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[bookmark: _Toc150449211]Web Appendix A
Table A1: Multidisciplinary Evidence on the Association Between a Firm’s Environmental Footprint and Its Performance Outcomes
[bookmark: _GoBack]Note: EV = explanatory variable; DV = dependent variable; ROA = return on assets, ROE = return on equity; ROS = return on sales; EBIT = earnings before interest and taxes; EBITDA = earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation, and amortization; KLD = Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini and Company; MVE = market value of equity; CAR = cumulative abnormal returns; AT = total assets; LIWC = Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count
	Citation
	EV(s) and DV(s)
	Key Finding(s)

	Aghion et al. (2023)
	EV1: Product-market competition (Lerner index)

EV2: Citizens’ willingness to pay for the environment, where citizens are from the focal firm’s country of headquarters

DV: Number of “clean” (non-fossil-fuel-based propulsion) patents a car manufacturer filed in a year minus the number of “dirty” (internal combustion engine) patents it filed
	The more willing citizens are to pay for the environment, the greater a firm’s focus on clean innovations.

	Aswani, Raghunandan, and Rajgopal (2023)
	EV: Carbon emissions and their intensity

DV: ROA, ROS, EBIT margin, EBITDA margin, stock returns
	The higher a firm’s Scope 1 carbon emissions, the higher its ROA, ROS, EBIT margin, and EBITDA margin.

However, the firm’s carbon intensity is unrelated to these four performance measures.

	Barrage, Chyn, and Hastings (2020)
	EV: 2010 BP oil spill

DV: Price, profit margin, and volume of BP’s gasoline sales in the month after the spill
	In the aftermath of the 2010 BP oil spill, BP gas stations’ gasoline prices, profit margins, and sales volumes dropped.

BP’s pre-spill advertising dampened the customer response.

	Berkman, Jona, and Sodestrom (2021)
	EV: A firm’s disclosure of environmental risk in its 10-K

DV: Firm’s market value
	The more a firm discloses its environmental risk, the lower its market value.

	Bolton and Kacperczyk (2021)
	EV: Carbon emissions and their intensity

DV: Tobin’s q, MVE
	The higher a firm’s Scope 1 emissions, the higher its stock returns. Same association for Scope 2 and Scope 3 emissions and change (from the previous year) in Scope 1, 2, and 3 emissions. However, emissions intensity is unrelated to stock returns.

	Delmas and Nairn-Birch (2011)
	EV: Scope 1, Scope 2, and Scope 3 emissions

DV1: Short-term performance, ROA (earnings before interest divided by SALE)

DV2: Long-term performance, Tobin’s q
	A firm’s GHG emissions are positively associated with its return on assets but negatively associated with its Tobin’s q.

	Delmas, Etzion, and Nairn-Birch (2013)
	EVs: The authors convert five variables into two principal components. The five variables are (1) Trucost’s total environmental damage, KLD’s (2) total environmental strengths and (3) total environmental concerns, and Sustainable Asset Management’s (SAM’s) (4) eco-efficiency and (5) environmental reporting. The authors label the components as environmental processes and environmental outcomes.

DV: Tobin’s q
	The higher a firm’s environmental processes, the higher its Tobin’s q, whereas the firm’s environmental outcomes are unrelated to its Tobin’s q.

Among the five variables, only SAM’s eco-efficiency is positively associated with the firm’s Tobin’s q.

	Fernando, Sharfman, and Uysal (2017)
	EV: Number of KLD environmental strengths minus number of environmental concerns

DV: Tobin’s q
	The higher the net strength of a firm’s environmental score, the higher its Tobin’s q.

	Fisher-Vanden and Thorburn (2011)
	EV: A firm’s announcement of membership in the EPA’s Climate Leaders program

DV: CAR
	A firm’s voluntary environmental initiative elicits a penalty from its investors.

