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Abstract: This study was conducted to explore carbon disclosures and industry environment sensitivity on firm performance (FP). This
study evaluates FP by examining both market- and accounting-based measures and how they relate to carbon disclosures. The carbon-
disclosing sample is got from listed firms in China that reported their carbon emissions from 2010 to 2018. Results indicate that
carbon-disclosing firms experience declined FP following carbon disclosure of 4.13% for return on assets and 4.22% for the Q ratio
following disclosure compared to the non-disclosing firms, and there is a decreased FP for the control sample of carbon non-
disclosing companies, an indication that environmental disclosures are linked with specific and costly risk disclosures which may
castigate a company’s environmental strategies over specified time periods as disclosures tend to result in accountability. We show
why FP declined during the disclosure period despite prior research indicating that carbon-disclosing firms are characterized by
increased FP. Despite the ever-increasing stringent measures and standards of environmental disclosures, environmentally sensitive
industries are characterized by increased FP during the carbon disclosure period. We supplement the ever-expanding stream of
research that evaluates the effects of carbon disclosures.
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1. Introduction

Tackling global warming and climatic change remains as one
of the critical roles which companies can adhere to considering
they are the biggest sources of carbon emissions [1]. Due to the
financial costs associated with improved carbon performance,
questions still linger as to whether firms are honestly motivated
to enhance carbon performance. This might result in
management utilizing different mechanisms to justify their
carbon activities without an improvement in the real carbon
performance. These disclosures therefore can be deemed as
legitimizing firms’ carbon activities as companies may utilize
such disclosures to indicate that their rules and standards are a
matchup of what the society expects – which resonates with the
legitimacy theory. This study depicts the effects of carbon
disclosure on performance of firms by evaluating the
characteristics of carbon-disclosing and non-disclosing
companies while also distinguishing between environmentally
sensitive firms and those which are not.

Zhao et al. [1] sought to analyze how the adoption of an
Environmental Management System (EMS) in line with ISO
14001 affects economic performance through a surge in demand
and a rise in productivity. They established that a firm’s value is

increased through EMS implementation as it results in an increase
in demand and productivity – an effect which was only observed
for export-oriented firms. A specific and more recent study was
conducted by Siddique et al. [2] who evaluated the carbon
performance impact on financial performance among US S&P 500
corporations and established that carbon performance was
significant and positively related to financial performance, and
firms that disclosed more carbon information reported higher
financial performance.

This study evaluates firm performance (FP) by examining both
market and accounting-based measures and how they relate to carbon
disclosures. Measurement of this performance is essential for effective
management of any organization as continuous enhancement is
impossible without measuring outcomes. Performance measurement
measures offer information that allows monitoring and evaluation
while highlighting the shortcomings. Accounting-based measures
have always been regarded as suitable profitability indicators
compared to cost of capital risk-adjusted rate [3]. Market-based
performance measures are future based and evaluate a company’s
performance over time which go a long way in motivating future
performance expectations. As part of the sensitivity analysis, we
employ Lu and Taylor [4] economic performance measure in
establishing whether our results are robust and consistent.
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Firms that voluntarily disclosed their carbon performance
status to the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) and a control
sample of non-disclosing firms that have been matched based on
the propensity of carbon disclosures were evaluated to assess
whether there is a change in FP following carbon disclosure relative
to the control firm and the kind of change that is discernible between
environmentally sensitive and non-sensitive firms. A descriptive
quantitative study was undertaken to delineate the characteristics of
carbon-disclosing companies based on an unbalanced panel data
of 6390 firm years for carbon-disclosing and propensity score
matched carbon non-disclosing firms between 2010 and 2018.

Overall, results indicate that carbon-disclosing firms experience
declined FP following disclosure compared to the non-disclosing
firms and there is a decreased FP for the control sample of carbon
non-disclosing companies. Aggregating the disclosure status and
period, carbon-disclosing companies are characterized by a
declined level of FP than the non-disclosing control firms. It is
further established that environmentally sensitive industries that
disclose their carbon emissions are characterized by increased FP
while both state and non-state-owned companies are characterized
by declined FP.

This study contributes several ideas to the existing literature on
carbon disclosures and emissions. Despite the ever-increasing
stringent measures and standards of environmental disclosures,
environmentally sensitive industries are characterized by increased
FP during the carbon disclosure period. Secondly, despite prior
research indicating that carbon-disclosing firms are characterized
by increased FP, performance declined during the disclosing
period. This study further provides evidence on an area that has
seen limited research especially in an emerging economy that is
considered to be one of the highest emitters of carbon dioxide
(China), with this being a concept that has continuously receiving
increased attention as firms enhance the quality of their
environmental and social undertakings. Novelty of the study arises
from the three-wise combination of carbon disclosures, industry
environment sensitivity (IES), and FP. The link between these
three variables has been examined on the basis of pairwise
relationships between carbon disclosures and FP or IES
(classification) and FP. This study therefore sought to bridge this
gap by determining the environmental industry classification
(sensitivity) effect on carbon disclosures and FP among Chinese
companies as they mitigate climate change through carbon
emissions disclosures.

2. Literature Review

The relationship between carbon emissions disclosures and FP
has continued to elicit interest among scholars due to its complex
nature. Mixed results have been obtained on the existing studies
conducted on the relationship between carbon emissions
disclosures, environmental sensitivity classification, and financial
performance. Chen and Ma [5] in a study of the four most
polluting industries in the USA sought to apply the resource base
view by determining whether changes in financial performance
affect relative environmental performance and whether changes in
relative environment performance led to changes in financial
performance consistent with “it pays to be green” notion. Zhao
et al. [1] sought to analyze the effects of EMS implementation in
accordance with ISO 14001, through an increase in demand and
an improvement in productivity on economic performance. They
established that a firm’s value is increased through EMS
implementation as it results in an increase in demand and an
improvement in productivity – an effect which was only observed

for export-oriented firms. Hermundsdottir and Aspelund [6] found
that eco-innovation was more significant as a determinant of FP
than non-eco-innovation and further highlighted that there was no
trade-off between eco-innovation and increased financial gain
since legislation stimulated eco-innovation. Tang and Luo [7], in
an analysis of 336 firm-event observations (cross-sectional), found
out that firms’ financial results are adversely affected by carbon
tax legislation-related events. He et al. [8] established that
corporate carbon emissions had a negative relation with the
market value of equity while disclosure of carbon management
had a positive relation with the market value of equity which is
stronger when there is a larger volume of carbon emissions.
Alsaifi et al. [9] employed mediation path analysis technique to
explore the relationship between carbon emission performance
and financial performance and found out that direct corporate
carbon emissions are negatively related to corporate financial
performance – an indication that emissions stimulate performance
of the market. Andersen and Bams [10] while exploring the four
economic drivers of environmental management established that
consumer-oriented firms that are visible to the public have
positive relation between environmental commitment and
operating performance. Nishitani et al. [11] in an analysis of
Tokyo and London Stock Exchanges evaluated the relationships
between social and environmental performance and integrated
reporting, and found out that financial transparency and
accountability is evident in companies listed in Tokyo Stock
Exchanges but not London Stock Exchanges. Naeem and
Cankaya [12] established that the relationship between
environmental, social, and governance performance of
environmentally sensitive corporations has a positive relation with
the return on equity (ROE) and Tobin’s Q of the corporations
with this relationship having a stronger impact in developed
countries compared to emerging ones.

