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Is a corporation’s environmental responsibility consistent with its responsibility to maximize shareholder
wealth? If environmentally sustainable behavior is a binding constraint on available strategies one would
expect environmentally responsible firms to exhibit lower market values than corporations who are free
to execute any strategies. But if there is a link between corporate environmental responsibility and
shareholder wealth then one would expect environmentally responsible firms to have a higher market
value. This study finds evidence of a positive relationship between financial performance as measured by
Tobin’s q and environmental performance as measured by the USEtox weighting system.
INTRODUCTION
Both finance academics and practitioners have come to accept the paradigm of the publicly traded
corporation as an institution dedicated to the task of creating wealth for its shareholders (Friedman, 1970).
Corporate managers create wealth by generating expectations of future cash flows for its owners. But
corporations are essentially a set of privileges granted by the state. These privileges are granted because
the process of generating cash flows provides goods, services, job opportunities, and tax revenues that
benefit stakeholders other than the owners of the firm. While there are natural conflicts between these
non-owner stakeholders and the owners, these conflicts do not lie at the core of the firms’ existence.
Financially successful firms generally provide valuable goods, services, job opportunities, and pay taxes.
The broadest class of stakeholders, however, is the set of people who are affected by the environmental
performance of the firm. This includes both of those whose health is directly affected by corporate
behavior and those who value existing ecological state in which the firm operates. This study addresses
the question of whether there is a general conflict between the financial performance and the
environmental performance of publicly traded corporations.
Financial performance, however it is measured, is a positive quantity. In this paper we use Tobin’s q
as a measure of financial performance. Tobin’s q is the ratio of the market value of the financial claims on
the firm to the amount that the original claimants contributed to the firm’s existence. A high Tobin’s q
identifies wealth creation and implies that a high level of risk adjusted cash flows are expected by the
claimants. On the other hand, environmental performance is usually measured as a negative quantity. In
this study we construct a measure of the firm’s environmental performance using the recently developed
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USETox weighting scheme to measure the toxicity of chemical releases into the air, water, and ground;
the higher the index the lower the environmental performance.
If wealth creation is unrelated to legal toxic releases one would expect that the financial performance
of a firm unconcerned with legal toxic releases would be equal to or greater than the financial
performance of a firm that weighed the environmental impact of its strategic options. That is because the
set of opportunities of the former must be greater than or equal to those of the latter. Indeed, Folger and
Nutt (1975), Aupperle et. al. (1985), and Levy (1995) have argued this point. Mahapatra, (1984), Jaggi
and Freedman (1992), Cordeiro and Sarkis (1997), McWilliams and Siegel (2000), and Wagner et. al.
(2002) found empirical evidence to support this contention. Socially responsible mutual funds generally
do not perform better and sometimes under-perform unconstrained funds (Ambec and Lanoie, 2007). On
the other hand, Tobin’s q is a function of expected future cash flows. A firm that is demonstrably
weighing the environmental impact of its activities may generate expectations of greater risk adjusted
cash flows than one that does not (de Villiers and van Staden, 2007). Such expectations may emanate
from increased customer satisfaction, lower risk of cash flow disruption (Konar and Cohen, 2001: Cram
and Koehler, 2000; Chan and Milne, 1999; Lanoie, 1998; White, 1996; Hamilton, 1995; Muoghalu, 1990;
Spicer, 1978), superior employee retention (Gladwin, 1993; Ambec and Lanoie, 2008), and fewer wasted
resources (Hart and Ahuja, 1996; Porter, 1991; Porter and van der Linde, 1995; Russo and Faults, 1997).
Surveys of this considerable literature can be found in Ambec and Lanoie (2007), and Orlitzky et. al.
(2003).
A number of studies have related financial performance directly to environmental performance using
Tobin’s q as a measure of financial performance. King and Lenox (2001) found evidence supporting the
link between financial performance and environmental performance using a sample of 652 firms,
aggregating toxic releases over a period of ten years. Ragothaman, et. al. (2008) studied air born releases
of 100 firms and found that financial performance was positively linked to environmental performance.
Konar and Cohen (2001), in a study who’s methodology most closely precedes the present one’s, found
that Tobin’s q was significantly lowered by poor environmental performance as measured by pounds of
toxic releases.
It is obvious that a measure of equally weighted pounds of toxic releases does not generate a clear
picture of the relative environmental damage from poor environmental behavior. At the time of the Konar
and Cohen research there were a few weighting schemes such as EcoIndicator 99 (Toffel and Marshal
2004) but they were not comprehensive and often did not lend themselves to a complete portrait of a
corporation’s environmental profile. This study addresses the relative toxicity problem by employing the
newly released USETox weighting scheme. USETox characterization factors are consensus based,