	Ghoul, Guedhami, Kim, and Park (2018)
	EV: Environmental costs divided by AT

DV: Four measures of cost of equity capital
	The higher a firm’s environmental responsibility, the lower its cost of equity capital.

	Gilley et al. (2000)
	EV: Whether a firm’s announced environmental initiative is product-driven or process-driven

DV: Cumulative abnormal stock returns in the (−1,0) event window
	A firm’s announcement of a process-driven environmental initiative elicits a penalty from investors. Announcement of a product-driven environmental initiative elicits no reaction.

	Haney (2017)
	EVs: LIWC variables—positive, negative, positive minus negative—measured the firm’s perceptions as threats versus opportunities. The input text was the firm’s answer to an open-ended question of the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) questionnaire.

DVs 1 and 2: The extent to which a firm develops new-to-the-firm products (DV1) and services (DV2), reported in the CDP questionnaire.

DVs 3 and 4: The extent to which a firm is improving its products (DV3) and services (DV4), reported in the CDP questionnaire
	A firm’s interpretation of environmental challenges as threats (vs. opportunities) encourages firm innovation.

The underlying mechanisms are the firm’s perceived responsibility toward society and moral legitimacy.

	Hart and Ahuja (1996)
	EV: Emissions reduction

DV: Operating performance (ROS, ROA) and financial performance (ROE)
	A firm’s emissions reduction is positively associated with its operating and financial performance.

	Hora and Subramanian (2018)
	EV: Whether the firm announced undertaking environmental efforts beyond regulatory compliance

DV: Relative reduction in the firm’s annual toxic releases into nature (i.e., air, water, and land)
	The higher a firm’s announcement of voluntary environmental efforts, the greater its relative reduction in toxic releases.

Whether the announcement is of intent or achievement does not matter.

The firm’s announcements of “wide” (vs. narrow) initiatives are positively associated with its emissions reduction.

	Hsu, Li, and Tsou (2021)
	EV: Intensity of toxic emissions

DV: Stock returns
	The higher a firm’s intensity of toxic emissions, the higher its stock returns.

	In, Park, and Monk (2017)
	EVs: Several accounting variables

DV: Carbon efficiency: Firm’s GHG emissions from Scopes 1 (own operations), 2 (purchased electricity), and 3 (suppliers’ operations)
	Firms with the following characteristics are more carbon efficient:

Lower book-to-market ratios, higher ROA, higher Tobin’s q, higher cash flows and cash holdings, higher coverage ratios, lower leverage ratios, and higher dividend payout ratios

	Jacobs, Singhal, and Subramaniam (2010)
	EV: Firm announcement of (1) its environmental efforts/initiatives and (2) environmental awards and certifications granted to the firm by third parties

DV: CAR
	On average, investors react neither to a firm’s announcement of environmental initiatives nor to its granting of awards/certifications. However, they react to subcategories of such announcements.

A firm’s philanthropic gifts to environmental causes elicit a reward from investors. Same reaction for ISO 14001 certification. However, the firm’s voluntary effort to reduce emissions elicits a penalty.

	Jo, Kim, and Park (2015)
	EV: Total environmental costs

DV: ROA
	Environmental costs are negatively associated with ROA.

	Khanna and Damon (1999)
	EV: Whether a firm participates in the EPA’s 33/50 Releases Program

DVs: (1) Return on investment and (2) excess value ÷ sales
	Whether a firm participated in the 33/50 Program had no impact on either of the two economic performance outcomes.

	King and Lenox (2001)
	EV: A firm’s emissions of toxic chemicals

DV: Tobin’s q
	The association between a firm’s emissions and Tobin’s q is unclear.

Also unclear are the associations between (1) the firm’s emissions relative to its industry peers and its Tobin’s q, and (2) the industry-level emissions and the firm’s Tobin’s q.

	King and Lenox (2002)
	EV: Total emissions/waste, and waste prevention

DV: Tobin’s q and ROA
	A firm’s waste/emissions are negatively associated with its Tobin’s q and ROA.