Due to environmental performance and disclosures being an
unresolved research area in accounting, Lu and Taylor [4], Tang
and Luo [7] as well as Clarkson et al. [13] proposed use of
different theories such as legitimacy theory, voluntary disclosure
theory, and signaling theory to explain this relationship with the
results being varied and uneven. Earlier studies on the relationship
between environmental performance and environmental
disclosures were largely based on the indices issued by the
Council on Economic Priorities (CEP). The CEP measured the
environmental performance of 50 firms from highly polluting
industries (steel, oil, paper, and electric utilities) and published
reports based on a 0–10 Likert scale with 10 being the worst and
also based on the organizational analyses. The results varied in
their depth and quality though they were considered to be the
credible source available by then. While still employing the CEP
measure for environmental performance, Tsang et al. [14]
examined the impact of the Exxon Valdez oil spill on the
environmental information disclosed in annual reports of
petroleum firms. A significant increase in environmental
disclosures was observed and was related to firm size and
ownership in Alyeska Pipeline Service Company. Lu and Taylor [4],
while testing the differences in the use of non-litigation
disclosures, incorporated size-matched groups based on
environmental performance (better versus worse) and industry
type (environmentally sensitive industries versus non-
environmentally sensitive). It was observed that worst performers
and environmentally sensitive industries provided increased non-
litigation environmental disclosures. Utilizing carbon mitigation
and carbon intensity as measures of carbon performance, Tang
and Luo [7] found a positive relationship between carbon
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disclosure and carbon performance consistent with the voluntary
disclosure theory and an indication that a firm’s actual carbon
performance can be reflected by the voluntary disclosures made to
CDP. Environmentalism has been established to be low with few
firms practicing voluntary environmental activities [15].
Violations as detected and punished by government were yet to
cause noticeable negative effects in the stock markets. These
previous studies therefore have highlighted varied expectations of
firms in pollution prevention translating to mitigation of climate
change. Few studies have however explored how voluntary
environmental activities – specifically the carbon disclosures
component – vary among environmental sensitive and non-
sensitive industries and their effect on FP.

2.1. Theoretical framework

2.1.1. Voluntary disclosure theory
The foundations of the voluntary disclosure theories can be

traced back toBrooks andOikonomou [16], Roychowdhury et al. [17],
and Basu et al. [18] regarding application to the environmental
disclosure studies. Proprietary costs associated with non-disclosure
may be difficult to interpret – an indication that there exists levels
of disclosure that are increasing proprietary costs. Non-disclosure
on the other hand results in investors’ uncertainty about the
nature of information possessed by a manager [16] which led
Basu et al. [18] to posit that when faced with adverse selections,
exceeding a certain threshold may result in a disclosure while those
below may not. Environmental wise, companies with improved
environmental performance are likely to disclose more while poorly
performing companies opt for silence.

Based on the above postulations, it seems probable that
managers have in their possession information that is unlikely to
be accessed by the public. This concern has prompted
governments to enact legislation in an effort to elicit additional
environmental disclosures across a variety of concerns [19].
Despite having the legislations, disclosing companies maybe using
it to bypass the questions being asked, thus ensuring that little is
known about the firm despite being open in their reporting [20].

2.1.2. Legitimacy theory
Didenko et al. [21] and Giacomini et al. [22] elucidate

legitimacy as socially constructed values, norms, and beliefs that
guide corporate actions. This theory also insinuates the existence
of a social agreement between a firm and the society at large that
can either be explicitly or implicitly stated. One of the
assumptions of the legitimacy theory is that the society permits
organizations to continue their operations as long as they meet
public expectations. To maintain legitimacy, organizations should
adopt to societal changes over time. A change in public
expectations about a firm should trigger a change in the
operations of the latter in order to maintain legitimacy. Therefore,
it is necessary to identify society’s expectations in order to
prevent a legitimacy gap brought on by its dynamic nature. The
legitimacy theory thus postulates that companies tell the society
about their actual changes through voluntary social and
environmental disclosures to avoid a legitimacy gap.

2.2. Hypothesis development

2.2.1. Carbon disclosures, IES, and FP
Disclosure of environmental performance coupled with social

responsibility information is done by firms to protect investors,

mitigate information asymmetry, and also as a mandatory
requirement for complying with regulatory requirements. Focus has
been on industries that are regarded as having a high propensity for
pollution as they are always a subject of environmental regulations.
Andersen and Bams [10], Tsang et al. [14], Hackston and Milne
[23] as well as Prencipe [24] have documented that industry
classification and size of the firm are factors that can result in
potential public pressure regarding environmental concerns.

It is further documented that firms with poor environmental
performance are also conditional to increased disclosure to stakeholders
and regulatory agencies compared to firms that are performing better
environmentally. TRI data have been utilized by firms to publicize
names of top polluting industries as a means of attracting scrutiny and
regulatory demand for reducing toxic substance [25].

Environmental stakeholders may subsequently rely on these
data to target firms for legal actions and enforcement. Thus,
declined environmental performance threatens company’s social
legitimacy – at least according to the legitimacy theory. The
social–political theories (stakeholder, political economy) postulate
that disclosure is a resultant of political and social pressure. The
market place monitors the economic legitimacy of firms while
public policies monitor social legitimacy [10, 21, 25]. Any threats
to social legitimacy may lead to active participation in the public
process for which disclosures are part of.

It is therefore hypothesized that firms that are toxic pollutants do
make available more disclosures beyond the mandatory
requirements. In addition to this, toxic pollutants are considered to
be superior environmental performers as they disclose more
information that is difficult to mimic by inferior performing firms;
thus, they are favorably viewed in the market. Based on this
postulation, the hypotheses are formulated as:

H1a: Industry environmental sensitivity is positively related to FP.
H1b: Industry environmental sensitivity positively strengthens the
relationship between carbon disclosures and FP.

3. Methodology

3.1. Sampling

The carbon-disclosing sample is drawn from the listed
companies in China that reported their carbon emissions from
2010 to 2018. Firms’ disclosure status is obtained from the CDP
database, which is a non-profit organization that is a custodian of
voluntarily carbon emissions by the largest companies around the
world. Firms are required to have participated in the CDP survey
for carbon disclosures and emissions and have data for FP and the
control variables to be utilized in the analysis. Financial
accounting data are obtained from the CSMAR database. The
initial sample varies across the years of study as the number of
Chinese companies submitting voluntary disclosures is gradually
increasing. Chinese businesses that took part in the CDP survey
make up the sample of this study, which is a propensity score-
matched sample of companies that disclose and do not disclose
their carbon emissions between 2010 and 2018 and those that did
not. 2010 has been selected as the point of start since the first
disclosures from Chinese companies were received during this
period. Based on these provisions and procedures, a sample of
245 firms with voluntary carbon disclosures during 2010 to 2018
was obtained. Table 1 below outlines the annual distribution of
carbon-disclosing companies. Few firms did disclosures in the
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early years starting 2010 but there was a gradual increase in 2018, as
depicted in Table 1.

3.2. Construction of the propensity score-matched
sample

To generate a sample of carbon-disclosing companies,
companies that took part in the CDP survey were obtained from
the CDP database. To ensure an adequate sample of carbon-
disclosing and non-disclosing companies and due to the voluntary
nature of the carbon disclosures during the study period,
propensity score matching is used to identify a sample of firms
with a similar propensity to carbon-disclosing firms. Che et al.
[26] note that this technique is vital in controlling endogenous
firm characteristics that may affect the association between the
relevant independent and dependent variables.

This study estimates a carbon disclosure probit model based on
several factors known to be associated with carbon disclosure [4, 8],
growth opportunities, profit margin, unexpected earnings (UEs),
environmental sensitivity, and firm size as defined in the variable
definition section below. Kai and Prabhala [27] indicated that a
comprehensive list of characteristics is necessary in determining the
propensity scores thus the need for including several factors
associated with carbon disclosure.

The next step was to match a carbon-disclosing company with a
non-disclosing company that has the closest predicted value from the
carbon disclosure probit model. This process is iterated until no
convergence is achieved. To test for non-linearity of the carbon
disclosure characteristics, the study employs the Test for
Specification Error in Ramsey Regression Equations [28].

3.3. Model for testing the hypothesis

Testing hypotheses H1a & H1b, which examines the IES
relationship with FP, was done using the model (Equation (1)):

FP ¼ β0 þ β1CEDI þ β2POST þ β3POST � CEDI þ β4IES

þ β5CEDI � IESþ β6POST � IESþ β7Controls

þ Year and ind: dummiesþ ε (1)

Hypothesis H1a will be tested by the coefficient β4 on IES that rep-
resents the difference in FP between environmentally sensitive and
non-sensitive industries. The coefficient β5 measures the
difference in change of FP between environmentally sensitive and
non-sensitive industries that disclose their carbon emissions. This
also serves as the test for hypothesis H1b. The coefficient β6 mea-

sures the difference in change of FP for the matched control sample
of non-disclosing companies from the assigned pre-disclosure dates
to post-disclosure time period for the environmentally sensitive and
non-sensitive firms.