include more chemicals, and account for the exposure pathways (air, water, ground). The Konar and
Cohen sampling design begins with the companies of the S&P 500 index that reported toxic releases to
the EPA. Our sampling design is the intersection of the entirety of the 49,136 useful release reports to the
EPA in the year 2007 and all of the companies in the Compustat data base for which Tobin’s q can be
calculated. Thus, this study contributes to the literature by taking account the relative toxicity of each
release and using the broadest possible cross section of observations as a sample.
METHODOLOGY
If environmental responsibility is a binding constraint on the financial performance of the firm we
would expect to see good financial performance associated with poor environmental performance or no
relationship at all. If environmental responsibility improves risk-adjusted expectations of future cash
flows we would expect to see the opposite. Thus, the relationship between financial and environmental
performance lends itself to a two-tailed test on the coefficient E2 in the equation below.
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FIGURE 1
THE EMPIRICAL TEST
q = E1 + E2(EP) + 6Ei(control variables) .
Tobin’s q is calculated as (Market Value of Equity + Book Value of Debt) / Total Assets. This calculation
is standard in the finance literature (Chung, K. and Pruitt S. 1994). Adjustment is made for amortization
of goodwill. “EP” the environmental performance measure is given below.
FIGURE 2
ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE MEASURE
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Where,
Qij = Quantity (usually in pounds) of chemical “i” released into pathway “j”.
CFij = Characterization factor of chemical “i” released into pathway “j”.
Sales = Total revenue for the year.
A significantly negative value for the coefficient E2 supports the contention that good environmental
performance is associated with good financial performance. A significantly positive value supports the
contention that environmental concerns impose a constraint on the set of the firm’s strategic options.
Data
This study examines data from the toxic release reports in the Environmental Protection Agency’s
Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) data base, the characterization factors of the USETox model, and the
financial reports of the Computstat data base.
Firms engaged in certain industries and are of a certain size must report the release of listed chemicals
above a certain threshold to the EPA. The report is supposed to include the Dunn and Bradstreet number
of the firm’s ultimate parent company but in practice Dunn and Bradstreet numbers of subsidiary
companies are often reported. In order to minimize any bias from such misreporting we use Dunn and
Bradstreet, Lexis and Nexus Academic, and Internet search engines to identify the ultimate owner and the
ultimate owner’s ticker symbol (if any) of the firm generating each of the 49,136 toxic release reports for
the year 2007. Any firm (including foreign firms) for which financial data are available in Compustat is
included in the sample. Most reporting companies generated multiple release reports throughout the year.
We are able to identify 1,074 unique companies that trade on a U.S. exchange, over-the-counter or on
pink sheets. Of that set, 795 have at least some information in Compustat. The total number of firms for
which both Tobin’s q can be calculated and control variables are available numbers 563. These firms
constitute the sample.
Work on the USETox model began in 2005 when the United Nations Environment Program – Society
for Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry engaged the model developers of seven predecessor models
to develop a consensus-based comprehensive model of chemical releases based on their life-cycle impact
(Rosenbaum et. al. 2008). The life-cycle characterization factors are calculated according to the pathway
of the release (i.e. land, water, or air). For human toxicity the unit of measure is the estimated relative
increase in morbidity in the total human population per kilogram. The ecological impact is the potentially
affected fraction of species per kilogram emitted.
At the time of this research the project had generated characterization factors for 1,243 individual
organic chemicals and 18 inorganic chemical classes (accounting for differing valances across chemical
compounds). EPA reporting requirements cover 593 individual chemicals and 30 chemical categories.
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Individual chemicals are easily reconciled to the USETox characterization factors by CAS number but
chemical categories (e.g. “Certain Glycol Ethers”) are characterized by a representative chemical within
the class. The characterization factors for inorganic compounds in the TRI are adjusted by the atomic
weight of the metal composing the reported chemical compound, taking account the valence of the toxic
compound.
Both TRI and USETox keep track of release pathways. USETox characterization factors depend on
whether the release is to natural land, agricultural land, urban air, rural air, freshwater or sea water. TRI
pathway reporting requirements include air (point source or fugitive), surface water, underground
injection, on-site land, or landfills. We use simple, constant averages to reconcile these differences.
The control variables are the natural log of the return on assets (LROA), the natural log of the firm’s
total assets (LA), the growth rate in real assets (GA), and the growth in sales from the year 2006 to the
year 2007 (GS). Table 1 provides descriptive statistics.
TABLE 1
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Tobin’s q
Revenue ($1000)
Revenue Growth (%)
Total Assets ($1000)
Return on Assets (%)
Asset Growth (%)
Human Tox (EP)
Eco Tox (EP)