However, the firm’s waste prevention (deviation of actual waste generated from its predicted value) is positively associated with its Tobin’s q and ROA.

	Klassen and McLaughlin (1996)
	EV: News about a firm (1) receiving an environmental award and (2) facing environmental crisis (e.g., oil spill)

DV: CAR
	News about a firm receiving an environmental award elicits a reward from its investors, whereas news about the firm being involved in an environmental crisis elicits a marginally significant penalty.

	Konar and Cohen (2001)
	EV: A firm’s release of toxic chemicals, the number of environmental lawsuits

DV: Tobin’s q
	The higher the firm’s toxic releases, the lower Tobin’s q.

The higher the firm’s environmental lawsuits, the lower Tobin’s q.

	Kroes, Subramaniam, and Subramanyam (2012)
	EV: A firm’s at-source pollution prevention, end-of-pipe pollution control, and the use of allowances

DV: Tobin’s q
	The higher a firm’s (1) at-source pollution prevention (i.e., use of subbituminous coal for heat) and (2) end-of-pipe pollution control (i.e., removing SO2 from exhaust gases), the lower its Tobin’s q.

The firm’s use of grandfathered allowances for SO2, the higher its Tobin’s q.

	Li and Wu (2017)
	EV: Announcement of environmental sustainability efforts/initiatives

DV: CAR
	A firm’s announcement of an environmental sustainability effort/initiative receives a penalty from its investors.

	Lyon and Shimshack (2015)
	EV: Newsweek rank

DV: Short-term CAR
	Being ranked in the top 100 of Newsweek magazine’s Greenest Big Companies in America ranking increases short-term CAR in (1,3).

	Marquis, Toffel, and Zhou (2016)
	EV: Environmental damage

DV: Magnitude of selective disclosure (or greenwashing)

	The more environmental damage a firm causes, the less selective its environmental disclosure.

	Matsumura, Prakash, and Vera-Munoz (2014)
	EV: Carbon emissions

DV: Market value of equity
	The higher a firm’s carbon emissions, the lower the market value of the firm’s equity.

	Russo and Fouts (1997)
	EV: A firm’s environmental rating

DV: ROA
	The higher a firm’s environmental rating, the higher its ROA.

	Sharfman and Fernando (2006)
	EV: A firm’s emissions treated on-site, and emissions reused/recycled on-site

DV: Cost of (debt and equity) capital
	The higher a firm’s environmental risk management, the lower its cost of capital.

	Walker and Wan (2012)
	EV: A firm’s substantive and symbolic environmental actions

DV: ROA
	A firm’s symbolic environmental actions (“green talk”) are negatively unrelated to its ROA, but its substantive actions (“green walk”) are unrelated to its ROA.

While greenwashing (a discrepancy between talk and walk) is negatively associated with ROA, green highlighting is unrelated to ROA.
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[bookmark: _Toc150449213]Table A2: Evidence on the Determinants of a Firm’s Brand Equity
Note: EV = explanatory variable; DV = dependent variable
	Citation
	EV(s) and DV(s)
	Key Finding(s)

	Ataman, Van Heerde, and Mela (2010)
	EV: Product, distribution, advertising, and price discounting

DV: Brand sales
	The authors report the short- and long-term elasticities of product, price discounting, distribution, and advertising with respect to brand sales.

The total elasticity for product is 1.37, followed by 0.74 for distribution, 0.13 for advertising, and 0.04 for price discounting.

	Cark, Doraszelski, and Draganska (2009)
	EV: Annual brand-level advertising expenditure (TNS Media Intelligence and Competitive Media Reporting)

DVs: Brand awareness, perceived quality
	Annual brand-level ad expenditures increase brand awareness and not perceived quality.

	de Fonseca, Rocha, and Alves (2024)
	EV: CSR perception

DVs: Satisfaction and brand equity
	A customer’s perception of a firm’s CSR initiatives boosts the firm’s brand equity.

