Sk, AU Il 4 80 ES G 43 5% 55 4T fo] HL A B 1 45 9% SRR ], 490 5 F S8 S35 8 SRORIT R BRLA8E 0 3 DN, J ik
FEVFIY

TR ¥ ESG BUA LA E IR SRR T, S ESG S0 3 B #F g “JEB R . ESG XL+
N, PLRSEIR AR 2R A9 ESG A0 T Aol Fn A7 b w5 S0 A A7 200 55 DAk 5 B0A X 1 R B &
BB TR — R B R IR 10 R U S AW 45 e SR AR it B 2 3 F M W ESG (values-based ESG) i
JE BT M E 1 ESG (value-based ESG) (Schulp,2023) . A% 5F IR i 37 32 4K ESG IF 1% A 45 BT 7 M s
KLV 45, HFLE B AR 0 R Y EAR TR 2R — AU B A B0E BUA B AR IK 3 1947 4 (Shanor
& Light, 2023) , B 53X 26 ESG L il 57 6 K 23 {5 Al AT B A S g “ FE A 7] ” (Seymour, 2023) . Edmans
(2023a) 1N, ESG X 45 ESG SR M bt B i b5 28 B AR Ll 19, ESG FF AN I — 37 00 201 3 320 05 1Y
BEE , A ESG WL — 3 Brif =1 4+ .

5 Ji ESG AN 58 S B L [n) 8 I JE AN B i ok, 1 24 AR ZS 1[99 ESG 19 1E i | B 52 ] 850 R 94
HIRH AR E N . ESG LFFEIN R, BAR ESG A5, B AT e g — Yl 4k 2 5358 ) i, (HH R
RE R INE S —FliE 2L . ESG AT E X ESG #& H 1 17 Z2 it H) 03 B8 Ak AR 02 & KA, s 2 /0
T3 AT LABE 2 I 1) A HE RS 45 2 4% ok (Pollman, 2022) . £t ESG 3t F 4t ESG & 8t M4 & 1k
R 51, B AT 27 8 D A )23 T 4 L A ABCHE T 335 P A9 [ 2, 40 X6F ES G A e Al A0 1 38007 1 75
7€ (Albuquerque et al., 2019) X} ESG 125 43 157 14 A% 52 i (1) A [6] & 32 (Brandon et al.,2021) , th 5 243
MARAS b xF ESG A 3% HWL 5 54T T 4HEH . Minguela(2022) A J9 ESG #E iR M T, HoAZ O 1h) 2 T
AT AT S B — A~ T 0] 5 22 0 M BRI — AN T A A 27 ESG RN B P S PR L TR T R A ) R
X S 5] JRTHE P AN S ESG &G 8] BETE G, T Ho 237 4 ¥R L. Edmans(2023a) A ESG k4 %
BB 255 50 Z Ak, 05 DA S A (B A K D 2 A I A (B B 3l PR 3R, A SRS AR A 35, X ESG
e AR AR B

(Z)MESGE B M5 R B

1 X ESG G0 HOZ AT ESG 19 5 10 FAT 3l , Al RS 5 0 Y Ane] B % B A — A YERS, X it
— BRI T A O AR R KR AT R RN 45 S0 A SUR AR JE R = 280 . B — 2
MK, Winston(2023a) A 8 4k 45 5 #0206 ESG 6147 30 R pe i8R, 8 U1 56 7 I I B =4
DI, A8 AN B 8 e 14 75 5 LA £ b A H 1 32 AR T 1 T BRI 8AS R T 25 0 L R AL B 1Y)
FAF A mHEH ESG B9 AN JE R o 3B R MK F |, Cort (2023 ) IA Sy 4ix ol FHAKE B8 35 1 R B 55 5
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S BRI E ESG g XN A ESG RN R BT, R AR SR SR B I BAT B AL Ak 0
B ESG S I 78 53 U B R 124 ESG X il 19 i 28 06 2L, sl A% 7= 45 HLA W) b 45 A ESG
KOG AR HEAL , Al A 5 T SR Ay . MNEE =M SR, Winston(2023b) AR HE HEIT 19 )
JE (56 78 B RS (9 ESG B0 8 5812 19 AT F5 2 vk ) Rt 19 sh AL (b 38 0% ) AN B 6 ESG R %
DX A3 R DU, I X B — 0T 2 4 TR X SR . X Tk B AR g T SR AT G B K ) ESG
FE O AHEVT | L X 3 g S Tk B A K I AR G R 8 B, Ak 2 O 0% IR 5 A 2 Bk R AT 3h B L v
R H o T SE R HE T A AT 06 E RS (9 ESG I3 B AHLIT , W A S R T X HE RS 5
ESG AW 5E 38 o X Tt S OSF IR, Ab AT 56 5 5832 (1 ] 15 2 M I 36 AT, L 0L X 5 ek 2 T B A%
T U0 s RS, SRR RO B A O AR IR R — BOM M OO O S O E o X T BOA R
(political exploiters) , A7 5 1 B 8 ¥2 By W] 495 22 P I 00 B AETT | HE 0 X 5 W 2 AN B A N4, AN 22
R At ATT , 5 At A b A VR S )8 X6, R [ O A A (U R AR S i 1 2

