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1. Introduction

The past decade has seen a tremendous rise in the pressure corporations face to
do “good” not just to shareholders, but to society at large. This shift has brought the
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) practices of corporations into the spotlight
(Bénabou and Tirole, 2010; Hart et al., 2017). In parallel, a growing body of academic
work studies how employees consider nonmonetary attributes—such as the organization’s
mission and values—when making employment decisions (Ashraf and Bandiera, 2018;
Cassar and Meier, 2018; Mas and Pallais, 2020).

In this paper, we study whether and how corporate ESG practices a�ect talent alloca-
tion, and specifically whether di�erent aspects of ESG are attractive to di�erent types
of job-seekers. While there is a large and growing body of work showing that various
stakeholders of corporations care about specific aspects of ESG (e.g., diversity) and that
certain nonwage amenities (e.g., work-from-home policies) are valued by workers, little
is known about what ESG practices matter to job-seekers and, crucially, about the ef-
ficiency and distributional consequences of ESG on the allocation of talent in the labor
market. We think these are policy-relevant aspects of the discussion that remain open
empirical questions, and therefore represent the focus of our paper.

We study these questions in the context of Brazil, where we are able to combine: (i) a
field experiment to estimate job-seekers’ preferences for di�erent job and firm character-
istics, with an emphasis on ESG; (ii) matched employer-employee administrative data
on the entire formal sector, combined with a new survey of firm-level ESG; and (iii) a
structural model to evaluate the quantitative impact of ESG preferences on the labor
market equilibrium.

In the first part of the paper, we describe our field experiment, which is conducted
in direct collaboration with Catho, the largest job-matching platform in Latin America.
Our experiment aims to estimate job-seekers’ preferences for ESG, which is challenging
to do when relying solely on revealed choice data due to myriad other characteristics
that may be correlated with ESG practices. Our experiment is inspired by recent de-
velopments in the literature on labor market discrimination, and specifically by the
nondeceptive incentivized resume rating approach proposed by Kessler et al. (2019). We
design a variation of that approach, where Catho invites job-seekers to rate a set of job
postings under the real incentive that Catho will match them to a curated set of active
job postings in their database based on an artificial intelligence algorithm that filters
the best matches according to individual preferences.1 There is no deception since job
1This new artificial intelligence tool aligns with Catho’s existing approach of improving the search and
matching process for their customers through personalized recommendations.
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postings that job-seekers rate are designed to appear realistic, but the respondents are
aware that they are synthetic postings created by our team. Importantly, this design
allows us complete flexibility in creating the job postings and to orthogonalize ESG
disclosures or certifications against other firm characteristics that a worker might value.
Since job-seekers receive no other incentive to participate, this design provides a robust
methodology to estimate individual preferences for ESG via simple regressions of the
rating on an indicator for whether the job posting displays a positive ESG signal.

Our main result is that job-seekers have a strong preference for ESG. We find that
job-seekers value the ESG signal as equivalent to about 10% of average wages. Not
surprisingly, our respondents also have a preference for higher-paying jobs, as well as for
jobs o�ering more nonwage amenities (such as transportation allowances, among many
others). In terms of relative magnitude, ESG signals are comparable to private pension
plans and more important than most other nonwage amenities, including working for a
multinational company, various food and medical allowances, and professional develop-
ment programs, in eliciting interest from job-seekers, and are about 60% as e�ective as
work-from-home arrangements. Our results remain largely consistent even after control-
ling for individual socioeconomic characteristics and including individual fixed e�ects.
We additionally include a control for the company’s financial strength, which we also
randomize and find does not impact individual ratings on average.

Our design includes the randomization of multiple aspects of a company’s ESG prac-
tices. We find that the e�ects are strongest for companies that have an ESG certification
(in particular, B Corp) and for those with positive environmental practices. We do not
find a statistically significant e�ect on average for signals of positive social or gover-
nance practices. These results are corroborated by the textual analysis of responses to
an open-ended question, in which we elicit what comes to respondents’ minds when they
think about working for companies with ESG practices in place.

Central to our analysis, we then examine the heterogeneity in ESG preferences across
the sociodemographic spectrum. We show that preferences for ESG are concentrated
among highly educated, white, and politically liberal individuals. In contrast, we observe
no di�erences by gender or age.

Motivated by the sociodemographic heterogeneity in our reduced-form results on ESG
preferences, we subsequently turn to analyzing the quantitative implications of ESG for
labor market equilibrium. In particular, we examine how firm ESG activities impact the
distribution of skilled and unskilled labor across heterogeneous firms, wage di�erentials
between di�erent demographics, allocative e�ciency, and worker welfare. Towards that
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goal, we develop a structural equilibrium model of the labor market featuring heteroge-
neous firms and heterogeneous workers, vertical and horizontal di�erential across firms,
and allocative distortions due to firm monopsony power.

We combine the reduced-form estimates from our experimental work with rich matched
employer-employee administrative data to estimate the structural parameters of the
model that discipline the labor supply and demand curves. Specifically, we first use our
experimental evidence to determine the valuation of ESG and the wage elasticity of the
labor supply curve of a single firm. The valuation of other nonwage amenities is then
computed as structural residuals rationalizing the actual firm employment shares ob-
served in the data. Taken together, these estimates pin down the structural parameters
governing labor supply. After calibrating the returns-to-scale of the production function
from previous work, we use data on wages and employment levels from our employer-
employee data to recover total factor productivity (TFP) and the skilled productivity
multiplier at the firm level.

Our estimates of worker preferences regarding firm ESG are highly consistent with our
previous reduced-form results. Skilled workers value firm ESG activities as equivalent to
a 0.150-point increase in the log wage, while unskilled workers value firm ESG activities
as equivalent to a 0.014-point increase in the log wage. Consistent with previous studies,
the estimation of our structural model also reveals a positive correlation between firm
TFP and the firm-specific skilled productivity multiplier. That is, skilled workers are
more productive at high-TFP firms, leading to equilibrium assortative matching between
skilled workers and productive firms.

Using our structural estimates, we proceed to quantitatively evaluate how firm adop-
tion of ESG could impact the labor market equilibrium. To fully explore the economics
of ESG adoption and its impact on labor market outcomes, we estimate a surface of
counterfactual economies by varying both the types of firms that adopt ESG and the
extent of ESG adoption within each type. We first document that the presence of ESG
increases the wage di�erential on the order of 0–4% relative to a baseline economy with
no ESG.

To understand why this increase in wage inequality arises, we further show that ESG
adoption increases total output on the order of 0–0.7% relative to the baseline. In
other words, the distributional changes in labor across firms due to the introduction
of ESG improve the allocative e�ciency of the economy compared to the baseline with
no ESG. The distribution of labor in the baseline economy is ine�cient in terms of
maximizing total output for two distinct reasons. First, nonwage amenities distort labor
allocation away from a configuration that would maximize total output since workers do
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not only sort based on wages. Second, firms have monopsony power due to horizontal
di�erentiation, leading to equilibrium marginal product of labor (MPL) wedges between
firms that result in ine�ciently low numbers of workers at high-productivity firms.

Since introducing ESG leads to a more allocatively e�cient distribution of labor across
firms, the total wage bill in the economy increases along with total output. The increase
in the wage bill primarily accrues to skilled workers, as they are precisely the workers who
value ESG and therefore respond to its introduction, thus increasing wage inequality.

We finally show that the introduction of ESG increases total worker utility on the
order of 0–5% relative to the baseline economy, as measured in wage-equivalent terms.
This increase arises from both direct and indirect general equilibrium (GE) e�ects. First,
workers receive a direct utility benefit from working for firms that adopt ESG practices.
Second, workers benefit from the increased allocative e�ciency.

To better contextualize our counterfactuals and provide additional descriptive evi-
dence, we also survey firms on their current and intended ESG practices, ESG drivers,
and adoption barriers. We conducted the survey in July 2023 and obtained responses
from 1,067 firms of various sizes. Our survey analysis reveals that firms with a higher
TFP and a greater skilled productivity multiplier are more likely to express an inten-
tion to pursue ESG activities (including becoming a certified B Corp). Based on the
firms’ heterogeneous responses regarding their intention to pursue ESG certifications,
our counterfactual analysis suggests that, relative to a baseline economy with no ESG,
the equilibrium wage di�erential would increase by 56 bps, total output would increase
by 10 bps, and worker welfare would increase by 1.14% in wage-equivalent terms.

Our findings contribute to three broad strands of literature. First, our study speaks to
a growing literature on the role of organizational culture, mission, and values in shaping
the workplace. Much of the work centers around the impact of pecuniary versus nonpe-
cuniary incentives on applicant traits and subsequent performance within traditionally
“mission-oriented” organizations such as NGOs and public sector organizations (Ashraf
et al., 2014; Spenkuch et al., 2023).2 A recent wave of studies has started to develop
linking corporate and personal values to various worker and business outcomes in the
2Dal Bó et al. (2013) demonstrate that higher wages can help attract both high-ability and motivated
applicants for civil service jobs in Mexico, while Deserranno (2019) examines the signaling e�ect of
financial incentives on recruiting NGO workers in Uganda, finding that financial incentives deterred
candidates with strong prosocial preferences from applying. Similarly, Ashraf et al. (2020) examine
how emphasizing career prospects versus community contributions in job postings a�ects the selection
and performance of healthcare workers in Zambia.
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private sector (Hussam et al., 2022; Ashraf et al., 2023).3 A subset of this literature
studies the impact of organizational values on worker selection and sorting across firms.4

Burbano (2016) and Burbano (2021) find that virtual workers on MTurk and Elance set
lower reservation wages and are willing to do extra work for jobs at firms that provide in-
formation about their charitable activities. Hedblom et al. (2019) use a field experiment
with data-entry workers in the U.S. and a structural model to discuss the labor selection
and productivity e�ects of a firm’s charitable practices.5 We estimate preferences for
ESG for a broad set of private sector workers in a new setting in Brazil. Importantly,
the combination of a randomized survey design field experiment with a structural model
and rich micro-data on an entire major economy allows us to provide, to the best of our
knowledge, the first quantitative estimates of corporations’ rising engagement with social
and environmental values on labor market equilibrium and distributional outcomes.