3.3.1. Variable definition

1) Carbon emissions disclosure index

For environmental researchers, the CDP has made it possible to
access carbon emission data for more than 1550 of the largest
companies in the world. CDP works with firms and shareholders
to provide carbon emissions using carbon protocol as the guiding
framework [29]. Carbon has long been esteemed as the most
pertinent international accounting tool for business to understand,
quantify, and manage carbon emissions [30]. This protocol
requires companies to disclose direct and indirect emissions that
are divided into three scopes: Scope I, II, and III. Scope I covers
all emissions from what is owned or controlled by the
organizations (direct emissions). Scope II has indirect emissions
from consumption of heat and electricity while Scope III contains
all other indirect emissions like outsourced activities, waste
disposal, and transportation.

Carbon disclosure is a mechanism which stakeholders employ
to ensure that firms establish and comply with existing
environmental norms. There is a dearth of voluntary disclosure
literature pertaining to companies whose carbon emissions are
independently verified. Prior research has focused on cross-
country voluntary disclosure incentives, incorporating a variety of
different revenue variables (size and foreign sales). The usefulness
of carbon disclosures depends on the relevance and valuability of
the disclosures to the market in decimating information that
relates to the effect of climatic change on financial performance.
Despite CDP working toward ensuring that there is uniformity in
providing this information, there still exists difficulty in provision
of this information due to non-uniform measures of carbon
measurements, thus inhibiting comparability [31].

The study proxy’s carbon disclosures by an index based on the
response status of a company to the invitation by the CDP to
participate in their annual survey. The level of carbon disclosure
is proxy by a 3 factor index constructed from companies that
participated in the CDP survey. The first measure is response –

which is a dichotomous value that is based on whether a company
responded to the climate change survey or not.

The second one is status – which is still a binary measure that
proxies whether companies submitted response to the questions on
the survey or not. The third measure is score – which represents
the points attained by a company after participating in the survey.
This represents the ratio of the actual points awarded to a firm
that participates in the survey out of the possible maximum points
that can be awarded. A Carbon Emissions Disclosure Index
(CEDI) is constructed as a ratio aggregate of the three measures
above out of the maximum possible attainable value. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for these measures is 0.78. Each firm
year observation is therefore assigned a CEDI score, which is the
outcome value of the calculated index.

To further investigate the carbon disclosure and non-disclosure
effect, the study further defines another dichotomous variable –

POST. This is a variable that infers a value of 1 for the post-
disclosure assigned date of matched carbon non-disclosing
companies and 0 for the pre-disclosure date. This variable seeks
to control the effect in FP of carbon-disclosing firms relative to

Table 1
Yearly distribution of carbon-disclosing companies

Year No. of carbon-disclosing companies Sample %

2010 4 1.63
2011 6 2.45
2012 14 5.71
2013 18 7.35
2014 32 13.06
2015 37 15.10
2016 40 16.33
2017 46 18.78
2018 48 19.59
Total 245 100
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matched non-disclosing firms in order to establish the actual
performance effect following carbon disclosure.

2) Firm performance

Measurement of FP has always been undertaken using market
and accounting-based measures to evaluate how well a company is
performing. Some studies have utilized accounting-based measures
[32] while others have incorporated both market and accounting-
based measures, that is, price earnings ratio and profitability [28].
Lu and Taylor [4] posit that using accounting-based performance
metrics has its own limitation in that they focus narrowly on one
aspect of a firm’s economic performance. ROE, return on assets
(ROA), and earnings per share (EPS) are among the most
frequently utilized measures by prior studies. Given these
shortcomings, the study incorporates both market and accounting-
based measures to evaluate FP.

Measurements based on accounting are generally backward
looking and are considered as effective indicators of company’s
profitability when measured against the risk-weighted average
cost of capital [3]. These measures present the outcome of
management actions; thus, they are preferred over market-
based measures [33]. They have been criticized for being
partial estimators more so regarding amortization and
depreciation.

Market-based measures are generally forward looking, thus
indicating the expectation of stakeholders regarding a company’s
performance. These include Tobin’s Q, market to book value,
dividends yield, and price/earnings ratio. Previous research has
indicated that accounting-based measurements are used to
evaluate a firm in the short term while market-based measures
project the performance of a firm – an indication that integration
between the two provides a better outlook of a firm. Therefore to
provide a better outlook of performance, this study incorporates a
combination of accounting-based and market-based measures of
performance. ROA and ROE have been employed as accounting
measures of FP. ROA is proxy as the net income over the total
assets at the end of the year. It is a measure that evaluates the
operating and financial performance of a firm by highlighting
whether assets have been utilized effectively in maximizing
shareholder value [34]. A positive figure is an indication of
achievement of projected high performance while a negative value
indicates non-achievement and declining performance. To
supplement this result, ROE is utilized and is proxy as profit after
tax over the total equity shares on issue by a firm.

Tobin’s Q has been incorporated as the market-based measure
of FP. It is determined by dividing the total of the market value of the
equity and liabilities by the total of the equity and liabilities’ book
values. To provide an inclusive outlook of performance that is
indicative of the economic performance of a firm, the measure
ΔSR is utilized as it represents a more objective measure of FP
since stock price holds information about a firm’s future prospects
for both financial and non-financial measures [4]. It is defined as
a change in share price during the year scaled by year beginning
price less industry median. Moreover, this metric also represents a
broad measure of a firm’s current period performance relative to
other firms in the same industry. Choice of this measure is due to
its little subjectivity and measurement errors compared to others.

3) Industry environmental sensitivity

Following Konadu et al. [35] approach, this study introduces a
variable that assists in determining the role of environmental industry

classification in the accountability process. This variable – industry
environmental sensitivity – takes the variable of 1 if a company
conducts its business in an industry that is sensitive to carbon
emissions therefore prone to litigation and embargoes from
regulatory bodies, and 0 if otherwise. These are industries that are
in the utilities energy and materials sector and pose a risk to the
environment compared to the non-energy intensive industries.

Intensive industries are further characterized by emissions of
carbon dioxide at an intensity higher than the industry average, that
is, they can alternatively be considered to be firms that are in
pollution intensive industries. Lu and Taylor [4] postulate that the
aim of taking into account this dummy variable is to do away with
problems of endogeneity that might be detected between
dissemination of information and firm’s performance. To monitor
the effect of size and industry on the analysis of environmental
behavioral pattern provides the theoretical argument behind making
a comparison with average performance [14].

3.3.2. Control variables

1) Firm size (SIZE)

Tang and Luo [7] describe size as the natural logarithm of market
capitalization. Firm size has constantly been a driving factor of
sustainability reporting and has been used as a control variable in
the sustainability reporting research [26, 36]. The market value of
common equity will be the proxy measure. Larger firms are
expected to have greater incentives to disclose environmental
information. Choice of size has been influenced by Konadu et al.
[35], Belkaoui and Karpik [37] as well as Patten [38] which have
determined a strong correlation between firm size and disclosure of
information on social responsibility. It is expected that large firms
are more responsive to mitigating climate change.

2) Unexpected earnings

Christie [39] suggests that due to the use of the industry-
adjusted return measure of economic performance as FP, there is a
need to control the unexpected portion of earnings. Following this
approach, this measure is controlled and is proxy as the annual
change in EPS scaled by the stock price at the beginning of the
period.

3) Growth opportunities (MTB)

The proxy for growth opportunities is defined as a ratio between
the market value and the book value of equity [4, 40, 41]. This ratio
measures the difference between the firm’s value as appraised by the
market and the value aggregated from the Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles transactions in the USA, e.g., relating to the
research and development costs (R&D), US firms in the process of
conducting research must expense this cost while some markets
view it as an investment whose benefits will accrue in the future.

In a related research of South African companies, defined
growth as the annual growth rate of sales and utilized it in
combination with an interaction term formed by multiplying the
carbon performance rating and growth. However, its shortcoming
was that it was highly correlated with the individual variables
being considered resulting in multicollinearity. This study
therefore adopts the ratio of market value of equity to book value
of equity as defined by Gaver and Gaver [40]. Market to book
ratio is a variable that proxies a firm’s growth opportunities and
hypothesizes that firms with a higher MTB ratio are expected to
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disclose increased information in order to avoid information
asymmetrical problems [8]. We expect growth opportunities to be
positively related to FP.