	Hur, Kim, and Woo (2014)
	EV: CSR action

DVs: Corporate brand credibility, reputation, and equity
	A firm’s CSR actions boost its corporate brand credibility and reputation, each of which improves its brand equity.

	Lin and Chung (2019)
	IV: CSR and brand attributes

DV: Brand equity
	CSR boosts brand equity.

	Liu, Wong, Shi, Chu, and Brock (2014)
	EVs: CSP and brand quality

DV: Brand preference
	A firm’s CSP boosts customers’ preference for the brand.

	Muniz, Guzmán, and Paswan (2019)
	EV: CSR communication

DVs: Brand awareness, quality, loyalty, and equity
	A firm’s CSR communication increases its brand awareness, quality, and loyalty, each of which raises its equity.

	Olsen, Slotegraaf, and Chandukala (2014)
	EV: Number of new products with “green” claims a brand introduced in a year

DV: Brand attitude in year t minus brand attitude in year t – 1
	The more new green products a brand introduces in a year, the more positive customers’ attitudes toward the brand.

	Torres and Tribo (2011)
	EV: Customer satisfaction

DV: Brand equity
	A firm’s customer satisfaction has an inverted U-shaped relation with its brand equity.

	Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000)
	EV: Price, store image, distribution intensity, ad spending, price deals

DVs: Perceived quality, brand loyalty, brand awareness/associations, and brand equity
	A brand’s marketing-mix elements impact perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand awareness/associations. Each of these customer evaluation variables, in turn, determines the brand’s equity.





Table A3: Firms’ Promises Not to Harm the Natural Environment
	S.no
	Company
	Year
	Source Document
	Relevant Excerpt
	Page

	1
	Unilever
	2010
	Unilever Sustainable Living Plan
	"By 2020 our goal is to halve the environmental footprint of the making and use of our products as we grow our business."
	p. 7

	2
	Ford
	2012
	Ford Sustainability Report
	"We are committed to reducing other elements of the environmental footprint of our vehicles and operations as well. For example, we continue to increase the use of sustainable materials in our vehicles."
	p. 147

	3
	Patagonia
	2013
	Patagonia CSR Report
	"As prescribed in Patagonia's mission statement, Patagonia will conduct its operations causing no unnecessary harm by continually seeking to reduce the environmental footprint and impact of its operations in water use, water quality, energy use, greenhouse gas emissions, chemical use, toxicity and waste."
	p. 10

	4
	Starbucks
	2015
	Starbucks Global Responsibility Report
	"Starbucks did not back away from our commitment to responsibility. Instead we announced a set of ambitious goals – committing that by 2015 we would improve ethical sourcing in coffee and throughout our supply chain, serve our communities and engage young people, and decrease the environmental footprint from our store operations."
	p. 1

	5
	Microsoft
	2012
	Microsoft Citizenship Report
	"Achieving carbon neutrality and net-zero emissions for our data centers, software development labs, offices, and employee air travel by increasing energy efficiency and purchasing renewable energy."
	p. 57

	6
	Google
	2017
	Google Environmental Report
	"As we continue to improve our energy efficiency and reach our target of operating with 100% renewable electricity, our need for carbon offsets will decrease."
	p. 8

	7
	Apple
	2014
	Apple Environmental Responsibility Report
	"We're committed to continuing to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions and using our life cycle analysis to drive that change."
	p. 5

	8
	Nike
	2016
	Nike Sustainable Business Report
	"We set out to fundamentally reinvent every part of our business with a zero-compromise, all-encompassing approach, maximizing the performance and minimizing the environmental impact of every product we create."