Second, we contribute to the rapidly growing literature on ESG (see Gillan et al.
2021 and Christensen et al. 2021 for reviews), which has predominantly focused on
the relationship between ESG and investment decisions. Several studies have shown
that investors take into account firms’ ESG activities when making investment and
fundraising decisions, in part due to the presence of nonpecuniary motives.6 Several
papers look at firms’ decisions to become more green to access cheaper sources of capital
(Broccardo et al., 2022; Edmans et al., 2023a; Hartzmark and Shue, 2023; Oehmke and
Opp, 2023) and to attract customers (see Leonidou et al. 2013 for a review), while work
on how ESG impacts the actions of other stakeholders remains more limited (Kitzmueller
and Shimshack, 2012; Colonnelli et al., 2022a). We provide a direct estimation of the
e�ect of ESG on a key set of stakeholders: workers. We document the strongest e�ects for
corporate environmental practices, which is consistent with recent descriptive evidence
by Krueger et al. (2023) that workers in Sweden earn substantially lower wages in more
environmentally sustainable firms. Our findings therefore provide direct causal evidence
3See, among others, Edmans (2011), Guiso et al. (2015), Gartenberg et al. (2019), Li et al. (2021),
Pacelli et al. (2022), Graham et al. (2022), Rice and Schiller (2022) and Edmans et al. (2023b) for
studies suggesting a positive correlation between organizational culture and business outcomes.
4Burbano et al. (2020) and Abraham and Burbano (2022) investigate the role of gender in preferences
for meaning at work and related consequences for organizational structure. Colonnelli et al. (2022b)
show that workers match with business owners sharing their same political views. Adrjan et al. (2023)
study the impact of public announcements of socially and politically polarizing corporate policies on
job-seeker interest and employee satisfaction. See Bond and Glode (2014) and Ferreira and Nikolowa
(2023) for models of firms and workers with nonpecuniary preferences.
5See Choi et al. (2023) and LaViers and Sandvik (2022) for similar studies on the role of diversity.
6Examples include Hong and Kacperczyk (2009), Riedl and Smeets (2017), Hartzmark and Sussman
(2019), Pedersen et al. (2021), Pastor et al. (2022), Pastor et al. (2021), Van der Beck (2021), Zhang
(2022), and Gormsen et al. (2023).
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on a potential quantitatively meaningful motive behind firms’ decisions to invest in ESG:
to attract and retain talent.

Finally, we speak to the labor literature on nonwage amenities dating back to the
theoretical contributions by Rosen (1974, 1986) on compensating wage di�erentials.7

Our structural modeling approach is based on work by Bhaskar et al. (2002), Man-
ning (2013), Card et al. (2018), and Lamadon et al. (2022), who study how worker
heterogeneity, nonwage amenities, and vertical and horizontal di�erentiation between
employers impact firm monopsony power, earnings inequality, and employer rents in the
U.S. A large body of empirical work, including field experiments, shows that employ-
ees value nonwage amenities such as work flexibility (Mas and Pallais, 2017; He et al.,
2021; Maestas et al., 2023), job stability (Wiswall and Zafar, 2018), and fringe benefits
(Eriksson and Kristensen, 2014).8 After the COVID-19 pandemic, several studies find
that employees value work-from-home policies (Barrero et al., 2021; Adrjan et al., 2021;
Aksoy et al., 2022).

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 motivates our study by establishing some
facts about firms’ ESG practices in Brazil and by introducing a simple model of ESG
and the labor market. Section 3 describes the data sources and Section 4 details our
experimental design. Section 5 reports the experimental results. Section 6 reports the
structural estimation of the model to quantify the impact of ESG. Section 7 concludes.

2. Motivation

To motivate and better contextualize our analyses, we briefly discuss some of the re-
sults of a new descriptive survey on ESG practices of Brazilian firms in Section 2.1. Then,
in Section 2.2, we develop a simple model of the labor market equilibrium featuring ESG
as a nonwage amenity. Using this model, we theoretically derive qualitative predictions
regarding the relationship between firm ESG activities and a variety of important labor
market outcomes. In particular, we will show that firm ESG activities have implications
for the distribution of skilled and unskilled labor across firms, allocative e�ciency, the
distortionary e�ects of firm monopsony power, equilibrium wage di�erentials between
skilled and unskilled workers, and total worker welfare. In our subsequent analyses,
we will combine the results of a survey experiment with a structural extension of our
theoretical model to quantify the strength of these channels.
7For a review of the well-established literature in labor economics on firms, earnings inequality, worker
sorting, and compensating di�erentials, see Card et al. (2018), Sorkin (2018), and Taber and Vejlin
(2020), among others.
8See Mas and Pallais (2020) for a review of the literature on alternative work arrangements.
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2.1. A New Survey of Firm-Level ESG Adoption. Most of the evidence on ESG
practices and investment by firms focuses on large, publicly listed firms in advanced
economies. We provide some descriptive facts about ESG in Brazil by means of a firm-
level survey on ESG we conducted in July 2023. The objective of the survey is to better
understand current ESG practices, ESG drivers, adoption barriers, and the relevance of
ESG for firms’ investment plans—a key ingredient of our structural model.

Our sampling frame relied on the firm panel of commercial market research company
Dynata. We obtained a total of 1,067 responses by firm owners. We aimed to be rep-
resentative of firms with more than 10 employees, which are typically the organizations
that engage with ESG initiatives and advertise job openings on the major job platforms.
In Panel A of Table I, we provide descriptive statistics on our sample.9

We start by establishing that firms are knowledgeable about ESG, as well as major
certifications such as B Corp. As shown in Table I Panel B (under “Current ESG Adop-
tion”), the median firm rates its self-reported knowledge and understanding of ESG at 4
out of 5. More concretely, 81% state they are currently implementing some form of ESG
practices, and 41% indicate they are “extensively” implementing ESG considerations in
their operations. In Appendix Figure A1 Panel A, we show that respondents perceive the
main barriers to ESG adoption to be competing priorities (40%), limited human capital
(30%), and cost constraints (29%). Importantly, in Panel B, we find respondents identify
the primary benefits of ESG adoption to be alignment with firm values (59%), enhanced
reputation and brand value (53%), regulatory compliance (40%), and—directly relevant
to this paper—attracting and retaining talent (27%), which appears more relevant than
easier access to finance and risk management considerations.

As discussed in detail later in this paper, our structural estimation benefits from
an understanding of firms’ ESG investment plans. To measure firms’ plans to achieve
high ESG standards, we present respondents with a range of ESG practices and ask
them to identify the two practices most relevant for businesses similar to their own
for each ESG category. For the selected practices, we detail the criteria for strong
ESG performance and ask about respondents’ estimated costs to meet these criteria
and their likelihood of making such an investment in the next 1–3 years. We similarly
ask about the likelihood of achieving a B Corp certification. As shown in Table I
Panel B (under “Future ESG Implementation Likelihood”), across the four measures—
environmental, social, governance, and B Corp—respondents on average signal a strong
likelihood (around 70% or higher) of achieving high ESG standards within three years.

9See Appendix Section A.3 and the supplementary appendix for details on the survey structure and
questionnaire. Appendix Table AII provides an overview of the sectors that we target.
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Table I. Firm Survey of ESG Practices

Mean Std. 10th 25th Median 75th 90th

Panel A: Sample Characteristics Deviation Percentile Percentile Percentile Percentile
Company Age (years) 16.16 10.89 4.00 8.00 13.00 23.00 33.00
Full-Time Employees 768.22 1,455.31 20.00 40.00 100.00 800.00 3,000.00
Employees with College Degree (%) 61.93 27.04 20.00 42.00 66.00 83.00 99.00
Survey Duration (minutes) 24.63 14.63 10.47 13.68 20.28 30.23 49.13
Respondent Age 35.62 8.82 25.00 30.00 35.00 41.00 47.00
Female Respondent 0.41 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00

Panel B: Firm ESG Practices
Future ESG Implementation Likelihood (%)
Likelihood of Implementing Environmental Practices 70.13 25.05 32.60 54.00 75.00 90.00 100.00
Likelihood of Implementing Social Practices 74.24 24.54 40.00 60.00 80.00 93.00 100.00
Likelihood of Implementing Governance Practices 75.23 24.30 40.00 61.50 81.00 96.00 100.00
Likelihood of Achieving B Corp Certification 73.06 25.55 31.60 59.00 80.00 94.00 100.00

Current ESG Adoption
Implemented ESG Practices (0/1=Yes) 0.81 0.39 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Extensively Implemented ESG Practices (0/1=Yes) 0.41 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00
Prior Knowledge of ESG Practices (1-Low; 5-High) 4.04 0.93 3.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 5.00
Prior Knowledge of B Corp (0-None; 1-Some; 2-Extensive) 0.99 0.67 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00

Notes: Panel A provides the summary statistics detailing the main characteristics of the firms and individual respondents in our firm
survey sample. Specifically, we provide the mean, standard deviation (Std. Deviation), tenth percentile (10th Percentile), twenty-fifth
percentile (25th Percentile), median, seventy-fifth percentile (75th Percentile), and ninetieth percentile (90th Percentile). Company Age
(years), Full-Time Employees, and Survey Duration (minutes) are winsorized at the 95th percentile on the right tail, setting observations
above this threshold to the 95th percentile value. Panel B shows the summary statistics for the firm’s future and current ESG practices.
The survey sampled a total of 1,067 firms.
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2.2. Model of ESG and Labor Market Equilibrium. The descriptive survey evi-
dence in the previous section highlights that firm owners in Brazil identify talent attrac-
tion and retention as one of the key benefits of adopting ESG practices. In this section,
we develop a simple model of the labor market featuring ESG as a nonwage amenity
to derive qualitative predictions regarding the relationship between firm ESG activities
and talent allocation.

2.2.1. Workers. The labor market is comprised of a large number of workers indexed
by i. There are two representative firms, which we label as A and B. The total mass
of skilled workers is L̄S and the total mass of unskilled workers is L̄U . Each worker
inelastically supplies one unit of labor. Workers have preferences over the wage Wjg and
any ESG rating Ej œ [0, 1] of the firm. In the baseline economy, we assume that firms
do not engage in any ESG activities.

In particular, we assume that the utility of worker i of type g œ {S, U} at firm
j œ {A, B} is given by:

uij = log Wjg + log �g (Ej) + ·Áij, (2.1)

where Áij is a Type-1 Extreme Value idiosyncratic shock and · controls the dispersion
of idiosyncratic preferences. We normalize the ESG utility such that �g (Ejt = 0) = 1.

In this way, the model allows for both vertical and horizontal di�erentiation. In vertical
di�erentiation, fixing group g, firms di�er in their levels of ESG and other nonwage
amenities. Horizontal di�erentiation arises because di�erent demographic groups of
workers can value ESG and other nonwage amenities di�erently. It additionally arises
due to the idiosyncratic preferences of workers over firms captured by the Type-1 Ex-
treme Value shock. Motivated by our future empirical results, we further assume that
�U (·) = 1. That is, unskilled workers place no value on firm ESG activities.

Workers observe posted wages and firms agree to hire immediately any worker willing
to work at that wage. Wages are allowed to be a function of the worker’s skill type, but
cannot be conditioned on the idiosyncratic taste shock Áij, which is private information
to the worker. Workers thus choose the job that maximizes their utility given the posted
wages:

j (i) = arg max
j

uij.