4) Leverage (LEV)

Leverage proxy as the debt/total asset ratio is another numerical
variable that includes the state of debt as a proportion of a firm’s
assets. It is one of the determinants of disclosure because of the
agency conflicts that are prone to arise. Kai and Prabhala [27],
Chosiah et al. [41] and Gallego Alvarez et al. [42] have
established a positive relationship between indebtedness and
quantity of information voluntarily disclosed, whereas other
studies have established insignificant relationships [14, 43].

5) Property plant and equipment

Apart from financial resources, in order for organizations to
meet their obligations to various stakeholders, tangible assets are
key especially in attaining environmental goals. Presence of
organizational slack in the form of surplus financial resources may
stimulate innovative strategies by organizations.

This study therefore proposes the net book value of PPE as this
provides resources especially for environment sensitive industries
as they seek to comply with regulation and stakeholder
sustainability requirements. These firms will also find it easier to
comply with sustainability requirements, thus focusing on other
organizational activities. There is need for control of this
variable as it is considered a determinant of disclosures. Chen
and Ma [5] postulate that environmental disclosures might be
influenced by firm size and incorporate the log of total assets to
control their effect.

4. Empirical Results

4.1. Descriptive statistics for carbon disclosure and FP

Table 2 below indicates the descriptive statistics of the sample
that was utilized in ascertaining the effect of carbon disclosure on
performance of firms. This was possible by utilizing a
combination of the CDP database for carbon-disclosing companies
and CSMAR database for listed companies and availability of
financial variables. An evaluation of the carbon disclosure proxy
indicates that most of the data is inclined toward the minimum
score (−0.2230), i.e., non-disclosure. The mean (−0.1390) and
standard deviation (0.6232) imply that most companies do not
disclose their carbon emissions. Examining the propensity score-
matched control sample also indicates that most of the matched
firms are inclined toward non-disclosure with a mean of (0.1930).
Regarding performance, the average ROA of the firms is 7.74%.
The mean of total assets in the sample was observed to be 23.168
while the minimum and maximum values were 15.7435 and
24.8095, respectively, an indication that majority of the
companies in the sample have a higher value of total assets. The
mean of the size of the firms in the sample as proxied by the log
of market capitalization was observed to be 20.8111, which was
inclined toward the minimum value of 23.168. Most firms in the
sample of study did not have UEs as indicated by the mean value
of 0.0009. Leverage was observed to have a mean value of
0.4617 while a number of firms in the sample were observed to
be classified as environmentally sensitive industries as indicated
by the mean of 0.8097 and a maximum value of 1.

Table 3 below highlights a breakdown of how the sample
characteristics compare between carbon-disclosing and non-
disclosing companies.

An evaluation of the means of carbon-disclosing and non-
disclosing companies indicates that carbon-disclosing firms are
characterized by a higher ROA (0.08842), higher profit margins
(21.8324), higher value of PPE (21.6353), and are highly valued
in the market (24.9177) as compared to the carbon non-disclosing
companies. This observation is further cemented by the mean
difference tests which are highly significant indicating there is
value obtained by voluntary carbon disclosure. Carbon-disclosing
companies are further observed to be highly levered (0.5599) as
compared to their non-disclosing counterparts (0.4958), an
indication that use of borrowed capital by disclosing companies is
on the rise as compared to their non-disclosing counterparts. The
UEs of carbon-disclosing companies were observed to be higher
(−0.00168) as compared to their non-disclosing counterparts
(−0.00316). A further analysis of the sample into environmentally
sensitive and non-sensitive industries indicates that most of the
carbon non-disclosing companies are environmentally sensitive
(0.7981) as compared to the carbon-disclosing environmentally
sensitive ones (0.7496). The ways of disclosing and non-
disclosing companies are significantly different, an indication that
there is a value obtained by disclosure of carbon emissions by firms.

Table 4 indicates the Pearson pairwise correlation coefficients
and their respective significance levels for the variables incorporated
in testing the FP – carbon disclosure relationship. To evaluate the
efficacy of the independent variables on dependent ones, the
interdependence between the independent variables should not be

Table 2
Descriptive statistics for the study sample

Total sample

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

ROA 0.0774 0.0556 −0.0335 0.3146
ROE 0.1094 0.0847 −0.6981 0.4569
Tobin’s Q 2.8524 2.2558 0.9008 14.9078
ΔSR 1.0757 0.0892 1 1.5641
CEDI −0.1390 0.6232 −0.2230 4.4846
POST 0.1930 0.3947 0.0000 1.0000
CEDI#POST −0.0084 0.3964 −0.2230 4.4845
NP 19.0159 1.6890 11.4370 23.6652
PPE 20.4917 1.7428 15.7435 24.8095
SIZE 23.1680 1.1961 20.8111 27.5942
UE 0.0009 0.0350 −0.2112 0.1905
LEV 0.4617 0.2136 0.0536 1.0302
IES 0.8097 0.3926 0.0000 1.0000
N= 6390

Notes: ROA is calculated as the ratio of total operating income to total
assets; ROE is calculated as net profit after tax over the total equity
shares issued; ΔSR represents the change in share price during the year
scaled by beginning year price less industry median; CEDI is proxied
as an index of response, status, and score of firms participation in the
CDP survey; NP is a lagged variable that represents the ratio of net
profit to sales; PPE represents the log of net book value of total assets
of a firm; SIZE is proxied as the log of market capitalization; UE is the
annual change in earnings per share scaled by the stock price at the
beginning of the period; LEV represents the debt/total asset ratio; IES is
an indicative variable that assumes the value of 1 for environmental
sensitive industries and 0 if otherwise.
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significant. To test this, the variance inflation factor (VIF) and
tolerance levels were estimated. Morgan et al. [44] indicate that
multicollinearity problems arise when VIF has a value higher than
10 and tolerance levels less than 0.1.

From the correlation matrix, it is observed that there is no high
correlation among the independent variables in this study; thus, it can
be inferred that there is no multicollinearity problem. This is further
cemented by the tolerance levels (1/VIF) scores whose values are not
less than 0.1.

4.2. Multivariate test results

4.2.1. Carbon disclosure and FP
Table 5 indicates the results of the estimated coefficients of

carbon disclosure utilizing the fixed effect approach (column I and
II) of the variables being studied while incorporating both
accounting (ROA) and market (Tobin’s Q) based measures of FP.

Results from column I indicate that carbon disclosure (CEDI) is
negative and significantly related to FP across accounting-based
ROA measure of performance (t = −2.76, p< 0.01) and market-
based measure, Tobin’s Q (t = −3.3, p< 0.01) an indication of
the declining performance of companies as the upshot of carbon
disclosure.

This result was consistent to the postulations of Dionisio and de
Vargas [45] who confirmed a negative relation between emissions
management practices and financial performance. Examining the

control sample of carbon non-disclosing companies (POST)
revealed a negative and significant relationship for both ROA (t =
−4.32, p< 0.01) and Tobin’s Q (t= 4.57, p< 0.01).

This indicates that for the propensity score-matched sample of
carbon non-disclosing companies, there was a declining performance
and they exhibit the same pattern as the carbon-disclosing firms.
Following carbon disclosure, there is need to quantify the
influence on company performance. This effect is estimated by
dividing the coefficient of CEDI by the sample mean for FP
measures. Results show that there is a dwindle in FP following
carbon disclosure of 4.13% for ROA and 4.22% for Tobin’s Q.
The coefficient on CEDI#POST is negative and significant across
all measures of performance, an indication that following carbon
disclosure, FP of the carbon non-disclosing firms is lower (after
controlling for the change in FP of the control firms during the
same time period) collated to the pre-disclosure period. Further
analysis of the sum of the coefficients for CEDI and CEDI#POST
is significantly negative for ROA (−0.0037 + [−0.0040] =
−0.0077, p< 0.01) and Tobin’s Q (−0.1779 + [−0.0753] =
−0.1854, p< 0.01).