Minimum
.6400
6.80
-59.49
11.33
.01
-9.00
.0014
1.5200

Maximum
15.77
375,376
506.19
2,187,631
33.47
36.00
4484,742.52
2.87E12

Mean
2.2120
14,082
14.66
20,139
7.24
1.71
19,482.0059
1.5087E10

Std. Deviation
1.27467
38,943
35.83
1.03043E5
4.84
4.084
222,447
1.30852E11

RESULTS
Simple ordinary least squares regressions of EP onto Tobin’s q are reported in Table 2. The natural
log of all the variables except asset growth and sales growth is used because the latter are negative for
some firms. Three regressions are reported. The first reports the effects of chemical releases weighted by
their affect on human health, the second is based on their affect on aquatic eco-systems and the third
includes both weighting schemes. The first two regressions support the hypothesis that good
environmental performance is associated with good financial performance. When estimated in separate
equations the estimated coefficients on the (EP) measures are negative and significant consistent with the
hypothesis that good environmental and good financial performance are associated with each other.
Because the USETox characterization factors are estimated on a relative basis, the extent to which
inferences can be drawn from these results is limited. If the characterization factors were interpreted as
absolute references then these results would imply a mortality-performance relationship in the case of
human toxicity. In the case of human toxicity weightings, a one percent increase in the morbidity in the
human population per dollar of revenue implies a 0.16% decline in the Tobin’s q multiple. That implies
that for a typical firm, reducing toxicity enough to reduce morbidity by one percent will add $3.3 million
to the market value of the firm. For eco toxicity, a one percent decline in the species affected per dollar of
revenue is associated with a 0.13% decline in the Tobin’s q multiple, implying that a one percent decline
would add $2.62 million to the market value of the firm.
The third regression is consistent with the multicollinearity that might be expected. The actual
chemicals affecting human and ecological health are the same in both weighting schemes. The difference
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between the two variables is in the weighting schemes used to derive them. It is not surprising that the
weightings schemes would be closely related to each other.
TABLE 2
REGRESSION RESULTS
0.000
(0.004)
0276***
ln ROA
(14.793)
0.020**
ln T. Assets
(2.394)
0.001***
ln Sales Growth
(3.233)
-0.381
ln Asset Growth
(-0.986)
-0.004
ln Human Tox (EP)
(-0.708)
-0.013***
-0.009*
ln Eco Tox (EP)
(-4.370)
(-1.783)
Adj R-Sq
32.50%
32.40%
32.10%
F
55.495***
55.177***
45.266***
The dependent variable is Tobin’s q. Student t ratios are in parenthesis. *** significant at the 1%
level, ** significant at the 5% level, *significant at the 10% level. The coefficients of the
environmental measures (EP) are negative and significant when estimated independently,
consistent with a positive relationship between environmental and financial performance.
Constant