Standard logit math gives the probability

Pr (j (i) = j) = [Wjg�g (Ej)]1/·

q
jÕ [WjÕg�g (EjÕ)]1/·

(2.2)
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that worker i chooses firm j. Higher wages and more ESG increase the probability that
a worker chooses firm j.

2.2.2. Firms. Firm j œ {A, B} faces an isoelastic (value-added) production function:

Yj = �jL
1≠÷

j
(2.3)

where:
Lj =

ÿ

g

AgLgj (2.4)

are the e�ciency units of labor. Here, �j is firm TFP, Ag is the productivity multiplier
of skilled/unskilled labor, and ÷ is the return to scale in the production function. We
normalize AU = 1. Without loss of generality, we further assume Firm B is more produc-
tive than Firm A, that is �B > �A. Firms engage in monopsonistic competition. When
setting wages, firms ignore their impact on the overall market wage index. Under this
assumption, each firm faces an upward-sloping labor supply curve for each skill group g:

Lgj (W ) = L̄g [Wjg�g (Ej)]1/·

�g

, (2.5)

with overall market wage index:

�gt =
ÿ

jÕ
[Wjg�g (Ej)]1/· (2.6)

taken as given. Thus, the labor supply elasticity is given by ‡ © 1/·. Under the as-
sumption that firms set wages to maximize profits, the firm’s first-order condition is:

(1 + ‡g) Wjg = ‡g (1 ≠ ÷) �jAgL≠÷

j
. (2.7)

That is, wages are marked down from marginal products of labor (MPL) according to the
wedge ‡/ (1 + ‡). Equilibrium wages are below MPL due to the idiosyncratic horizontal
di�erentiation captured by the Type-1 Extreme Value preference shock. Due to this
horizontal di�erentiation, a firm that is otherwise identical to another will not lose all
of its workers if it reduces its wages. This creates individual firm market power in the
labor market and results in markdowns from perfectly competitive wages.

2.2.3. Equilibrium and Worker Utility. Equilibrium in the labor market constitutes worker
decisions j (i), wages Wjg, labor demand Ljg, and market wage indexes �g such that:

(1) Workers optimize over firms according to their utility as reflected in equation
(2.2).
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(2) Firms set wages Wjg optimally to maximize profits, taking the labor supply
curve and market wage indices as given, as in equation (2.7), and labor demand
Ljg = Ljg(Wjg).

(3) Market wage indexes �g as defined by equation (2.6) are internally consistent
and generated from worker optimal decisions.

Finally, total ex-ante worker welfare is given by the usual logsum exponential:

U =
ÿ

g

L̄g· log
S

U
ÿ

j

exp
A

log Wjg + log �g (Ej)
·

BT

V , (2.8)

reflecting the distribution of wages and ESG across firms.

2.2.4. Theoretical Results. We now develop three theoretical results to illustrate how
ESG activities by firms can impact the labor market equilibrium. In particular, we
examine how ESG activities might impact the allocative e�ciency of worker sorting in
terms of output, the equilibrium wage di�erential between skilled and unskilled labor,
and worker welfare. All formal proofs are in the appendix.

We first show that, relative to a baseline economy with no firm ESG activities, ESG
activities by more productive firms can in fact correct for allocative distortions intro-
duced by firm monopsony power, and thereby improve allocative e�ciency and increase
economic output.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that Firm B is more productive than Firm A, that is �B > �A.
Suppose also that Firm A has no ESG activities (EA = 0). Then total economic output
Y = YA + YB is increasing in the ESG activities EB of Firm B for su�ciently small
values of EB.

Proof. See Appendix Section A.1.
Intuitively, due to the horizontal di�erentiation across firms, driven by workers’ Type-

1 Extreme Value idiosyncratic preferences, firms have monopsony power in the labor
market. That is, workers are not perfectly elastic in their labor supply across firms.
Consequently, there are MPL wedges in the baseline equilibrium without firm ESG
activities. That is, the marginal product of labor for skilled and unskilled workers is not
equalized across firms. Since e�ciency in terms of output requires the absence of MPL
wedges, this implies that the baseline equilibrium is ine�cient in terms of output.

To understand this, suppose that there were no MPL wedges across firms. Since
workers are paid a constant markdown of their marginal productivity of labor, wages for
skilled and unskilled workers would be equalized across firms. However, workers would
then be equally distributed across the two firms due to the Type-1 Extreme Value
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idiosyncratic shocks. Since Firm B is more productive than Firm A, this would imply
a higher marginal product of labor at Firm B, which creates a contradiction. A similar
argument shows that the MPLs cannot be higher at Firm A in the baseline equilibrium.
If this were the case, wages would be higher at Firm A than at Firm B and more workers
would work at Firm A. Yet, since Firm A is less productive than Firm B, the MPL
would be lower at Firm A, again leading to a contradiction.

Thus, in the baseline equilibrium, marginal products of labor are higher at Firm B.
This implies that Firm B hires too few workers, both skilled and unskilled, relative to the
labor allocation that would maximize output. At the margin, relative to this baseline,
an increase in ESG activities by Firm B corrects for this, since it reallocates skilled
workers from Firm A to Firm B, reducing the equilibrium MPL wedge and increasing
total output.

Another labor market equilibrium outcome of particular interest to both researchers
and policymakers is wage inequality across demographics. Using our framework, we
show that an increase in ESG activities by the more productive firm not only gener-
ates higher total economic output, but also increases the equilibrium wage di�erential
between skilled and unskilled workers. We have the following result:

Theorem 2.2. Suppose that Firm B is more productive than Firm A, that is �B > �A.
Suppose also that Firm A has no ESG activities (EA = 0). Define the total wage bill
of skill group g as Wg = LAgWAg + LBgWBg. Then the total wage di�erential �SU =
WS ≠ WU between skilled and unskilled workers is increasing in the ESG activities EB

of Firm B for su�ciently small values of EB.

Proof. See Appendix Section A.2.
This result is subtle and at first glance might appear counterintuitive. Indeed, given

the higher valuation of ESG by skilled workers relative to unskilled workers, one might
suspect firms could o�er lower wages to skilled workers while still attracting the same
amount of skilled labor, thus compressing the wage di�erential. This, however, is partial
equilibrium logic.

First, note from Theorem 2.1 that total economic output increases in response to the
ESG activities of Firm B due to greater allocative e�ciency. It can further be shown
that the total wage bill in the economy is a constant fraction (1 ≠ ÷)‡/(1 ≠ ‡) of total
economic output. From this, we can conclude that the total wage bill of the economy
must increase. It thus su�ces to show that the total wage bill of the unskilled workers
actually declines in response to a marginal increase in Firm B’s ESG activities.

To this end, let us also observe from the previous theorem that the total e�ective labor
rises at Firm B and declines at Firm A, which increases unskilled wages at Firm A and
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decreases them at Firm B. There are now two first-order e�ects on the total unskilled
wage bill to consider in response to a marginal increase in Firm B’s ESG activities. First,
since unskilled workers do not value ESG, the marginal worker at Firm B switches to
Firm A. Since the wages at Firm A are lower than those at Firm B in the baseline
equilibrium due to the MPL wedge, this lowers the total wage bill at the margin.

Turning to the second first-order e�ect, unskilled wages decline at Firm B and rise
at Firm A, which impacts the total wage bill of the inframarginal workers at the two
firms. One can show that the increase (decrease) in the total wage bill of the unskilled
workers at Firm A (Firm B) is proportional to the current wage Wj, with proportionality
constant ÷LjU/Lj for j œ {A, B}, equal to the scale parameter multiplied by the ratio
of unskilled labor to total e�ective labor. In the baseline economy, however, the ratio of
wages is the same for skilled and unskilled workers, which implies that skilled workers
work at Firm A with the same probability that unskilled workers work at Firm B. This
further implies that the ratio of unskilled labor to total e�ective labor is the same at
both firms, equal to L̄U/(L̄U + ASL̄S). Thus, the constants of proportionality are the
same. Since wages are lower at Firm A in the baseline economy, the increase in the
unskilled wage bill of the inframarginal workers at Firm A is dominated by the decline
in the unskilled wage bill at Firm B.

Thus, both first-order e�ects are negative, which implies that the total unskilled wage
bill declines in response to a marginal increase in Firm B’s ESG activities. Since the
total wage bill increases, this implies that the increase in wages accrues to the skilled
workers, increasing the wage di�erential between skilled and unskilled workers. Indeed,
for the skilled workers, the marginal worker switches from Firm A to Firm B to take
advantage of the nonwage amenities that ESG o�ers. In other words, the increase in the
wage bill accrues to skilled workers since they are precisely the workers who respond to
the introduction of ESG by migrating to the high-productivity, high-wage firm.

We finally turn to understanding the overall welfare impact of ESG activities on
workers. We show that at EA = EB = 0, the local gradient of worker welfare with
respect to ESG increases reflects only the direct utility e�ect of ESG. Specifically, we
have the following result:

Theorem 2.3. Suppose that Firm B is more productive than Firm A. That is, �B > �A.
Further assume that EA = EB = 0, so that neither Firm A nor Firm B is pursuing ESG
activities. Then the local derivative of worker welfare with respect to increases in ESG
is given by:

dU

dEjú
= LjS�Õ

S
(0) ,
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for jú œ {A, B} .

Proof. See Appendix Section A.3.
Intuitively, in discrete choice settings, a version of the envelope theorem holds, such

that the re-optimizing behavior of workers does not have a first-order e�ect on total
worker welfare. From this it follows that the local impact of an increase in firm ESG
activities reflects only the direct utility e�ect LjS�Õ

S
(0) and the inframarginal e�ects of

changes in the log wage. It is straightforward to show that the sum of these inframarginal
e�ects is proportional to ÷

q
g (LAg/LA ≠ LBg/LB) . But this term is zero in the baseline

economy since, as discussed above, the ratio of skilled/unskilled workers to total e�ective
labor is constant across the two firms. Thus, the marginal increase in utility from
increasing firm ESG activities, relative to the baseline economy, reflects only the direct
e�ect.

Note that this result hinges crucially on the fact that the returns-to-scale parameter ÷

is constant across firms. If this were not the case, then the e�ect would be proportional to
q

g (÷ALAg/LA ≠ ÷BLBg/LB) , which would not be equal to zero if ÷A ”= ÷B. Intuitively,
as labor reallocation occurs, wage gains at one firm come at the expense of the other.
In the specific case where the returns to scale are constant across firms, the gains and
losses exactly o�set.10 Moreover, the sum of the inframarginal e�ects may not be zero
in the presence of existing nonwage amenities, since then the distributions of skilled and
unskilled labor across firms may di�er.