This is an indication that for the carbon-disclosing firms, there is
a declined FP in both the short run and the long run which can be
assigned to the outcome of the management actions. This suggests
that the performance measures are easier to control as managers
perceive them to be within their jurisdiction [33]. Thus, in line
with the provisions of the agency theory, opportunistic actions by
the management regarding carbon disclosures may have resulted
to declined performance while the expectation of shareholders as
proxy by the market-based measures is optimism and positive
performance.

Evaluating the control variables indicates that firm size is
positive and significant across market-based economic measures
of FP. This insinuates that large firms are more likely to make
disclosures as such disclosures tend to be more manageable and
there is need for such disclosures. The coefficient for leverage is
negative and highly significant (p< 0.01) across both market and
accounting-based measures of FP.

This insinuates that highly leveraged firms are less likely to
disclose their carbon emissions which may be attributed to the
perceived decline in FP that disclosure has. The coefficient of net
property and PPE is negative and significant (p< 0.01) which
may be indicative of the investment in tangible assets and wear
and tear that is associated with carbon disclosure. UEs are positive
and significant across all measures of performance, an indication
that an increase in FP is affiliated with higher level of UEs.

4.2.2. Carbon disclosure, industry environmental sensitivity,
and FP

Table 6 indicates the results of the hypothesis testing model by
including the interactions of the IES. The results in column I show
that the coefficient of IES is positive and significant across both
market and accounting-based measures of performance indicating
that environmentally sensitive industries are characterized by a
higher FP when compared to their non-sensitive counterparts
which supports hypothesis H1a.

The interaction coefficient between CEDI and IES is also
positively significant across all accounting and market-based
measures in column II, an indication that environmentally
sensitive industries that voluntarily disclose their carbon
performance are characterized by a greater FP. The positive nature
of the IES coefficients and its interaction with CEDI thus supports
the hypothesis H1b that industry environmental sensitivity will
positively moderate the carbon disclosure–FP relationship.

Table 3
Mean difference tests for carbon-disclosing

and non-disclosing companies

Carbon non-dis-
closing compa-

nies
Carbon-disclosing

companies

Variable Mean Median Mean Median

Mean
difference

test

ROA 0.0658 0.0588 0.0884 0.0689 −0.0226***
ROE 0.0811 0.0852 0.1324 0.1373 −0.0513***
Tobin’s
Q

2.8740 2.1176 1.8068 1.2846 1.0672***

ΔSR 1.0849 1.0496 1.0664 1.0393 0.0185***
LEV 0.4958 0.5002 0.5647 0.5599 −0.0689***
MTB 1.0515 0.6840 1.9546 1.0295 −0.9031***
ESI 0.7981 1 0.7496 1 0.0485***
UE −0.0031 0.0003 −0.0016 0.0043 −0.0021
PPE 20.3492 20.2697 21.6353 21.5651 −1.2861***
SIZE 23.0499 22.9248 24.9177 24.8595 −1.8678***
NP 18.9394 18.9209 21.1243 21.3714 −2.1849***

Notes: ROA is calculated as the ratio of total operating income to total assets;
ROE is calculated as net profit after tax over the total equity shares issued;
Tobin’s Q represents a measure of firm assets in relation to firm’s market
value; ΔSR represents the change in share price during the year scaled by
beginning year price less industry median; CEDI is proxied as an index of
response, status, and score of firms participation in the CDP survey; MTB
refers to the ratio of market value of equity to book value of equity; PPE
represents the log of total assets of a firm; SIZE is proxied as the log of
market capitalization; UE is the annual change in earnings per share scaled
by the stock price at the beginning of the period; LEV represents the debt/
total asset ratio; IES is an indicative variable that assumes the value of 1
for environmental sensitive industries and 0 if otherwise; *, ** and ***
indicate two tailed significance levels at 10%, 5%, and 1%, respectively.
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This is consistent with Tsang et al. [14] who established
that soaring levels of toxic deploys are affiliated with
increased extent of environmental disclosures. Because firms
from environmentally sensitive industries already face
increased publicity due to societal and political requirements,
thus the need for increased disclosures. Similar findings were
obtained by Sun et al. [46] in a study of the US S&P 500 EPA
reporting groups which was divided into high carbon emitters
and low-emitting firms. Firms that had a higher score on their

probability of environmentally damaging actions are expected
to disclose their carbon emissions.

The coefficient on POST#IES indicates the relationship
between control sample of industry environmental sensitivity
companies and FP in the carbon disclosure time period of the
aforementioned firms. The results indicate that this coefficient is
positive and significant (t= 2.95, p< 0.01) suggesting that there is
an increased FP for environmentally sensitive industries (control
sample) during the carbon post-disclosure time period.

Table 4
Pairwise correlations, variance inflation factors, and tolerance levels

CEDI POST CEDI#POST NP PPE SIZE UE LEV ESI 1/VIF

CEDI 1 0.53
POST 0.0786* 1 0.91
CEDI#POST 0.6682* −0.0082 1 0.56
NP 0.2585* 0.2398* 0.1332* 1 0.31
PPE 0.1532* 0.2204* 0.0727* 0.5497* 1 0.56
SIZE 0.3074* 0.2780* 0.1664* 0.6214* 0.6448* 1 0.23
UE 0.0082 0.0035 0.0063 0.0507* −0.0049 0.0412* 1 0.97
LEV 0.0824* 0.0818* 0.0522* 0.2125* 0.3842* 0.3617* −0.01 1 0.71
ESI −0.0465* 0.0365* −0.0338* −0.0759* 0.2395* −0.0975* −0.0238* −0.0814 1 0.77

Note: Table 4 indicates the Pearson’s correlations for variables utilized in testing the moderating effect of board level attributes on the relationship
between firm performance and carbon disclosure. *, ** and *** indicate two-tailed significance levels at 5%, 1%, and 10%, respectively.

Table 5
Regression results for the effect of carbon disclosures on firm performance

Independent variables

Dependent variables

I II

ROA Tobin’s Q ROA Tobin’s Q
Coef. (t-statistics) Coef. (t-statistics) Coef. (t-statistics) Coef. (t-statistics)

CEDI −0.0036*** −0.1205*** −0.0037*** −0.1779***
(−3.68) (−3.3) (−3.18) (−4.07)

POST −0.0044*** −0.1924***
(−4.32) (−4.57)

CEDI#POST −0.0040*** −0.0753**
(−3.2) (−1.66)

NP 0.0291*** −0.4055*** 0.0292*** −0.4020***
(55.77) (−18.64) (55.85) (−18.46)

PPE −0.0170*** −0.9419*** −0.0172*** −0.9516***
(−22.97) (−30.74) (−23.32) (−31.09)

SIZE −0.0066*** 1.9973*** −0.0070*** 1.9813***
(−7.14) (51.81) (−7.63) (51.57)

UE 0.1687*** 3.1160*** 0.1683*** 3.1128***
(14.87) (6.61) (14.81) (6.59)

LEV −0.0239*** −2.2344*** −0.0234*** −2.2242***
(−5.42) (−12.18) (−5.31) (−12.1)

Constant 0.0359*** −15.3939*** 0.0484*** −14.9376***
(2.06) (−21.15) (2.8) (−20.73)

Fixed effects
Within regressions Present Present Present Present
R2 0.3792 0.1966 0.3784 0.1985

Notes: ROA is calculated as the ratio of total operating income to total assets; Tobin’sQ represents a measure of firm assets in relation to firm’s market
value; CEDI is proxied as an index of response, status, and score of firms participation in the CDP survey; POST is a dichotomous variable that
represents 1 for post-disclosure period and 0 if otherwise; NP is a lagged variable that represents the ratio of net profit to sales; PPE represents
the log of total assets of a firm; SIZE is proxied as the log of market capitalization; UE is the annual change in earnings per share scaled by the
stock price at the beginning of the period; LEV represents the debt/total asset ratio; ***, ** and * indicate two-tailed significance levels at 1%,
5%, and 10%, respectively.
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4.3. Robustness analysis

To cement the results obtained above, robustness checks were
undertaken by incorporating an alternative measure of FP. This was
further necessitated by the fact that endogeneity is likely to arise
between the market and accounting-based measures of performance
with the independent variables that have been utilized as control
variables. Therefore, to eradicate this and provide an inclusive
outlook of performance that is expressive of the economic
performance of a firm, the measure ΔSR is utilized as it represents a
more objective measure of FP since stock price holds information
about a firm’s future prospects for both financial and non-financial
measures [4]. It is proxied as change in share price during the year
scaled by year beginning price less industry median. Moreover, this
metric also provides a thorough evaluation of a company’s
performance over the most recent period in comparison to other
companies operating in the same sector. In addition to that, due to
the possibility of correlation of the dependent variables error terms
with the independent variables, robustness was further undertaken
utilizing the two-stage least squares regression analysis to evaluate
the estimation coefficients and cement the results obtained as
presented in Table 7.