"In 2016, we set an ambition to double our business while cutting our environmental impact in half on a per unit basis."
	p. 11
p. 19

	9
	Procter & Gamble
	2013
	P&G 2013 Sustainability Report
	"Reduce energy use at P&G facilities and total CO2 (Scope 1 and Scope 2) 20% per unit of production by 2020."
	p. 8

	10
	Walmart
	2014
	Walmart Global Responsibility Report
	"We hope our commitment to renewables will encourage innovation and new market entries into the sector, which will help us accelerate our sourcing of renewables while maintaining everyday low cost."
	p. 5

	11
	Coca-Cola
	2011
	Coca-Cola Sustainability Report
	"By 2012, improve water efficiency by 20 percent compared with a 2004 baseline."
	p. 78

	12
	PepsiCo
	2014
	PepsiCo Sustainability Report
	"We are striving to reduce our impact on the environment and conserve natural resources, reducing our operating costs in the process."
	p. 3

	13
	IKEA
	2014
	IKEA Sustainability Strategy
	“Produce as much renewable energy as the energy we consume and drive energy efficiency throughout our value chain.”
	p. 9

	14
	General Motors
	2015
	GM Sustainability Report
	"In addition, we are helping our suppliers reduce their carbon footprint through the GM China Green Supply Chain project."
	p. 3

	15
	Nestlé
	2016
	Nestlé Creating Shared Value Report
	“We are committed to responsible water stewardship across our supply chains, factories and public policy.”
	p. 130

	16
	Danone
	2014
	Danone Sustainability Report
	“Between now and 2020, we will continue to protect water, especially where it is scarce, and use this vital resource in harmony with our business ecosystems and local communities.”
	p. 63

	17
	Shell
	2015
	Shell Sustainability Report
	"We continue to work to reduce our own greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions over the long term."
	p. 1

	18
	BP
	2013
	BP Sustainability Review
	"BP aims to manage its operational GHG emissions through operational energy efficiency, reductions in flaring and venting, and by factoring a carbon cost into our investment appraisals and the engineering design of new projects."
	p. 36

	19
	HSBC
	2017
	HSBC CSR Report
	“Source 100% of our electricity from renewable sources by 2030, with an interim target of 90% by 2025”
	p. 10

	20
	Siemens
	2014
	Siemens Business Responsibility Report
	"To create awareness and build their competence, we undertake various sustainability initiatives
focused on minimising the environmental impact and promoting cleaner and safer value chain operations."
	p. 4

	21
	Intel
	2016
	Intel CSR Report
	"We seek to reduce the environmental impact of our products through product ecology and e-waste initiatives and by designing products with improved energy-efficient performance, which helps us meet customer needs and identify market expansion opportunities."
	p. 11

	22
	IBM
	2011
	IBM Corporate Responsibility Report
	"We have reduced IBM’s CO2 emissions by 16 percent through 2011 against the company’s stated goal of a 12-percent reduction by 2012, using 2005 as the base year."
	p. 8

	23
	Johnson & Johnson
	2015
	J&J Sustainability Report
	“Reduce absolute carbon emissions 20 percent by 2020, 80 percent by 2050.”
	p. 9

	24
	3M
	2014
	3M Sustainability Executive Summary Report
	"At 3M, we are focused on understanding those connections and seeking solutions that promote energy conservation, clean energy infrastructure, and reductions in atmospheric greenhouse gases."
	p. 6

	25
	Toyota
	2015
	Toyota North American Environmental Report
	"Pursue innovation and continuous improvement opportunities to maximize energy and fuel efficiency and optimize our environmental performance."
	p. 10
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Web Appendix B
Table B1: Industry Breakup of Sample
	SIC 4-Digit Codes
	Industry Name
	Number of Observations