3. Main Data Sources

In this section, we describe the main data sources used in our paper. First, we intro-
duce the administrative data from the Brazilian Ministry of Labor’s RAIS database on
firms and workers (Section 3.1). Second, we briefly detail the data from the experimen-
tal survey we conducted jointly with our partner Catho (Section 3.2). Other secondary,
complementary data sources are discussed throughout the paper.

3.1. Matched Employer-Employee Data. We leverage the Brazilian Ministry of La-
bor’s RAIS database as our primary source of firm- and worker-level data (Brazilian
Ministry of Labor and Employment, 2002–2020). With the exception of the informal
sector and a subset of self-employed individuals, RAIS has nearly universal coverage of
10This is analogous to a result in urban economics showing that, in the absence of spatial transfers, rela-
tive to the free mobility equilibrium, there are no welfare gains to reallocating workers across space even
in the presence of agglomeration or congestion externalities, as long as the agglomeration/congestion
spillover elasticity is constant across space. See, for example, Glaeser and Gottlieb (2008), Kline and
Moretti (2014), and Fajgelbaum and Gaubert (2020).
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Brazil’s workforce and is widely considered to be a high-quality census of the formal
labor market (Dix-Carneiro, 2014; Helpman et al., 2017). We focus on data from the
years 2002 to 2020.

Unique administrative worker identifiers allow for tracking of individuals over time,
across firms, and across establishments of the same firm. Following standard practices
using RAIS (Colonnelli and Prem, 2022; Bernstein et al., 2022), we keep the highest
paying job of the worker in cases where a worker is employed by more than one firm in
a given year. Firm- and establishment-specific variables, such as tax identifier, location,
and industry, as well as individual-specific variables, such as gender, age, race, and
education, allow data aggregation at multiple levels of analysis, as we discuss later in
the paper. In addition to information on wages, hiring and firing dates, and demographic
characteristics, we also observe rich information on hours worked, reason for hiring and
firing, contract details, and granular worker occupations, among other variables.

3.2. Catho Experimental Survey. Our experiment relies on an experimental survey
we conducted in collaboration with the job-matching platform Catho. Over the period
of September to November 2022, Catho sent survey invitation emails in four waves to a
subset of active users on their platform. We received 238, 255, 337, and 422 responses,
respectively, for a total of 1,252 responses.11 We excluded respondents who took fewer
than 8 minutes or more than 2 hours to complete the survey, resulting in a final sample
of 1,206 responses.12 We cover respondents located across all areas of Brazil, as shown
in the map of Appendix Figure A4.

Column (1) of Table II displays the summary statistics of the socioeconomic character-
istics of our survey participants. The table shows that 42.95% of respondents are female,
50% are 42 years old or younger, 51.91% identify as white, the median monthly wage is
BRL 2,750, and 56.3% have attained a four-year college degree or higher. Columns (2)
and (3) of Table II present the same information using the latest available data from
RAIS (2020) and PNAD (2022).13 Overall, the demographics of our survey respondents
11Due to confidentiality reasons and since Catho was responsible for disseminating emails to their clients,
we are unable to observe the pool of individuals who received the survey email but did not participate
in the study.
12In Appendix Table AIV, we show robustness of all our main results using the entire raw sample
without removing any low-quality responses. Our results remain largely unchanged.
13PNAD (Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domićılos) is a large-scale, nationally representative survey
conducted quarterly by the Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE) (Instituto Brasileiro
de Geografia e Estat́ıstica, 2022). The survey sample is designed to be representative of the entire
Brazilian population, providing detailed information on the socioeconomic characteristics of the re-
spondents, including employment status, wage, education level, and other demographics. Importantly,
while RAIS only focuses on the formal labor market, PNAD o�ers accurate information on both the
formal and informal labor markets (Rocha et al., 2018).
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broadly resemble those of the Brazilian formal labor market with respect to gender, race,
and age. However, our survey sample is characterized by individuals who have higher
wages and are typically more highly educated. We later report the robustness of our
findings by conducting a re-weighting procedure to ensure our sample is representative
of the entire Brazilian labor market.

Table II. Summary Statistics

Catho Survey RAIS PNAD
Observations 1,206 31,761,221 91,456,031
Female 42.95% 38.34% 42.25%
Race
White 51.91% 56.16% 45.12%
Mixed 34.99% 37.52% 42.58%
Black 10.86% 5.67% 11.15%
Asian 1.08% 0.50% 0.77%
Native 0.66% 0.14 % 0.35%
Other 0.50% 0.00% 0.03%
Age
1st Qu. 32.00 31.00 31.00
Median 42.00 38.00 41.00
Mean 40.83 39.63 39.76
3rd Qu. 47.00 47.00 55.00
Wage
1st Qu. 1,750.00 1,413.32 1,212.00
Median 2,750.00 1,854.76 1,600.00
Mean 4,180.14 2,871.21 2,636.67
3rd Qu. 7,500.00 2,805.28 2,800.00
Education
Completed PhD 0.50% 0.21% 0.50%
Completed Masters 4.39% 0.64% 1.03%
Completed College 51.41% 19.38% 27.98%
Incomplete College 16.67% 6.62% 4.87%
Completed High School 22.72% 61.15% 49.37%
Incomplete High School 2.32% 5.01% 8.03%
Completed Middle School or Less 1.99% 6.99% 8.22%

Notes: This table provides summary statistics on the survey sample, the 2020 Relação Anual de In-
formações Sociais (RAIS), and the Q2/2022 Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domićılios (PNAD). We
report the percentage of female individuals in RAIS using RAIS 2019. We provide additional details on
RAIS and PNAD in Section 3. We only focus on the subset of individuals in PNAD that are active in
the workforce.
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4. The Job Rating Experiment

In this section, we describe our main experimental survey design, which aims to es-
timate job-seekers’ preferences for job characteristics and specifically for firms’ ESG
practices. In Section 4.1, we provide an overview of the experimental design. In Section
4.2, we describe the components of the synthetic job postings. Finally, in Section 4.3,
we detail the two main questions we ask job-seekers in their evaluation of job postings.

4.1. Experimental Survey Design. Our experiment aims to quantify job-seekers’
preferences for corporate ESG practices. Estimating preferences for ESG is empirically
challenging for several reasons. First, isolating ESG practices is challenging due to
confounding factors: firms engaged in ESG likely di�er in observable characteristics
from others. Second, di�erent firms may selectively favor certain types of job-seekers,
which may impact the equilibrium outcomes in the labor market.

Our experimental survey is inspired by the nondeceptive incentivized resume rating
design proposed by Kessler et al. (2019), which aims to estimate preferences (in their
case, employers’ preferences for resume characteristics) while avoiding deception.14 In
our context, we collaborate with the leading job matching platform in Brazil—Catho
(www.catho.com.br)—to invite job-seekers to report their interest in a set of synthetic
job postings, whose components—corporate ESG practices, wages, nonwage amenities,
among others—are fully randomized by our research team. There is no deception in-
volved as respondents are aware the job postings are hypothetical. Job-seekers have a
strong incentive to respond truthfully as we inform them that their ratings will be used
to match them to real job openings matching their preferences. Our incentive structure
ensures that job-seekers know that accurate ratings will maximize the value of the real
job openings received.

4.1.1. Recruitment. Catho is responsible for the full implementation of the study. The
survey targets only Catho customers, who do not receive any compensation for partici-
pating in the survey.15 We present the survey tool as a new artificial intelligence solution
designed to assist Catho in suggesting the most suitable jobs for every individual job-
seeker. We report the recruitment email script in Appendix Figure A5. Section 3.2
provides more details on the final sample of 1,206 job-seekers.
14See Low (2021); Macchi (2023); Colonnelli et al. (2024) for applications of this design in a variety of
settings, and Harrison and List (2004) for a broader discussion of “framed field experiments.”
15We only target job-seekers labeled as “engaged” by Catho, namely those that have opened Catho’s
emails within the past 60 days of our experiment and who are actively looking for employment.

www.catho.com.br
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4.1.2. Survey Structure. We illustrate the structure of our survey in Appendix Figure
A2 and provide the survey text in the supplementary appendix. The survey begins with
outlining the goal of the survey and incentives to participate, and confirming consent to
proceed.16 We then provide instructions on how to evaluate job postings using the 1–7
scale rating system. We also provide a brief definition of ESG practices and mention
that companies can signal their ESG practices in the job postings. We explicitly tell
job-seekers that we consider all job and employer characteristics when analyzing their
responses and recommending real job openings that align with their preferences.

We next ask respondents a set of “filtering” questions on their level of education and
their preferred professional area. We use these responses to avoid showing job postings
that do not elicit any interest from the respondent for mechanical reasons, such as
unsuitable job title or prerequisites. Then, we ask job-seekers to rate 20 unique, synthetic
job postings, which are discussed in greater detail in the next subsection. Finally, we
ask respondents questions about their demographic and socioeconomic characteristics,
as well as their views on working for companies with ESG practices.

4.2. Creating Synthetic Job Postings. To construct the synthetic job postings, we
first conducted a structured manual review of 1,000 randomly selected real job postings
from Catho’s platform. We analyzed the components of typical job postings, focusing
on their content and visual layout, and estimated the probability distribution of each
component. With these components and probabilities defined, generating synthetic job
postings becomes a straightforward process of randomizing components based on their
inclusion probabilities.

Job postings typically consist of a few main categories: primary job characteristics,
general firm characteristics, general job characteristics, job prerequisites, hiring stages,
and nonwage amenities. ESG characteristics, our focal interest, are typically included
as part of the general firm characteristics, but we include and randomize them inde-
pendently. For content randomization, we assign inclusion probabilities to components
using the approximate distribution of actual job postings as a benchmark.

In Appendix Figures A6, A7, A8, and A9, we provide examples of synthetic job
postings. In the subsections below, we provide additional details on all job posting
categories. A summary of job categories and components, with respective inclusion
probabilities, is reported in Appendix Table AI. The full material used to create the
synthetic job postings is reported in the supplementary appendix.
16The survey was conducted using the survey software Qualtrics.
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4.2.1. Primary Job Characteristics. At the beginning of each job posting, we include
four key components: (i) job title; (ii) location; (iii) wage; and (iv) contract type. Based
on their responses to the filtering questions detailed in Section 4.1.2, respondents are
shown relevant job titles and select at least one of interest. Respondents also select
their preferred city and state for work, with an option to select additional cities. Job
postings always display job title and location.17 We always include the wage at the top
of each job posting. To ensure realism, the wage follows di�erent distributions based
on respondents’ education level and selected professional area (see the supplementary
appendix for details). We also include the type of contract (the Brazilian “work regime”)
with probability 0.5.