Consistent with the previous findings, carbon-disclosing firms
are characterized by declined FP. In line with Lu and Taylor [4]
proposition, despite the change in the performance metric
specification, the variables of interest are consistently similar.

4.4. Discussion and summary of the findings

The results indicate that environmental industry classification
(sensitive or non-sensitive) is positively related to FP suggesting
that environmentally sensitive industries are characterized by
increased performance as compared to their non-sensitive peers.
These findings are consistent to Lu and Taylor [4] who found out
that environmentally sensitive industries that are characterized by
increased environmental performance (in the context of
disclosures – increased disclosures) perform better as compared to
their non-disclosing counterparts. The finding supports the
provisions of the good news elaboration as described by the
discretionary disclosure theory. Firms with a record of noble
environmental performance are forthright in disclosing the
information as it results to enhanced FP.

The second part of the hypothesis combined both mandatory and
voluntary disclosures by examining the environmental industry

Table 6
Regression results on the effect of IES on the relationship between carbon disclosures and firm performance

I II

ROA Tobin’s Q ROA Tobin’s Q
Coef. (t-statistics) Coef. (t-statistics) Coef. (t-statistics) Coef. (t-statistics)

Constant 0.0275** −0.6939 0.0371*** −0.5444
(2.10) (−1.27) (2.84) (−1.00)

CEDI −0.0004 −0.2622*** −0.0039** −0.2893***
(−0.2) (−3.09) (−1.83) (−3.33)

POST 0.0011 −0.0662
(0.77) (−1.12)

CEDI#POST −0.0177*** −0.1532 −0.0300*** −0.3140*
(−4.02) (−0.83) (−6.53) (−1.65)

IES 0.0212*** 0.8150*** 0.0192*** 0.7980***
(14.86) (13.38) (13.18) (12.75)

CEDI#IES 0.0205*** 0.2324*
(7.07) (1.90)

POST#IES 0.0043*** −0.0028
(2.95) (−0.04)

NP 0.0292*** −0.5059*** 0.0291*** −0.5069***
(53.91) (−21.85) (54.07) (−21.89)

PPE −0.0087*** −0.6886*** −0.0088*** −0.6908***
(−20.09) (−37.49) (−20.52) (−37.55)

SIZE −0.0135*** 1.2320*** −0.0137*** 1.2276***
(−14.12) (30.82) (−14.46) (30.73)

UE 0.2280*** 5.4514*** 0.2255*** 5.4188***
(15.56) (8.69) (15.44) (8.64)

LEV −0.0696*** −4.1109*** −0.0675*** −4.0872***
(−24.91) (−34.32) (−24.13) (−33.92)

Fixed effects Present Present Present Present
R2 0.4777 0.3987 0.4822 0.3990

Notes: ROA is calculated as the ratio of total operating income to total assets; Tobin’sQ represents a measure of firm assets in relation to firm’s market
value; CEDI is proxied as an index of response, status, and score of firms participation in the CDP survey; POST is a dichotomous variable that
represents 1 for post-disclosure period and 0 if otherwise; IES is a dichotomous variable that represents 1 for industry environment sensitivity
and 0 if otherwise; NP is a lagged variable that represents the ratio of net profit to sales; PPE represents the log of total assets of a firm; SIZE is
proxied as the log of market capitalization; UE is the annual change in earnings per share scaled by the stock price at the beginning of the
period; LEV represents the debt/total asset ratio; ***, ** and * indicate two-tailed significance levels at 1%, 5%, and 10%, respectively.
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classification effect on carbon disclosure–FP relationships. Results are
positive and significant across both accounting and market-based
measures indicating that there is a value that the financial market
attaches to the disclosures submitted by environmentally sensitive
industries and this is further enhanced by them submitting the
voluntary disclosures beyond the mandatory requirements. Despite
the inordinate pressure from the social and political environment that
companies from environmentally sensitive industries face which
ensures that disclosures are virtually mandatory for these firms, the
resultant effect of additional disclosures is increased FP. Therefore, it
can be concluded that more comprehensive disclosures regarding
environmental sustainability will enhance FP.

These results further indicate the non-responsiveness of
carbon disclosure as indicated by the negative relation across
accounting, market based, and combination of both measures.
This is an indication that investors are yet to attach value to the
disclosures made by these firms. The findings are consistent to
Alsaifi et al. [9] who established a negative relationship between
corporate carbon disclosures and financial performance among
environmentally sensitive FTSE 100 companies in the United
Kingdom.

On the other hand, the coefficient β3 which examined FP of the
propensity score matched control sample of carbon non-disclosing
companies in both the assigned dates for pre- and post-disclosure period
established a consistent negative and significant coefficient across all
measures of FP, indicating that FPdeclined during the carbon disclosure
period as compared to pre-disclosure period. This finding is consistent
with results obtained by Sun et al. [46] who postulated that there is a
negative association between carbon emissions and firm value. These
results may suggest that investors in the propensity score-matched con-
trolled sample are yet to attach value to the information provided rela-
tive towhen itwas unavailable. This further suggests that information as
disclosed by the companies may not be useful, corroborating the find-
ings of Miralles-Quirós et al. [47]. Lack of interest by investors may be
attributed to this as they perceive FP of these companies not to be influ-
enced by their disclosure status. The negative associationmay also be an
indication that voluntary disclosure of environmental performance may
not be related to actual environmental performance. Whenever there is
doubt in the information disclosed, stakeholders may express their
doubts in the information disclosed as they think it does not meet their
needs. Another possible explanation may be due to the quality of infor-
mation disclosed. A peculiar observation among Chinese companies
was their classification in the CDP disclosure database response score
as “D” or “F” (low) – as compared to most global counterparts who
were in “B” or “C” (above average) categories based on the specificities
of their disclosures. Another proposition may be that increased FP

conflicts with investor interests; thus, shareholders have to finance such
undertakings.

Despite the variants of the relationship that has been established
between environmental disclosures and FP, this study, just like Lu
and Taylor [4] and Nishitani et al. [11] has established that there
is value attached to voluntary carbon disclosures especially if
these disclosures are made to an external body. The negative
nature of this relationship is an indication that despite disclosing
firms seeking to maximize their profits, there is an environmental
legitimization cost that significantly affects FP.

5. Conclusion

Tackling global warming and climatic change remains as one of
the critical roles which companies can adhere to considering they are
the biggest sources of greenhouse gas emissions. This study sheds
light on one of the most urgent and current social environmental
concerns the society is facing. While previous literature has
focused on carbon disclosures in the developed economies, this
study examines an emerging market that is considered to be the
biggest emitter of carbon in the world.

Utilizing a sample of Chinese listed firms that participate in the
CDP from 2010 to 2018, as well as a control sample of propensity
score matched non-disclosing companies, the findings based on the
difference in difference approach indicate that carbon-disclosing
companies are characterized by decreasing FP as compared to their
non-disclosing counterparts. Environmental sensitive industries on
the other hand are characterized by increased financial performance
and so did those that disclosed their carbon emissions – an
indication that despite the ever-increasing stringent requirements
relating to environmental disclosures, FP is still on the rise.
Generally, the findings indicate a negative association between
carbon disclosure and FP. Di Vaio et al. [48] postulate that
environmental disclosures are associated with specific and costly risk
disclosures which may castigate a firm’s environmental strategies
over specified time periods as disclosures tend to result in
accountability. Such actions can turn into means of competing for
vital resources which is consistent with the resource dependence theory.