-0.62
(-0.767)***
0.279
(14.28)
0.021**
(2.435)
0.001***
(3.302)
-0.407
(-1.333)
-0.162)***
(-4.587)

0.128
(1.597)
0.28***
(15.069)
0.008**
(2.418)
0.001***
(3.067)
-0.431
(1.097)

Discussion of the Results
While it is clear that good environmental performance is associated with good financial performance
the pathway of cause and effect is not clear. Well managed firms may possess both operational and
chemical technology that is superior to poorly managed firms so that it is possible that good management
generates both good financial performance and good environmental performance. This research does not
address the issue of causality. But if environmental and financial performance are associated with each
other by virtue of their common relationship to the underlying quality of management, one would expect
that in the long run firms with poor environmental performance would fall victim to superior competition.
It is likely but not certain that firms that reduce their toxic releases create wealth for their shareholders.
REFERENCES
Ambec, Stefan, and Lanoie, Paul (2007). When does it pay to be green? Discussion Paper No. IEA-07-04
Montreal: HEC retrieved from www.hec.ca/iea/cahiers/2007/iea0704_planoie.pdf.
Ambec, Stefan, and Lanoie, Paul (2008). Does it pay to be green? A Systematic Overview. Academy of
Management Perspectives, 22(4), 45- 62.
Aupperle, K. E., Carroll, A. B. and Hatfield, J. D. (1985). An Empirical Examination of the Relationship
Between Corporate Social Responsibility and Profitability. Academy of Management Journal, 28(2), 446463.

Journal of Strategic Innovation and Sustainability vol. 7(2) 2011

119

Chan, Christian C. C., and Milne, Markus J. (1999). Investor Reactions to Corporate Environmental
Saints and Sinners: An Experimental Analysis. Accounting & Business Research, 29(4) 265-279.
Chung, K., and Pruitt, S. (1994). A Simple Approximation of Tobin's q. Financial Management, 23(1),
70-74.
Cordeiro, J., and Sarkis, J. (1997). Environmental Proactivism and Firm Performance: Evidence from
Security Analyst Earnings Forecasts. Business Strategy and the Environment, 6(1), 104-114.
Cram, D. P., and D. A. Koehler, D. A. (2000). Pollution as News: Controlling for Contemporariness
Correlation of Returns in Event Studies of Toxic Release Inventory Reporting. Working Paper
Cambridge: MIT Sloan School of Management, Harvard School of Public Health.
de Villers, Charl and van Staden, Chris (2007). Survey Shows Shareholders Want More Corporate
Environmental Disclosure. Chartered Accountants Journal, 56(2), 12.
Fogler, H. Russell, and Nutt, Fred (1975). A Note on Social Responsibility and Stock Valuation. Academy
of Management Journal 18(1), 155-160.
Friedman, M. (1970). The Social Responsibility of Business is to Increase Profits. New York Times
Magazine, (September 13), 33.
Gladwin, T. N. (1993). The Meaning of Greening: A Plea for Organizational Theory. In K. Fischer &
Schot, J. (eds.) Environmental Strategies for Industry (Washington, D.C.) Island Press, 37-62.
Gore, A. (1993). The Earth in Balance: Ecology and the Human Spirit. New York, Penguin.
Hamilton, J. T. (1995). Pollution as News: Media and Stock Market Reactions to the Toxic Release
Inventory Data. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 28(1), 98-113.
Hanna, Mark D., Newman W. Rocky and Johnson, Pamela (2000). Linking Operational and
Environmental Involvement through Employee Improvement. International Journal of Operations &
Production Management 20(2), 148-165.
Hart, S. L., and Ahuja, G. (1996). Does it Pay to be Green? An Empirical Examination of the
Relationship between Emission Reduction and Firm Performance. Business Strategy and the
Environment. 5(1), 30-37.
Jaggi, Bikki, and Friedman, Martin (1992). An Examination of the Impact of Pollution Performance on
Economic Performance: Pulp and Paper Firms. Journal of Business Finance and Accounting, 19(5), 697713.
King, A. and Lenox, M. (2001). Does it Really Pay to be Green? Accounting for Strategy Selection in the
Relationship Between Environmental and Financial Performance. Journal of Industrial Ecology 5(1),
105-116.
Konar, Shameek, and Cohen, Mark A. (2001). Does the Market Value Environmental Performance?
Review of Economics and Statistics, 83(2), 281-289.
Lanoie, P. B., Laplante, B. and Roy, M. (1998). Can Capital Markets Create Incentives for Pollution
Control? Ecological Economics, 26(1), 31-41.