4.2.2. General Firm Characteristics. Following the primary job characteristics, we in-
clude a brief description of the employer. Drawing inspiration from actual employer
descriptions found on firm websites and social media channels, we developed several
versions of realistic employer profiles. We randomize the firm’s sector, age, number of
employees, number of countries in which it operates, and financial strength. We report
details on each firm characteristic in the supplementary appendix.

4.2.3. Firm ESG Characteristics. For a subset of job postings, we provide information
about the firm’s ESG activities in two independent ways: (i) ESG signaling sentences
and (ii) third-party ESG certifications. There is a 26% unconditional probability that
at least one ESG sentence is displayed (with an equal probability that one or two sen-
tences are shown) and a 10% probability that an ESG certification is displayed. ESG
signaling sentences highlight the company’s e�orts in relation to a specific ESG prac-
tice. We developed the signaling sentences based on real-world examples of firm ESG
statements (e.g., on websites and job postings). We randomize firms’ ESG sentences
across the following three categories: (i) environmental practices, covering topics re-
lated to emissions, recycling, land footprint, waste, and energy; (ii) social practices,
featuring diversity & inclusion and professional development; and (iii) governance prac-
tices, covering anti-lobbying, anti-bribery and -corruption, and whistleblowing. In the
supplementary appendix, we provide the comprehensive list of ESG sentences shown to
respondents.

For third-party ESG certifications, we include the certification logo and a descriptive
sentence based on similar statements made by certified corporations. We randomly select
one of three common real-world ESG certifications: B Corp, Great Place to Work, and
17In the supplementary appendix, we tabulate the job titles available to respondents based on their
level of education and professional area and report the complete list of cities by state.
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Green Business Bureau. We provide additional details on these ESG certifications in the
supplementary appendix. If a job posting does not include ESG information, we include
an “auxiliary sentence” (that is, a filler sentence) to match the approximate length of
job postings containing ESG information. This ensures our experimental estimates do
not pick up spurious e�ects related to textual length.

4.2.4. General Job Characteristics and Job Prerequisites. Next, we independently ran-
domize several general job characteristics: (i) on-the-job opportunities; (ii) on-the-job
activities; (iii) workload; and (iv) work-from-home arrangements. We also always include
an “auxiliary sentence” about the job opening to provide additional structure to the job
posting. We designed the job prerequisites to be su�ciently broad to not discourage
respondents from the job opportunity. We also always include major requirements for
all respondents who have completed college and when prerequisites are displayed.18

4.2.5. Hiring Stages. Next, we specify the hiring stages for the position. We select the
hiring stages by randomizing from the following categories: (i) application, (ii) online
assessments, (iii) other assessments, and (iv) final interview (see the supplementary
appendix for details).

4.2.6. Nonwage Amenities. Finally, we add several nonwage amenities to each job post-
ing. We classify nonwage amenities into two categories: (i) “amenities,” which includes
all nonmonetary nonwage amenities, such as wellness programs or o�ce gyms; and (ii)
“benefits,” which consists of all monetary nonwage amenities, such as food or transporta-
tion allowances. We randomly draw between 2–4 nonwage amenities. For a description
of all nonwage amenities, see the supplementary appendix.

4.3. Rating Jobs. We measure job-seekers’ interest in specific job and firm character-
istics by asking respondents to evaluate a random set of 20 synthetic job postings.19 A
key advantage of our experimental methodology is that we can obtain more granular
measures of job-seekers’ preferences compared to correspondence study approaches that
solely rely on call-back rates (Kessler et al., 2019). We use a 7-point Likert scale to
measure the rating, which allows us to observe job-seekers’ preferences towards charac-
teristics of inframarginal job postings. Our main dependent variable is captured by the
following question:

(1) “How interested would you be in receiving an o�er for this job position?”
18For a complete list of general job characteristics and job prerequisites, see the supplementary appendix.
19For each respondent, the 20 synthetic job postings are randomly drawn (with replacement) from the
pool of all possible job postings generated by our process of content randomization as described in
Section 4.2.
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We measure the response on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1=“Moderately interested”
and 7=“Dream job!”20 We indicate the responses to this question as Interest, which
represents our main dependent variable, to capture how interested a job-seeker is in a
given job posting. We also specify: “Imagine that the employer guarantees you a job
o�er—consider only your perception of the quality of the position.” This allows us to
isolate the job-seeker’s interest in the job posting from their perceived hiring chances.

We then ask an additional question to further motivate job-seekers to strictly focus
on their interest in the given employer’s job posting when answering the main question.
On its own, this additional question allows us to explore job-seekers’ perceptions about
the likelihood of receiving an o�er from an employer. The question asks the following:

(2) “How likely do you think it is that the company will o�er you the position?”
We measure the response on a scale of 1 to 7, where 1=“Not likely” and 7=“Extremely
likely.” We also specify: “Imagine that you applied for the job—consider only whether you
think the employer would make you an o�er based on your qualifications and experience.”

5. Estimating Preferences for ESG

In this section, we describe our experimental results. In Section 5.1, we outline the
econometric specifications used to analyze our survey experiment. In Section 5.2, we
report our main results on average preferences for job posting characteristics, and specif-
ically for corporate ESG practices. In Section 5.3, we show heterogeneities across so-
cioeconomic groups. In Section 5.4, we discuss additional results and robustness checks.

5.1. Estimating Equations. We estimate specifications of the following form:

Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2 ln (Wageij) + —3NWAij + —4FSij + ‘ij, (5.1)

where i indicates the job-seeker who is responding to the survey, and j indicates the
synthetic job posting that is evaluated. Interest is our main dependent variable, which
indicates the level of interest a respondent has in a given job posting as described in
Section 4.3. The main parameter of interest is —1, which measures the average e�ect of
rating a job posting with ESG information about the employer relative to one without
any ESG signal. Specifically, ESG is a binary indicator equal to one if the job post-
ing contains an ESG signaling sentence or third-party ESG certification, as detailed in
Section 4.2.3.21 Given that the job postings consist of a randomized set of features (of
20The rating scale is set to begin at “Moderately Interested” because our initial filtering questions
ensure that respondents have at least a moderate interest in all job postings being presented to them.
21In additional analyses we will also include di�erent indicator variables for di�erent ESG sentences
and for ESG sentences versus actual certifications.
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which ESG is one of many), —1 allows us to capture an unbiased estimate of individual
preferences for ESG. We use heteroscedasticity-consistent (robust) standard errors for
statistical inferences (Abadie et al., 2023).

The parameters —2, —3, and —4 capture job-seekers’ average preferences for wages,
nonwage amenities, and the employer’s financial strength, respectively. ln(Wage) is the
natural logarithm of the monthly wage shown on the job posting. NWA is the number
of nonwage amenities. FS is a binary indicator equal to one if the job posting contains
information signaling the firm is performing well financially.

5.2. Average Job-Seeker Preferences. We report our main experimental results in
Table III. In particular, we show regression results where the dependent variable is
Interest, which measures the job-seeker’s interest in job postings on a scale of 1–7.22

We control for strata fixed e�ects, which are binary indicators for each combination of
education level and professional area that respondents select in the filtering questions.
This ensures that our analysis treats all components in the job postings presented to an
individual as independently randomized.

We uncover the presence of a large responsible firm premium. The ESG coe�cient in
Column (1) is positive and statistically significant at the 1% level, indicating that, on
average, job-seekers prefer to work for companies that signal their ESG practices in job
postings. This result remains robust when we control for socioeconomic characteristics
of the respondent (Column (2)), and when we include individual fixed e�ects (Column
(3)).

Not surprisingly, our respondents also have a preference for higher-paying jobs and for
jobs with more nonwage amenities, as indicated by the positive coe�cients on ln(Wage)
and NWA. Reassuringly, these findings likely indicate that the respondents are paying at-
tention when rating jobs. On the other hand, signals of the company’s financial strength
do not a�ect job ratings. This latter finding indicates that the positive preference for
ESG is unlikely to be driven by individuals thinking that firms with ESG signals are
also more financially responsible employers, or employers that have a lower likelihood of
shutting down.

We can further quantify the average ESG preference in monetary terms. In Appendix
Table AVI we run an identical specification to equation (5.1), but where we include the
wage in levels (in BRL 1,000). We find that, on average, ESG signals elicit the same
marginal interest in a job posting as approximately a BRL 426 increase in monthly
salary. Such an increase is equivalent to 10% (15%) of the mean (median) monthly wage
22We report the distribution of interest scores in Appendix Figure A10.
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Table III. Job-Seekers’ Preferences for Corporate ESG

Interest Interest Interest
(1) (2) (3)

ESG 0.098úúú 0.099úúú 0.085úúú

(0.026) (0.025) (0.020)

Ln(Wage) 1.117úúú 1.130úúú 1.205úúú

(0.031) (0.030) (0.026)

Nonwage Amenities 0.059úúú 0.060úúú 0.064úúú

(0.014) (0.014) (0.011)

Financial Strength ≠0.003 ≠0.006 0.015
(0.041) (0.040) (0.032)

Observations 24,120 24,120 24,120
Individual FE No No Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes
Controls
Gender No Yes -
Race No Yes -
Age No Yes -
Income No Yes -
Employment Status No Yes -
Political View No Yes -

Notes: This table reports the regression coe�cients for the following specifications. Column (1) specifi-
cation: Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2ln(Wageij) + —3NWAij + —4FSij + eij . Column (2) specification:
Interestij = –+—1ESGij +—2ln(Wageij)+—3NWAij +—4FSij +Demographic controlsi +eij . Column
(3) specification: Interestij = –+—1ESGij +—2ln(Wageij)+—3NWAij +—4FSij +IndividualFE +eij .
i is the ith individual and j is the jth job posting rated by individual i. ESG is an indicator variable
equal to one if the job posting displays at least one ESG sentence or certification. ln(Wage) is the natural
logarithm of the monthly wage displayed in the job posting. NWA is equal to the number of nonwage
amenities. FS is an indicator variable equal to one if the job posting displays a signal of financial strength.
See supplementary appendix for additional details. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses.
úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01

of our survey respondents, who, as shown in Table II, earn above-average wages.23 The
same increase in wage is equivalent to 15% (23%) of the mean (median) monthly wage
in the entire formal sector (as seen in the RAIS summary statistics of Table II).
23The estimates are similar in magnitude to the wage di�erences between similar workers at ESG and
non-ESG firms documented by Krueger et al. (2023) in administrative data from Sweden.
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A unique feature of our experimental design is that we are independently cross-
randomizing a number of other features that typically appear in the job postings, in-
cluding those that have been studied in prior work, such as the dominant role played
by flexible work-from-home policies in attracting employees’ interest during the recent
Covid pandemic—issues very much salient at the time of our survey (Barrero et al.,
2021). As a result, we can precisely benchmark the impact of ESG signals on eliciting
interest from job-seekers to that of other nonwage amenities and firm characteristics.
We do so in Figure 1. In Panel A, we segment the point estimates into four categories:
ESG signals, work-from-home arrangements, nonwage amenities, and multinational sta-
tus. Our results underscore that, on average, job-seekers place greater value on ESG
signals than on most other nonwage amenities. In Panel B, we provide a granular break-
down of both ESG signals (comprising environmental, social, and governance sentences
and three ESG certifications) and various types of nonwage amenities. Notably, we find
work-from-home arrangements are highly attractive to job-seekers; ESG signals elicit
the equivalent of about 60% as much interest among job-seekers as work-from-home ar-
rangements. They are comparable in magnitude to food allowances or private pension
plans, but hold greater significance than the majority of other nonwage amenities, such
as working for a multinational company, various food and medical allowances, as well as
mentoring, training, and professional development programs.