	2000
	Food and Kindred products
	22

	2011
	Meat packaging plants
	30

	2030
	Canned, Frozen & Preserved Fruit, Veg & Food Specialties
	19

	2033
	Canned, Fruits, Veg, Preserves, Jams & Jellies
	16

	2040
	Grain Mill Products
	30

	2050
	Bakery Products
	2

	2082
	Malt Beverages
	12

	2086
	Bottled & Canned Soft Drinks & Carbonated Waters
	15

	2090
	Miscellaneous Food Preparations & Kindred Products
	3

	2111
	Cigarettes
	27

	2621
	Paper Mills
	15

	2670
	Converted Paper & Paperboard Prods (No Containers/Boxes)
	11

	2834
	Pharmaceutical Preparations
	76

	2836
	Biological products
	3

	2840
	Soap, Detergents, Cleaning Preparations, Perfumes, Cosmetics
	30

	2842
	Specialty Cleaning, Polishing and Sanitation Preparations
	15

	2844
	Perfumes, Cosmetics & Other Toilet Preparations
	13

	2911
	Petroleum Refining
	8

	3290
	Abrasive, Asbestos & Misc Nonmetallic Mineral Prods
	5

	3580
	Refrigeration & Service Industry Machinery
	5

	3630
	Household Appliances
	15

	3690
	Miscellaneous Electrical Machinery, Equipment & Supplies
	5

	3724
	Aircraft Engines & Engine Parts
	14

	3845
	Electromedical & Electrotherapeutic Apparatus
	15

	4888
	Communication
	13

	5331
	Retail-Variety Stores
	18

	5411
	Retail-Grocery Stores
	12

	5812
	Retail-Eating Places
	34

	5912
	Retail-Drug Stores and Proprietary Stores
	3

	5961
	Retail-Catalog & Mail-Order Houses
	1

	6282
	Investment Advice
	5

	6531
	Real Estate Agents & Managers (For Others)
	9

	7200
	Services-Personal Services
	13

	7510
	Services-Auto Rental & Leasing
	1





Table B2: First-Stage Regression Control Function Method
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	Environmental Footprint
	Advertising
	CSR Reputation

	Industry average excluding focal firm
	.0509***
	.0688***
	.753***

	
	(.0117)
	(.0173)
	(.0115)

	Environmental footprint
	
	−.00113
	.262

	
	
	(.00283)
	(3.574)

	Advertising
	−.0112
	
	−8.876

	
	(.0275)
	
	(11.10)

	CSR reputation
	−1.23e-06
	3.06e-06
	

	
	(1.87e-05)
	(6.01e-06)
	

	R&D
	−.0149**
	.00400*
	−3.515

	
	(.00746)
	(.00241)
	(3.046)

	Pricing power
	−.0141***
	.00102
	−2.925**

	
	(.00365)
	(.00118)
	(1.490)

	Distribution
	−.000225
	−.000965
	−6.083*

	
	(.00792)
	(.00255)
	(3.229)

	Size
	−.000873
	−.00283***
	.517

	
	(.000865)
	(.000277)
	(.352)

	Cost efficiency
	2.06e-07
	−2.70e-07
	−.00243

	
	(6.64e-06)
	(2.14e-06)
	(.00271)

	Employee intensity
	−.0328
	.431***
	−6.399

	
	(.145)
	(.0466)
	(59.09)

	Intercept
	.0549***
	.0308***
	4.024

	
	(.00730)
	(.00234)
	(2.999)

	
	
	
	

	Firm fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Year fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	15,291
	15,463
	15,463

	R-squared
	.009
	.025
	.264

	Number of firms
	2,432
	2,460
	2,460


***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1


Table B3: Environmental Footprint → Brand Equity: Non-Polluting Industries Versus Polluting Industries
	
	DV = Brand Equity

	
	Subsample of firms in low-polluting industries
	Subsample of firms in high-polluting industries

	Environmental footprint
	-6,932***
	-259.3

	
	(2,193)
	(182.0)

	Advertising
	1,468
	-571.2

	
	(3,216)
	(481.0)

	CSR reputation
	-0.103
	-0.0640

	
	(0.0999)
	(0.0448)