T % ESG 4 Wi >k (9 Hk %, ESG A Ji& o] 4b 25 (4 18] #0 H 25 52 31 SC T8, X 1 2 35 1T 78 X Joit B A1
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Research Progress on ESG Controversies

XIAO Hongjun

(Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, Beijing, China)

Summary: This year marks the 20th anniversary of the formal introduction of the environmental, social, and
governance (ESG) concept, and the ESG research and practice have been full of controversies in the past 20 years,
which has become even more intense in recent years. These controversies pose serious challenges to the healthy and
sustainable development of ESG, but provide opportunities for rational reflection on the current hot ESG. This paper
systematically reviews the main views and research results in the field of opposing ESG, summarizes the research results
in response to criticism of ESG, and looks forward to future research directions.

Firstly, ESG opponents deny the rationality of ESG from the perspective of value rationality, i.e., they deny the
value significance and purposiveness of ESG. Based on the shareholder theory, ESG opponents uphold the corporate
purpose view that prioritizes shareholder interests, and believe that ESG deviates from the corporate purpose of
maximizing shareholder interests. In their view, ESG investment violates fiduciary obligations unless specifically
permitted or required by law. At the same time, they attack ESG as “woke capitalism”, label it as “woke washing”, and
believe that ESG should be abolished even if it is not illegal.

Secondly, ESG opponents criticize the effectiveness of ESG from the perspective of instrumental rationality, i.e.,
they deny the instrumental value and practical significance of ESG. ESG opponents believe that ESG fails to create added
value for enterprises and investors, which will make ESG lose its legitimacy within enterprises and pose serious doubts to
whether institutional investors, as trustees, have fulfilled their fiduciary obligations. In their view, ESG has serious
inherent flaws that prevent it from effectively addressing environmental and social issues, and are not conducive to
promoting social progress. They further believe that there are a large number of so-called “performing” rather than “real”
ESG in reality, which pose serious risks to the interests of stakeholders and sustainable development goals.

Thirdly, ESG opponents question the desirability of ESG from the perspective of communicative rationality, i.e.,
they deny the communicative rationality value and practical feasibility of ESG. ESG opponents argue that ESG ratings are
highly divergent, which will lead to information chaos and confusion to investors, enterprises and other stakeholders, and
the “bond” and guiding function of ESG ratings are completely lost. In their view, the inadequate and poor ESG
disclosure is common in reality, and ESG disclosure by enterprises is often symbolic rather than substantive, which is
detrimental to the interests of stakeholders.

Fourthly, this paper reviews the research findings on responding to ESG opponents, which include the impact of
ESG-boycotting actions, refutation of opposing ESG views, and response and reflection on ESG controversies.
ESG-boycotting actions have multiple negative impacts. ESG supporters criticize the argument that denies the foundation
of ESG and politicizes and ideologizes ESG, and believe that ESG is imperfect but its problems are not insurmountable.
There are three ways for enterprises and investors to respond to ESG opponents: resolute resistance, pragmatism, and
classified response. Based on reflection on views opposing ESG, scholars have proposed two directions for ESG
development: improvement and channel switching.

Finally, this paper proposes directions for deepening research on ESG controversies, especially the key ESG issues
that ESG opponents are concerned about. At present, research results on ESG controversies are relatively scattered, and
related research is still at the preliminary stage. In the future, it is necessary to deepen research on ESG concepts and
content boundaries, ESG basic theories, and the economic and social effects of ESG-boycotting actions, and response
strategies for ESG opponents.
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