5.3. Heterogeneity Across Socioeconomic Groups. So far, we have documented an
economically meaningful ESG preference for the average job-seeker in our sample. An im-
portant goal of our paper is to understand the quantitative implications of ESG for talent
allocation in the labor market. To do so, in Section 6.3, we will combine the reduced-form
estimates from our experimental work with administrative match employer-employee
data to structurally estimate an equilibrium model of the labor market. A key aspect
of our model is that it features workers with heterogeneous ESG preferences (see Sec-
tions 2.2 and 6.1). In Table IV, we explore this heterogeneity and examine whether
job-seekers’ preferences for ESG vary across socioeconomic groups.

To do so, we first classify job-seekers into binary partitioning groups based on their
level of education (1 if college degree or higher, Column (1)); race (1 if white, Column
(2)); political views (1 if liberal or moderate, Column (3)); age (1 if 45 years old or
younger, Column (4)); and gender (1 if female, Column (5)). We then interact ESG
with the partitioning indicators (ESG Interaction) and control for strata and individual
fixed e�ects. The individual fixed e�ects absorb the main e�ects of the partitioning
indicators.
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B. Granular ESG Signals and Nonwage Amenities

Figure 1. ESG Signals and Nonwage Amenities on Job-Seeker Interest

Notes: Panel A shows the estimates and 95% confidence interval for the coe�cients —2 to —5 for the regression:
Interestij = – + —1W ageij + —2ESGij + —3W F Hij + —4NW Aij + —5Multinationalij + IndividualF E + eij . Panel
B shows the estimates and 95% confidence interval for the coe�cients —2 to —8 for the regression: Interestij = —0 +
—1W ageij +—2Enviromentalij +—3Socialij +—4Governance‘ij +—5BCorpij +—6GP T Wij +—7GBBij +

qN

k=1 –kNW Aijk+
—8Multinationalij + IndividualF E + ‘ij . i is the i

th individual and j is the j
th job posting rated by individual i. NW A

is equal to the number of nonwage amenities. NW Ak is an indicator variable equal to one if the kth out of K nonwage
amenities is displayed in the job posting.
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In Table IV Column (1) to (3), the coe�cient on ESG Interaction is positive and
statistically significant at the 95% level or higher, indicating that ESG preferences are
significantly stronger for individuals who are highly educated, white, and self-identify
as politically liberal or moderate. In fact, the main e�ect on ESG is close to zero
and statistically insignificant for all three columns, implying that less-educated, non-
white, and politically conservative job-seekers do not have preferences to work for ESG-
responsible firms. In contrast, in Column (4) and (5), we examine the roles of gender
and age but do not find statistically significant di�erences in ESG preferences.

Table IV. Heterogeneous Preferences for ESG Across Socio-Economic
Groups

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
High Liberal or

Education White Moderate Young Female
ESG Interaction 0.114úúú 0.078úú 0.093úú ≠0.047 ≠0.015

(0.040) (0.039) (0.039) (0.040) (0.040)

ESG 0.020 0.044 0.040 0.114úúú 0.091úúú

(0.030) (0.028) (0.027) (0.031) (0.025)

Ln(Wage) 1.207úúú 1.205úúú 1.205úúú 1.205úúú 1.205úúú

(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Nonwage Amenities 0.063úúú 0.064úúú 0.064úúú 0.064úúú 0.064úúú

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Financial Strength 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.015
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)

Observations 24,120 24,120 24,120 24,120 24,120
Individual FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notes: This table reports the coe�cients for the following specification: Interestij = – + —1ESGij ◊
SDCij + —2ESGij + —3ln(Wageij) + —4NWAij + —5FSij + IndividualFE + eij . i is the ith individual
and j is the jth job posting rated by individual i. SDC is an indicator representing respondents’
socio-demographic characteristics and equal to one if: in Column (1), the respondent has completed
college; in Column (2), the respondent is white; in Column (3), the respondent self-identifies as liberal or
moderate; in Column (4), the respondent is 45 years old or younger; and, in Column (5), the respondent
is female. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01

5.4. Additional Results and Robustness Tests. In this section, we present several
additional results and robustness tests. First, we unpack job-seekers’ ESG preferences
into several more granular features of ESG. In Appendix Table AIII Panel A, we find



POLARIZING CORPORATIONS 27

that both the (uncertified) description of the employer’s ESG practices and third-party
ESG certifications have a significant positive e�ect on job-seekers’ preferences. The im-
pact of an ESG certification is almost twice the magnitude of an ESG signal without
certification. In Appendix Table AV, we report results split by environmental, social,
or governance activity and type of ESG certification. We find that environmental sen-
tences and B Corp certifications are the only ESG signals that have a significant posi-
tive e�ects on respondents’ preferences. We corroborate these results using open-ended
responses to the following survey question: “When you think of working for companies
with Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) practices in place, what are the main
considerations that come to mind?” In Appendix Figure A11, we generated word clouds
for the most common words and bigrams. The word clouds show that “environment”
and “care environment” appear most frequently, indicating that the majority of respon-
dents primarily value employers’ environmental practices when considering working for
a company with strong ESG practices. These open-ended responses are useful as they
corroborate our experimental findings, indicating that individuals’ answers align with
the outcomes observed in our experiment.

Second, we rely on the above open-ended responses to also better understand how
respondents might interpret the ESG signals in the job postings. Specifically, we train
research assistants to categorize responses into those that associate ESG with better
“Monetary or Job-Related Benefits” (e.g., better future financial prospects, more stabil-
ity, etc.) versus those that interpret ESG positively because they resonate with respon-
dents’ “Values.” Of the responses we are able to distinctly categorize into one of these
two main categories, we find that the vast majority of respondents (92%) point to the
importance of shared values as a mechanism through which respondents interpret the
ESG signals.24

Third, we estimate the e�ect of ESG signals on respondents’ reciprocal interest in
job postings using the second rating question described in Section 4.3. This question
measures respondents’ perception of how likely they are to receive a job o�er for the
position given their qualifications. We report the results in Appendix Table AVII and
observe no e�ect of ESG signaling on this second measure. On average, respondents
do not believe that employers’ ESG practices impact their likelihood of receiving a job
o�er.
24We are able to clearly categorize according to this framework a total of 672 responses. We drop from
this analysis the “other” responses—which include blank text and other responses that capture a variety
of thoughts that are less explicitly focused on values or monetary benefits.
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Fourth, we perform multiple robustness tests to confirm the validity of our findings.
In Appendix Table AVIII, we show that our results remain robust when we use a re-
weighting technique that ensures our sample is representative of the Brazilian population
in all socio-demographic dimensions. Next, our results hold for all possible combinations
of socioeconomic controls, which we illustrate in Appendix Figure A12 with a stability
plot for our ESG coe�cient. Finally, our results also continue to hold when we add
controls for job posting characteristics.25

6. Quantitative Impact of ESG on Equilibrium Labor Outcomes

Motivated by our theoretical model and reduced-form results, we now turn to under-
standing the quantitative implications of ESG for the labor market equilibrium. We
are particularly interested in examining quantitatively how a firm’s engagement in ESG
activities might impact the allocation of labor across heterogeneous firms, wage inequal-
ity between di�erent demographic groups, allocative e�ciency and, ultimately, worker
welfare. To achieve this objective, we build on the model of Section 2.2 to develop a
rich structural model of the labor market that incorporates heterogeneous workers and
firms, as well as both vertical and horizontal di�erentiation across firms.

Combining the reduced-form estimates from our experimental work with rich employee-
employer matched administrative data, we estimate the structural parameters of the
model that govern labor supply and labor demand. Subsequently, we use the estimated
structural model to perform counterfactual simulations that illustrate the impact of firm
ESG activities on equilibrium wage di�erentials, total economic output, and total worker
welfare.

6.1. Model. As in Section 2.2, we assume that the labor market is comprised of a
large number of workers indexed by i. On the other side of the market, there is now
a large number J of firms, which we index as j = 1, ..., J . Workers have heteroge-
neous preferences over firm wages and nonwage amenities. Firms compete according to
monopsonistic competition for workers.

There is a total mass of workers, which we denote as L̄. We now allow for workers
to belong to some demographic group g = 1, ..., G, which captures rich worker charac-
teristics such as education level, race, and gender. The total mass of demographic g is
denoted as L̄g. As in Section 2.2, workers inelastically supply one unit of labor and have
25Specifically, job posting characteristics include the number of on-the-job activities, number of on-the-
job opportunities, firm industry, firm establishment year, number of job prerequisites, and a binary
indicator equal to one if the job posting is not located in the respondent’s primary chosen city.
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preferences over the wage and nonwage amenities, including the ESG activities of the
firm.

In particular, the utility of worker i at firm j is given by:

uijt = log Wjg(i)t + log �g(i) (Ejt) + log «g(i) (Xjt) + ·g(i)Áijt, (6.1)

where g(i) denotes the demographic group of worker i, Áijt is a Type-1 Extreme Value
idiosyncratic shock, Ejt is the ESG rating, and Xjt are other nonwage amenities. We
normalize the ESG utility such that �g(i) (Ejt = 0) = 1. Following the same logic as in
Section 2.2, the equation:

Pr (jt (i) = j) =

Ë
Wjg(i)t�g(i) (Ejt) «g(i) (Xjt)

È1/·g(i)

q
jÕ

Ë
WjÕg(i)t�g(i) (EjÕt) «g(i) (XjÕt)

È1/·g(i)
(6.2)

gives the probability that worker i chooses to work at firm j.
Firms are heterogeneous in their ESG ratings Ejt, nonwage amenities Xjt, total factor

productivities �jt, and demographic-specific productivity multipliers Ajgt. In each pe-
riod, a firm produces according to the isoelastic value added production function given
in equation (2.3) in Section 2.2, where the total amount of e�ective labor employed Ljt

is given by equation (2.4).
Firms again face an upward-sloping labor supply curve for each demographic group g

given by equation (2.5), taking the overall market wage index in equation (2.6) as given.
Note that we now allow the labor supply elasticity to be demographic specific, equal
to ‡g = 1/·g. Firms maximize profits and set equilibrium wages according to equation
(2.7) in Section 2.2.