This study however has some limitations. The measure of carbon
disclosure is subject to scrutiny as a three-factor index proxy was
utilized. This proxy captures response, status, and score of firms,
whereas disclosures vary and are diverse. To the knowledge of the
researcher and based on the unavailability of qualified data, the
measure is best placed independently to evaluate carbon-disclosing
and non-disclosing companies. Future studies can consider
incorporating the level and scope of emissions disclosed by
companies. Future studies on the carbon emissions levels across
such precincts may serve to alleviate this problem [49–56].
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Table 7
Robustness analysis results for the effect of carbon disclosures on

firm performance

Independent variables Dependent variables
ΔSR

Coef. (t-statistics)

Constant 1.1783*** (84.08)
CED −0.0045*** (−2.96)
NP −0.0046*** (−6.15)
LEV −0.0231*** (−4.67)
Wald χ2(3) 109.26
R2 0.0147

Note: ***, ** and * indicate two-tailed significance levels at 1%, 5%,
and 10%, respectively. t-statistics are presented in brackets.

Green and Low-Carbon Economy Vol. 3 Iss. 3 2025

292



Author Contribution Statement

Cyrus Isaboke: Conceptualization, Methodology, Software,
Validation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Resources, Data
curation, Writing – original draft, Visualization, Project
administration. Yan Chen: Validation, Formal analysis,
Resources, Writing – review & editing, Supervision. Amon
Bagoza: Writing – review & editing, Visualization.

References

[1] Zhao, M., Liu, F., Song, Y., & Geng, J. (2020). Impact of air
pollution regulation and technological investment on
sustainable development of green economy in eastern China:
Empirical analysis with panel data approach. Sustainability,
12(8), 3073. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083073

[2] Siddique, M. A., Akhtaruzzaman, M., Rashid, A., & Hammami,
H. (2021). Carbon disclosure, carbon performance and financial
performance: International evidence. International Review of
Financial Analysis, 75, 101734. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.
2021.101734

[3] Taouab, O., & Issor, Z. (2019). Firm performance: Definition and
measurement models.European Scientific Journal, 15(1), 93–106.
http://dx.doi.org/10.19044/esj.2019.v15n1p93

[4] Lu, L. W., & Taylor, M. E. (2018). A study of the relationships
among environmental performance, environmental disclosure,
and financial performance. Asian Review of Accounting, 26(1),
107–130. https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-01-2016-0010

[5] Chen, Y., & Ma, Y. (2021). Does green investment improve
energy firm performance? Energy Policy, 153, 112252.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2021.112252

[6] Hermundsdottir, F., & Aspelund, A. (2021). Sustainability
innovations and firm competitiveness: A review. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 280, 124715. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jclepro.2020.124715

[7] Tang, Q., & Luo, L. (2014). Carbon management systems
and carbon mitigation. Australian Accounting Review, 24(1),
84–98. https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12010

[8] He, R., Luo, L., Shamsuddin, A., & Tang, Q. (2022). Corporate
carbon accounting: A literature review of carbon accounting
research from the Kyoto Protocol to the Paris Agreement.
Accounting & Finance, 62(1), 261–298. https://doi.org/10.
1111/acfi.12789

[9] Alsaifi, K., Elnahass, M., & Salama, A. (2020). Carbon
disclosure and financial performance: UK environmental
policy. Business Strategy and the Environment, 29(2),
711–726. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2426

[10] Andersen, I., & Bams, D. (2022). Environmental management:
An industry classification. Journal of Cleaner Production, 344,
130853. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.130853

[11] Nishitani, K., Unerman, J., & Kokubu, K. (2021). Motivations
for voluntary corporate adoption of integrated reporting: A
novel context for comparing voluntary disclosure and
legitimacy theory. Journal of Cleaner Production, 322,
129027. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129027

[12] Naeem, N., & Cankaya, S. (2021). Does ESG performance
affect the financial performance of environmentally sensitive
industries? A comparison between emerging and developed
markets. PressAcademia Procedia, 14, 135–136. https://doi.
org/10.17261/Pressacademia.2021.1509

[13] Clarkson, P. M., Li, Y., Richardson, G. D., & Vasvari, F. P.
(2008). Revisiting the relation between environmental
performance and environmental disclosure: An empirical

analysis. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 33(4–5),
303–327. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.05.003

[14] Tsang, A., Frost, T., & Cao, H. (2023). Environmental, Social,
and Governance (ESG) disclosure: A literature review. The
British Accounting Review, 55(1), 101149. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.bar.2022.101149

[15] Indriastuti, M., & Chariri, A. (2021). The role of green
investment and corporate social responsibility investment on
sustainable performance. Cogent Business & Management,
8(1), 1960120. https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2021.1960120

[16] Brooks, C., & Oikonomou, I. (2018). The effects of
environmental, social and governance disclosures and
performance on firm value: A review of the literature in
accounting and finance. The British Accounting Review,
50(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.11.005

[17] Roychowdhury, S., Shroff, N., & Verdi, R. S. (2019). The effects
of financial reporting and disclosure on corporate investment: A
review. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 68(2–3),
101246. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2019.101246

[18] Basu, R., Naughton, J. P., & Wang, C. (2022). The regulatory
role of credit ratings and voluntary disclosure. The Accounting
Review, 97(2), 25–50. https://doi.org/10.2308/TAR-2018-0286

[19] Singhania,M.,&Saini, N. (2021). Institutional framework of ESG
disclosures: Comparative analysis of developed and developing
countries. Journal of Sustainable Finance & Investment, 13(1),
516–559. https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2021.1964810

[20] Hopwood, A. G. (2009). Accounting and the environment.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 34(3–4), 433–439.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.03.002

[21] Didenko, N. I., Romashkina, G. F., Skripnuk, D. F., & Kulik,
S. V. (2020). Dynamics of trust in institutions, the legitimacy of
the social order, and social open innovation. Journal of Open
Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 6(4), 111.
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc6040111

[22] Giacomini, D., Rocca, L., Zola, P., & Mazzoleni, M. (2021).
Local governments’ environmental disclosure via social
networks: Organizational legitimacy and stakeholders’
interactions. Journal of Cleaner Production, 317, 128290.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.128290

[23] Hackston, D., &Milne, M. J. (1996). Some determinants of social
and environmental disclosures in New Zealand companies.
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 9(1), 77–108.
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579610109987

[24] Prencipe, A. (2004). Proprietary costs and determinants of
voluntary segment disclosure: Evidence from Italian listed
companies. European Accounting Review, 13(2), 319–340.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0963818042000204742

[25] Horváthová, J., Mokrišová, M., & Vrábliková, M. (2021).
Benchmarking—A way of finding risk factors in business
performance. Journal of Risk and Financial Management,
14(5), 221. https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14050221

[26] Che, L., Hope, O. K., & Langli, J. C. (2020). How Big-4 firms
improve audit quality.Management Science, 66(10), 4552–4572.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2019.3370

[27] Kai, L., & Prabhala, N. R. (2007). Self-selection models in
corporate finance. In B. E. Eckbo (Ed.), Handbook of
empirical corporate finance (Vol. 1, pp. 37–86). North
Holland. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53265-7.50016-0

[28] Spicer, B. H. (1978). Investors, corporate social performance
and information disclosure: An empirical study. The
Accounting Review, 53(1), 94–111.

[29] Rohani, A. (2016). Carbon behaviour, carbon reputation and
corporate economic performance: A comparative study of

Green and Low-Carbon Economy Vol. 3 Iss. 3 2025

293

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083073
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2021.101734
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2021.101734
http://dx.doi.org/10.19044/esj.2019.v15n1p93
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-01-2016-0010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2021.112252
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124715
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124715
https://doi.org/10.1111/auar.12010
https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12789
https://doi.org/10.1111/acfi.12789
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2426
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.130853
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.129027
https://doi.org/10.17261/Pressacademia.2021.1509
https://doi.org/10.17261/Pressacademia.2021.1509
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2007.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2022.101149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2022.101149
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2021.1960120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2019.101246
https://doi.org/10.2308/TAR-2018-0286
https://doi.org/10.1080/20430795.2021.1964810
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2009.03.002
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc6040111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.128290
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513579610109987
https://doi.org/10.1080/0963818042000204742
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm14050221
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2019.3370
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53265-7.50016-0


carbon intensive and non-intensive industries. PhDThesis, Anglia
Ruskin University.