	R&D
	-389.7***
	12.58

	
	(125.2)
	(32.81)

	Pricing power
	-167.5***
	-4.679

	
	(37.35)
	(16.37)

	Distribution
	-38.28
	39.25

	
	(33.24)
	(41.02)

	Size
	-10.37
	-0.0622

	
	(10.55)
	(3.270)

	Cost efficiency
	11.50***
	1.036

	
	(3.128)
	(1.393)

	Employee intensity
	-103.0
	752.1

	
	(1,445)
	(985.1)

	Control function: Environmental footprint
	7,003***
	248.9

	
	(2,217)
	(186.0)

	Control function: Advertising
	-1,460
	561.0

	
	(3,230)
	(480.1)

	Control function: CSR reputation
	0.363***
	0.0731

	
	(0.106)
	(0.0523)

	Intercept
	451.2***
	70.45*

	
	(168.0)
	(36.30)

	
	
	

	Firm fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Year fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	151
	364

	Number of firms
	18
	37

	R-squared
	0.512
	0.118


*** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.1. Standard errors are reported in parentheses.


Table B4: Firm’s Environmental Footprint and Brand Equity: Random Effects Estimation with Industry Fixed Effects
	
	Brand Equity
	Brand Equity

	Environmental footprint
	−291.9*
	−231.3

	
	(176.2)
	(175.6)

	Environmental footprint × Advertising
	
	−755.9*

	
	
	(393.1)

	Environmental footprint × CSR reputation
	
	−.859***

	
	
	(.326)

	Advertising
	−359.3
	−405.8

	
	(453.6)
	(449.4)

	CSR reputation
	−.0228
	.0507

	
	(.0398)
	(.0491)

	R&D
	−46.01
	−50.55*

	
	(28.44)
	(28.24)

	Pricing power
	−20.42
	−27.79**

	
	(12.94)
	(13.10)

	Distribution
	−19.44
	−10.78

	
	(23.99)
	(23.89)

	Size
	−2.851
	−3.578*

	
	(2.058)
	(2.073)

	Cost efficiency
	1.697
	2.022*

	
	(1.206)
	(1.203)

	Employee intensity
	871.9***
	961.7***

	
	(241.6)
	(240.8)

	Control function: Environmental footprint
	287.6
	314.4*

	
	(180.7)
	(179.1)

	Control function: Advertising
	374.4
	496.6

	
	(453.6)
	(451.6)

	Control function: CSR reputation
	.0887**
	.0935**

	
	(.0443)
	(.0444)

	Intercept
	97.24***
	97.62***

	
	(24.49)
	(24.67)

	
	
	

	Industry fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Year fixed effects
	Yes
	Yes

	Observations
	515
	515

	Number of firms
	55
	55


***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1


Table B5: Firm’s Environmental Footprint and Brand Equity: Revenues as a Measure of Size
	
	Brand Equity

	Environmental footprint
	−157.9

	
	(177.6)

	Environmental footprint × Advertising
	−1,086**

	
	(515.7)

	Environmental footprint × CSR reputation
	−.713**

	
	(.331)

	Advertising
	746.7***

	
	(278.9)

	CSR reputation
	.0442

	
	(.0503)

	R&D
	−10.52

	
	(15.29)

	Pricing power
	−7.181

	
	(12.59)

	Distribution
	10.08

	
	(16.79)

	Size
	6.297

	
	(4.392)

	Cost efficiency
	2.060

	
	(1.349)

	Employee intensity
	686.6***

	
	(200.2)

	Control function: Environmental footprint
	223.4

	
	(179.3)

	Control function: Advertising
	−655.3**

	
	(272.4)

	Control function: CSR reputation
	.0799*

	
	(.0442)

	Intercept
	9.179

	
	(40.61)

	
	

	Firm fixed effects
	Yes

	Year fixed effects
	Yes

	Observations
	520

	Number of firms
	55

	R-squared
	.135


***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .1