Equilibrium in the labor market constitutes worker decisions j (i) , wages Wjgt, labor
demand Ljgt, and market wage indexes �gt such that workers optimize over firms, firms
set wages optimally, and the market wage indexes are internally consistent and generated
from worker decisions, as described in Section 2.2.3.

6.2. Identification. In this subsection, we describe how we use our randomized ex-
periment and matched employee-employer data to estimate the structural parameters
governing labor supply and labor demand in our model. This will allow us to quanti-
tatively understand the distributional consequences of firm ESG ratings and to perform
counterfactual analyses.

6.2.1. Labor Supply. The key structural parameters governing labor supply are ·g,
�g (Ej = 1), and «g (Xjt). For each demographic group, these parameters represent
the dispersion of the idiosyncratic preference shock, the utility multiplier e�ect of firm
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ESG activities, and the valuation of other nonwage amenities Xjt, respectively. We
estimate the first two of these structural parameters, ·g and �g (Ej = 1), using our ex-
perimental results. Given a set of firm wages, ESG ratings, and other nonwage amenities,
respondents provide a complete ranking of the possible choices. Similar to the deriva-
tion of equation (6.2), which provides the probability that any given option is optimally
chosen, Beggs et al. (1981), Hausman and Ruud (1987), and Allison and Christakis
(1994) extend the analysis of the logit model to derive a maximum likelihood estimator
for rank-ordered data. We implement this procedure using our experimental data to
recover the labor supply structural parameters. In particular, the coe�cient on the log
wage recovers ‡g = 1/·g, the elasticity of labor supply, while the coe�cient on the ESG
dummy recovers �g (Ej = 1) .

Subsequently, we use our employee-employer matched data to recover a nonwage
amenity valuation «g (Xjt) at the individual firm level.26 Using the historical data,
we assume first that Ej = 0 for all firms in prior years. We consider this a reasonable
assumption since, in the past, ESG practices were not widely documented and were
likely not salient to most workers. Normalizing «g (Xjt) = 1 for a single baseline firm
jú, we then recover from equation (6.2):

«g (Xjt) =
A

Ljt

Ljút

B
·g Wjút

Wjt

.

That is, the «g (Xjt) are structural residuals that rationalize the actual employment
shares we see in the data.

6.2.2. Labor Demand. Given the parameters governing labor supply, the key structural
parameters governing labor demand are firm TFP ›jt, the productivity ajg of demo-
graphic g at firm j, and the firm return-to-scale parameter ÷. In the subsequent analy-
sis, we allow lowercase variables to denote logs, i.e. wjt © log Wjt. To proceed, we first
assume the following data-generating process for firm TFP:

›jt = ›̄t + ›̄j + Êjt.

This implies TFP is determined by a time fixed e�ect shared by all firms, a firm fixed
e�ect, and a firm-specific transitory component.

Taking logs of the labor demand equation gives:

wjgt = cg + ›jt + ajg ≠ ÷ljt,

26We selected firms from our employee-employer dataset (RAIS) that had more than 10 employees each
year from 2002 to 2020. Typically, these firms are the ones that engage in ESG initiatives and advertise
job openings on the Catho platform.
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where:

cg = log
C

(1 ≠ ÷) ‡g

1 + ‡g

D

ljt = log
C

ÿ

g

AgjLgjt

D

.

Here, cg is a demographic-specific constant determined by the return-to-scale parameter
÷ and firm markdowns ‡g/(1 + ‡g). The log of e�ective labor at firm j is given by ljt.
Substituting the specification for firm TFP, we get:

wjgt = cg + ›̄t + ›̄j + ajg ≠ ÷ljt + Êjt + ‹jgt,

where we also allow for an i.i.d. measurement error term ‹jgt.

As discussed above, we estimate ‡g = 1/·g from our randomized experiment. Thus,
we need to estimate the time fixed e�ects ›̄t, the firm fixed e�ects ›̄j, the firm-specific
demographic productivity ajg, and the return-to-scale parameter ÷. The key endogeneity
problem is that ljt is correlated with the error Êjt. More productive firms will hire more
workers. This would bias the OLS regression estimate of ÷. We therefore calibrate ÷

based on previous work. In particular, we set ÷ = 0.21 based on Lamadon et al. (2022).
We next normalize the demographic group g = 0 to aj0 = 0. We can then identify the

firm-specific demographic productivities ajg from the moment:

E [wjgt ≠ wj0t ≠ cg ≠ c0 ≠ ajg] = E [‹jgt ≠ ‹j0t] = 0.

That is, the di�erence in log wages at firm j determines the relative productivities
of di�erent demographics at firm j. Consequently, we have the following moments to
determine the TFP time and firm fixed e�ects:

E
Ó
Dt

Ë
wjgt ≠

1
cg + ›̄t + ›̄j + ajg ≠ ÷ljt

2ÈÔ
= 0

E
Ó
wjgt ≠

1
cg + ›̄t + ›̄j + ajg ≠ ÷ljt

2Ô
= 0,

where Dt is a time indicator variable.

6.3. Estimation. For our baseline specification, we estimate our model with two de-
mographic groups: skilled workers, characterized by those with a college degree, and
unskilled workers, representing those without a college degree. As described in the pre-
vious subsection, we implement a rank-ordered logit maximum-likelihood estimation on
our experimental data. This approach allows us to recover the labor supply parameters
that determine the dispersion in worker idiosyncratic preferences and the valuation of
firm ESG activities.
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The results from this estimation are reported in Appendix Table AIX. Assessing
worker valuation of firm ESG, we observe a high degree of consistency with our ear-
lier reduced-form results. Specifically, skilled workers place significantly greater value
on high-ESG firms compared to unskilled workers. Quantitatively, skilled workers value
firm ESG activities as equivalent to a 0.150-point increase in the log wage. This result is
highly statistically significant at the 1% level. Conversely, unskilled workers value firm
ESG activities as equivalent to a 0.014-point increase in the log wage. This valuation
is statistically indistinguishable from zero. Both demographic groups appear to value
other nonwage amenities, although the point estimate is larger for skilled workers.

In addition to the valuation of firm ESG activities, a key structural parameter for
our counterfactual simulations is the dispersion in idiosyncratic preferences ·g, which
determines the labor supply elasticity ‡g = 1/·g. We can determine the implied labor
supply elasticity ‡g as the coe�cient on the log wage in the rank-ordered logit. Our
analysis shows that these implied elasticities exhibit a broad similarity between the
two demographic groups, albeit with unskilled workers appearing slightly more elastic.
These estimates imply that structural parameters ·g = .943 for unskilled workers and
·g = 1.066 for skilled workers.

With these estimates in place, we recover estimates of TFP ›̄j, the worker multiplier
ajg, and the nonwage amenity valuation «g(Xj) at the individual firm level. One natural
question that arises is the extent to which firm TFP ›̄j is correlated with the firm-specific
skilled worker productivity ajg. That is, are skilled workers more productive at high-
TFP firms? We find this to be the case. Appendix Figure A3 shows the binscatter
of firm TFP against the skilled worker productivity shifter and demonstrates a clear
positive relationship. Specifically, as reported in Appendix Table AX, a 10% increase
in firm TFP increases the skilled worker productivity multiplier by 1.26%, statistically
significant at the 1% level.

To achieve dimensional reduction for our counterfactual analysis, we use k-means
clustering to identify natural groupings based on these characteristics. In our baseline
specification, we use 10 clusters derived from a k-means clustering procedure on the ›̄j,
ajg, and �g(Xj) firm characteristics. As a test of robustness, we also conduct k-means
clustering with 20, 30, 40, and 50 clusters, confirming the consistency of our quantitative
results.

6.4. Counterfactuals. Using our structural estimates, we evaluate how firm adoption
of ESG might impact the labor market equilibrium. First, we estimate a surface of
counterfactuals by varying both which clusters adopt ESG and the probability of ESG
adoption within each cluster. Specifically, we assume that there is a TFP cuto� ›ú such



POLARIZING CORPORATIONS 33

that only firms in clusters with a TFP ›j exceeding ›ú will adopt ESG practices. This
captures the idea that only highly productive, profitable firms may find it worthwhile
to expend the fixed costs involved in adopting ESG practices. Furthermore, for those
clusters satisfying this productivity condition, the probability that any given firm within
the cluster adopts ESG practices is denoted by „ œ [0, 1]. This allows for firms within a
cluster to pursue or not pursue ESG for potentially idiosyncratic reasons. To construct
the counterfactual surfaces, we repeatedly solve for the labor market equilibrium as we
vary ›ú and „. We are particularly interested in how the presence of ESG as a nonwage
amenity impacts worker utility, total output, and the wage di�erentials between skilled
and unskilled workers.

We present the results of these counterfactual simulations in Figure 2. Panel A shows
the impact of ESG on the equilibrium wage di�erential between skilled and unskilled
workers. The figure shows that the presence of ESG increases the wage di�erential on the
order of 0–4% relative to the baseline economy with no ESG. At first, this might appear
counterintuitive. After all, skilled workers earn higher wages than unskilled workers
in the baseline economy. Moreover, from Appendix Table AIX it is clear that skilled
workers value ESG more than unskilled workers. Thus, it might appear that a firm
could o�er lower wages to skilled workers and attract the same amount of skilled labor,
thus compressing the wage di�erential. This, however, is partial equilibrium logic. To
see how this can break down, imagine for example that all firms in the economy adopt
ESG practices. Then, from equation 6.2, it is clear that there will be no impact on
equilibrium wages. Since all firms adopt ESG practices, these practices do not o�er a
competitive advantage to any single firm. Thus, since markets need to clear and firms
are in competition with each other, firms o�er exactly the same wages as they do in
the baseline economy with no ESG practices. This intuition can be seen in the top left
corner of Figure 2 Panel A.

When not all firms adopt ESG practices, there will be an adjustment of labor and
wages. Relative to firms that do not o�er ESG but are otherwise identical, firms that
do o�er ESG will feature more workers and lower wages. Thus, relative to the baseline
economy, firms with more e�ective labor will o�er lower wages. However, this redistri-
bution will also cause wages to be higher at those firms with now lower e�ective labor,
since the MPL will be higher at those firms.