120

Journal of Strategic Innovation and Sustainability vol. 7(2) 2011

Levy, D. L. (1995). The Environmental Practices and Performance of Transnational Corporations.
Transnational Corporations, 4(1), 44-67.
Mahapatra, Sitikanda (1984). Investor Reaction to Corporate Social Accounting. The Journal of Business
Finance and Accounting, 11(1), 29-40.
McWilliams, A., Siegel, D., (2000). Corporate Social Responsibility and Financial Performance:
Correlation or Misspecification? Strategic Management Journal, 21(5), 603-609.
Muoghalu, M. I., Robison, H. D., (1990). Hazardous Waste Lawsuits, Stockholder Returns and
Deterrence. Southern Economic Journal, 57(2), 357-370.
Orlitzsky, Marc, Frank L. Schmidt, and Sara L. Rynes (2003). Corporate Social and Financial
Performance: A Meta Analysis. Organization Studies, 24(3), 403-411.
Porter, M. E., and van der Linde, C., (1995). Towards a New Conception of the EnvironmentCompetitiveness Relationship. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 9(4), 97-118.
Porter, M. E., (1991), America's Green Strategy. Scientific American, 264(4) 168.
Ragothaman, Srinivasan and Carr, David, (2008). The Impact of Environmental Information Disclosures
on Shareholder Returns in a Company: An Empirical Study. International Journal of Management, 25(4),
613-620.
Rosenbaum, Ralph K. et. al. (2008). USEtox - The UNEP-SETAC Toxicity Model: Recommended
Characterization Factors for Human Toxicity and Freshwater Ecotoxicity in Life Cycle Impact
Assessment. International Life Cycle Assessment, 13(7), 532-546.
Russo, Michael V., and Fouts, Paul A., (1997). A Resource-Based Perspective on Corporate
Environmental Performance and Profitability. Academy of Management Journal, 40(3), 534-559.
Spicer, Barry H., (1978). Market Risk, Accounting Data, and Companies' Pollution Control Records.
Journal of Business, Finance, and Accounting 5(1), 67-83.
Toffel, Michael W., and Marshall, Julien D., (2004). Improving Environmental Performance Assessment
a Comparative Analysis of Weighting Methods Used to Evaluate Chemical Release Inventories. Journal
of Industrial Ecology 8(1-2), 143-172.
Wagner, M., Schaltegger, S., Wehrmeyer, W., (2001). The Relationship of the Environmental and
Economic Performance of Firms: What Does Theory Propose and What Does Empirical Evidence Tell
Us? Greener Management International 34(1), 95-108.
White, M.A. (1996). Investor Response to the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. McIntire School of Commerce,
University of Virginia retrieved from www.environmental-expert.com/Files/0/articles/2611/White.pdf.

Journal of Strategic Innovation and Sustainability vol. 7(2) 2011

121