[30] Broadstock, D. C., Collins, A., Hunt, L. C., & Vergos, K.
(2017). Voluntary disclosure, greenhouse gas emissions and
business performance: Assessing the first decade of
reporting. The British Accounting Review, 50(1), 48–59.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.02.002

[31] Datt, R. R. (2016). Corporate incentives for external carbon
emissions assurance: An international study. PhD Thesis,
Western Sydney University.

[32] Bragdon, J. H., &Marlin, J. (1972). Is pollution profitable. Risk
Management, 19(4), 9–18.

[33] Hasnan, S., A Rahman, N. A., Mohamed Hussain, A. R., &
Mohd Ali, M. (2022). Corporate governance and ownership
structure on illegal insider trading activities in Malaysian
public listed companies. Management & Accounting Review,
21(1), 95–117.

[34] Giner Inchausti, B., Cervera Millán, M., Ruiz Llopis, A., &
Arce Gisbert, M. (2003). Incentivos para la divulgación
voluntaria de información: Evidencia empírica sobre la
información segmentada [Incentives to the voluntary
disclosure of information: Empirical evidence about
segmental information]. Revista Europea de Dirección y
Economía de la Empresa, 12(4), 69–85.

[35] Konadu, R., Ahinful, G. S., Boakye, D. J., & Elbardan, H.
(2022). Board gender diversity, environmental innovation
and corporate carbon emissions. Technological Forecasting
and Social Change, 174, 121279. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.techfore.2021.121279

[36] Boiral, O., & Heras-Saizarbitoria, I. (2020). Sustainability
reporting assurance: Creating stakeholder accountability
through hyperreality? Journal of Cleaner Production, 243,
118596. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118596

[37] Belkaoui, A., & Karpik, P. G. (1989). Determinants of the
corporate decision to disclose social information. Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal, 2(1), 1-1. https://doi.org/
10.1108/09513578910132240

[38] Patten, D. M. (1992). Intra-industry environmental disclosures
in response to the Alaskan oil spill: A note on legitimacy theory.
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 17(5), 471–475.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(92)90042-Q

[39] Christie, A. A. (1987). On cross-sectional analysis in
accounting research. Journal of Accounting and Economics,
9(3), 231–258. https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(87)90007-3

[40] Gaver, J. J., & Gaver, K. M. (1993). Additional evidence on the
association between the investment opportunity set and
corporate financing, dividend, and compensation policies.
Journal of Accounting and Economics, 16(1–3), 125–160.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(93)90007-3

[41] Chosiah, C., Purwanto, B., & Ermawati,W. J. (2019). Dividend
policy, investment opportunity set, free cash flow, and
company performance: Indonesian’s agricultural sector.
Jurnal Keuangan dan Perbankan, 23(3), 403–417. https://
doi.org/10.26905/jkdp.v23i3.2517

[42] Gallego Alvarez, I., Garcia Sanchez, I. M., & Rodríguez
Domínguez, L. (2008). Voluntary and compulsory information
disclosed online: The effect of industry concentration and
other explanatory factors. Online Information Review, 32(5),
596–622. https://doi.org/10.1108/14684520810913990

[43] Lagasio, V., & Cucari, N. (2019). Corporate governance and
environmental social governance disclosure: A meta-
analytical review. Corporate Social Responsibility and

Environmental Management, 26(4), 701–711. https://doi.org/
10.1002/csr.1716

[44] Morgan, G. A., Barrett, K. C., Leech, N. L., &Gloeckner, G.W.
(2019). IBM SPSS for introductory statistics: Use and
interpretation (6th ed.). USA: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.
4324/9780429287657

[45] Dionisio,M.,&deVargas, E.R. (2020).Corporate social innovation:
A systematic literature review. International Business Review, 29(2),
101641. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2019.101641

[46] Sun, Z. Y.,Wang, S. N., & Li, D. (2022). The impacts of carbon
emissions and voluntary carbon disclosure on firm value.
Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 29(40),
60189–60197. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-20006-6

[47] Miralles-Quirós, M. M., Miralles-Quirós, J. L., & Redondo-
Hernández, J. (2019). The impact of environmental, social,
and governance performance on stock prices: Evidence from
the banking industry. Corporate Social Responsibility and
Environmental Management, 26(6), 1446–1456. https://doi.
org/10.1002/csr.1759

[48] di Vaio, A., Palladino, R., Hassan, R., &Alvino, F. (2020). Human
resources disclosure in the EU Directive 2014/95/EU perspective:
A systematic literature review. Journal ofCleaner Production, 257,
120509. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120509

[49] Sharif, S. (2019). Investment opportunity set, corporate governance
practices and performance of modarabas. Global Management
Journal for Academic & Corporate Studies, 9(1), 175–181.

[50] Fahad, P., & Rahman, P. M. (2020). Impact of corporate
governance on CSR disclosure. International Journal of
Disclosure and Governance, 17(2), 155–167. https://doi.org/
10.1057/s41310-020-00082-1

[51] Zhou, C. (2019). Effects of corporate governance on the decision
to voluntarily disclose corporate social responsibility reports:
Evidence from China. Applied Economics, 51(55), 5900–5910.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2019.1631440

[52] Alsaifi, K., Elnahass, M., & Salama, A. (2020). Carbon
disclosure and financial performance: UK environmental
policy. Business Strategy and the Environment, 29(2),
711–726. https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2426

[53] Pache-Durán, M., & Nevado-Gil, M. T. (2020). Responsabilidad
social empresarial: Información divulgada por las empresas del
IBEX35 [Analysis of the dissemination of information on
corporate social responsibility through the websites of the
IBEX35 companies]. Investigación Bibliotecológica, 34(85),
81–97. https://doi.org/10.22201/iibi.24488321xe.2020.85.58225

[54] Oyelere, P., Laswad, F., & Fisher, R. (2003). Determinants of
internet financial reporting by New Zealand companies.
Journal of International Financial Management &
Accounting, 14(1), 26–63. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
646X.00089

[55] Baldini, M., Maso, L. D., Liberatore, G., Mazzi, F., & Terzani,
S. (2018). Role of country-and firm-level determinants in
environmental, social, and governance disclosure. Journal of
Business Ethics, 150(1), 79–98. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-016-3139-1

[56] Ramsey, J. B. (1969). Tests for specification errors in classical
linear least-squares regression analysis. Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology, 31(2),
350–371. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1969.tb00796.x

How to Cite: Isaboke, C., Chen, Y., & Bagonza, A. (2025). Carbon Disclosures and
Industry Environment Sensitivity on Firm Performance. Green and Low-Carbon
Economy, 3(3), 283–294. https://doi.org/10.47852/bonviewGLCE3202930

Green and Low-Carbon Economy Vol. 3 Iss. 3 2025

294

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121279
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121279
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118596
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513578910132240
https://doi.org/10.1108/09513578910132240
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-3682(92)90042-Q
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(87)90007-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-4101(93)90007-3
https://doi.org/10.26905/jkdp.v23i3.2517
https://doi.org/10.26905/jkdp.v23i3.2517
https://doi.org/10.1108/14684520810913990
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1716
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1716
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429287657
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429287657
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2019.101641
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-022-20006-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1759
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1759
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.120509
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41310-020-00082-1
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41310-020-00082-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2019.1631440
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2426
https://doi.org/10.22201/iibi.24488321xe.2020.85.58225
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-646X.00089
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-646X.00089
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3139-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3139-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1969.tb00796.x
https://doi.org/10.47852/bonviewGLCE3202930

	Carbon Disclosures and Industry Environment Sensitivity on Firm Performance
	1. Introduction
	2. Literature Review
	2.1. Theoretical framework
	2.1.1. Voluntary disclosure theory
	2.1.2. Legitimacy theory

	2.2. Hypothesis development
	2.2.1. Carbon disclosures, IES, and FP

	3. Methodology
	3.1. Sampling
	3.2. Construction of the propensity score-matched sample
	3.3. Model for testing the hypothesis
	3.3.1. Variable definition
	3.3.2. Control variables


	4. Empirical Results
	4.1. Descriptive statistics for carbon disclosure and FP
	4.2. Multivariate test results
	4.2.1. Carbon disclosure and FP
	4.2.2. Carbon disclosure, industry environmental sensitivity, and FP

	4.3. Robustness analysis
	4.4. Discussion and summary of the findings

	5. Conclusion
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages true
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth 4
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