To better understand why ESG leads to a higher equilibrium wage di�erential, it is
instructive to examine Panel B of Figure 2. This panel shows that the introduction of
ESG increases total output in the economy on the order of 0–70 bps, with the increases
arising when higher TFP firms implement ESG practices. Note that in the baseline
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Figure 2. Model Counterfactuals

A. Skilled Wage Di�erential B. Total Output

C. Worker Utility

Notes: This figure presents the results of our counterfactual simulations, which evaluate how firm adoption of ESG might impact the labor
market equilibrium. We show the relationship between the TFP cuto� (›ú) and the probability that firms will adopt ESG practices („ œ [0, 1]),
and repeatedly solve for the labor market equilibrium as we vary ›ú and „. Panel A shows the impact of ESG on the equilibrium wage di�erential
between skilled and unskilled workers. Panel B shows the impact of ESG on the total output in the economy. Panel C shows the impact of ESG
on worker utility. For additional details on the counterfactual simulations, see Section 6.4.
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economy, the equilibrium is allocatively ine�cient in terms of output. This arises due to
two forces. First, firms have monopsony power, which leads to equilibrium MPL wedges
that result in ine�ciently low amounts of workers at high-productivity firms. Second,
nonwage amenities distort the labor allocation away from the one that would maximize
total output.

As noted above, when not all firms implement ESG practices, there is a reallocation of
labor between firms. When su�ciently low TFP firms do not implement ESG practices,
this reallocation of labor leads to a more allocatively e�cient distribution of labor across
firms, which increases total output. This is also precisely why the wage di�erential in
the economy increases on the order of 0–4%. Due to economy-wide resource constraints,
the increase in output will translate to a higher total wage bill in the economy. To whom
does this increased wage bill accrue? In fact, it largely accrues to the skilled workers,
who make up 21% of the total population, since these are precisely the workers who
value ESG and thus move in response to the introduction of ESG.27

Panel C of Figure 2 shows the impact of ESG on worker utility. Perhaps unsurprisingly,
since our experiment reveals that workers do value ESG, we find that the introduction
of ESG increases worker utility. Quantitatively, ESG practices increase worker utility
on the order of 0–5%, as measured in wage-equivalent terms. This increase in worker
utility arises from the direct benefit workers receive from working for socially responsible
companies, as well as increases in allocative e�ciency which arise due to the indirect
general equilibrium e�ects.

Finally, we use the results from our qualitative firm survey (described in Section
2.1) to provide more precise quantitative predictions regarding the impact of firm ESG
activities on the labor market equilibrium. As part of our survey of ESG, we asked
respondents about the likelihood that they would pursue ESG activities in the future.
We also asked each firm to report the wages paid to skilled and unskilled employees, as
well as the number of each. This latter information allows us to construct total factor
productivity and the skilled productivity multiplier for each responding firm. We then
ran a logistic regression of whether the firm intended to pursue ESG activities on total
factor productivity and the skilled multiplier. In our baseline specification, we denote a
firm as intending to pursue ESG activities if it reports the likelihood of doing so at 90%
or above.

The results of this logistic regression are reported in Table V. From the table, we see
that firms with a higher TFP and firms with a higher skilled productivity multiplier
27It should be noted that the allocative e�ciency benefits disappear if the TFP cuto� is set too high.
As Panel B of Figure 2 shows, total output is maximized at intermediate levels of the TFP cuto�.
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Table V. Correlation between Firms’ ESG Implementation with Firm and Worker Productivity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Future ESG Implementation Likelihood (0/1=90% to 100%) Implementation

(0/1=Yes)
Environmental Social Governance B Corp Extensively

Practices Practices Practices Certification Implemented ESG

TFP - Firm FE (›̄j) 0.568*** 0.471*** 0.595*** 0.698*** 0.978***
(0.089) (0.082) (0.084) (0.086) (0.091)

Productivity (ajg) 0.500*** 0.553*** 0.467*** 0.534*** 0.371**
(0.161) (0.148) (0.147) (0.150) (0.147)

Constant -6.370*** -5.029*** -6.060*** -7.133*** -9.283***
(0.842) (0.770) (0.781) (0.807) (0.845)

Observations 1,067 1,067 1,067 1,067 1,067

Notes: This table reports the correlation between firms’ current and future ESG implementation and their TFP - firm FE (›̄j) and productivity
ajg of demographic group g at firm j in our firm survey of ESG practices. Columns (1) to (4) report the logistic regression coe�cients for
the following specification: Likelihoodj = – + —1›̄j + —2ajg + ej , where j is the jth firm in our firm survey of ESG practices. The outcome
variable is an indicator equal to one if the respondent stated at least a 90% likelihood of the firm making a financial investment to meet
ESG standards for strong performance within the next 1-3 years. Specifically, Column (1) pertains to environmental practices, Column (2) to
social practices, Column (3) to governance practices, and Column (4) to B Corp certification. In Column (5), we report the logistic regression
coe�cients for the following specification: Implementationj = – + —1›̄j + —2ajg + ej . The outcome variable is an indicator equal to one for
firms reporting they have extensively implemented ESG practices. For additional details on our firm survey of ESG practices, see Appendix
Section A.3. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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are more likely to report an intention to pursue ESG activities, including becoming a
certified B Corp, with statistical significance at the 1% level. Using these results in
our structural model, we then pinpoint on the counterfactual surfaces (in Figure 2) the
resulting percentage changes in equilibrium wage di�erentials, total output, and worker
welfare, relative to the baseline economy with no ESG. We find that the equilibrium
wage di�erential increases by 56 bps, reflecting a 10-bps increase in total output. Worker
welfare increases by 1.14% in wage-equivalent terms.

7. Conclusion

In an era where corporations face mounting expectations to embrace a broader societal
role and act responsibly beyond shareholder interests, we underscore the importance of
organizational values in influencing job-seekers’ choices and shaping the talent landscape.
Our study sheds new light on how the rising polarization and growing influence of large
corporations a�ect talent allocation and aggregate outcomes.

Using Brazil as our setting, we make two primary contributions. First, in partnership
with Brazil’s premier job platform, we design a nondeceptive incentivized field experi-
ment to estimate job-seekers’ preferences to work for socially responsible firms. We find
that, on average, job-seekers place a value on ESG signals equivalent to about 10% of
the average wage. Second, we combine our experimental estimates with administrative
employer-employee data and structurally estimate an equilibrium model of the labor
market. Quantitatively, skilled workers value firm ESG activities substantially more
than unskilled workers. Our counterfactual results indicate that ESG increases worker
utility relative to the baseline economy without ESG. The reallocation of labor in the
economy with ESG improves assortative matching and yields an increase in total out-
put. Moreover, skilled workers benefit the most from the introduction of ESG, ultimately
increasing wage di�erentials between skilled and unskilled workers.

Our results have practical implications for corporate recruiting strategies and suggest
that signaling ESG activities and organizational values in job postings can help firms
attract talent in an increasingly values-driven job market. Furthermore, our study points
to the importance of accounting for distributional e�ects when considering the adoption
of ESG and related policies of corporations and governments alike.

Our paper naturally has limitations that future research should build on. First, while
our findings show that ESG a�ects talent allocation and leads to increases in both
worker welfare and economic output, we cannot speak to whether and how matching
based on ESG values may enhance job productivity—a new and exciting area of research
on its own. Second, our analysis focuses on Brazil, and therefore establishing external
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validity to other contexts is an important next step. Finally, our experimental design
and structural model are both static in nature. It is possible that ESG preferences and
their implications for talent allocation may di�er significantly under varying economic
conditions.
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Online Appendix
Appendix A.1. Model Proofs

A.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1. Note that total economic output is:

Y = �AL1≠÷

A
+ �BL1≠÷

B

so that:
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dEB

= (1 ≠ ÷)
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.

At EB = 0, this derivative will be positive if WBU/WAU > 1 and dLB/dEB > 0. To the first
point, suppose that WBU/WAU Æ 1. Since the ratio of firm wages is the same for skilled and
unskilled labor, we then have WBS/WAS Æ 1 as well. Then, LBj Æ LAj for g œ {U, S}, which
implies LB Æ LA. But then:

WBU

WAU

= �B

�A

3
LA

LB

4÷

> 1,

which is a contradiction. Finally, suppose dLB/dEB Æ 0. Then, wages would increase at
Firm B and decline at Firm A. Since workers (weakly) value ESG, this would increase the
probability that workers choose Firm B, a contradiction.

A.2. Proof of Theorem 2.2. We will show that for a su�ciently small increase in EB,

relative to EB = 0, the total wage bill of the unskilled workers declines and the total wage
bill of the skilled workers increases. First note that the total wage bill in the economy is:

WS + WU =
ÿ

j

(1 ≠ ÷) ‡

1 + ‡
(LjU + ASLjS) �jL

≠÷

j

= (1 ≠ ÷) ‡

1 + ‡
(YA + YB) .

That is, the total wage bill in the economy is a constant fraction of the total output. It
su�ces to show that the wage bill of the unskilled workers declines, since by Theorem 2.1,
total output in the economy increases and thus the total wage bill of the skilled workers
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must also increase. To this end, note that:
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ÿ
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We therefore have:
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From Theorem 2.1, we know that dLB/dEB > 0, which lowers unskilled wages at Firm
B. Since unskilled workers do not value ESG, this implies that dLAU/dEB > 0. Since
WAU < WBU at EB = 0, also from the proof of Theorem 2.1, it follows that the first term in
the equation above is negative. The proof will therefore be complete if we can show:

≠LAU�AL≠÷≠1
A
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B

> 0,

since dLA/dEB < 0. Now:
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However, since the ratio of wages across firms is the same for skilled and unskilled workers,
it is easy to see that LAU/LBU = LA/LB when EB = 0. Therefore:

≠LAU
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> 0,

since 0 < WA/WB < 1, which completes the proof.

A.3. Proof of Theorem 2.3. We can write total worker welfare as:

U =
ÿ
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L̄g· log
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Taking the derivative at EA = EB = 0 gives:
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= 0,

since LjU/L̄U = LjS/L̄S when EA = EB = 0, as discussed in the proof of Theorem 2.2. This
completes the proof.
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Appendix A.2. Additional Figures and Tables

Figure A1. Firm Survey of ESG Practices
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Human Capital

Too Expensive

Unfamiliar with ESG

Does Not Add Value

0 10 20 30 40 50
Percent of Responses

A. ESG Constraints

Aligns with Company Values

Reputation and Brand Value

Compliance with Regulatory Requirements

Attracting and Retaining Talent

Easier Access to Finance

Risk Management

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Percent of Responses

B. ESG Benefits
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C. ESG Industry Rankings

Notes: Panel A presents the responses to the question: “What are the main factors preventing your company from fully adopting or increasing
your investment in ESG practices? Select up to three choices.” Panel B presents the responses to the question: “What do you think are the
main benefits of adopting ESG practices in your company? Select up to three choices.” Panel C presents the responses to the question: “Which
four industries (excluding your own) do you believe exhibit the highest standards of environmental, social, and governance performance? Which
four industries exhibit the lowest?” It shows the average rank assigned to each industry, where 1=best and 13=worst. For additional details on
our firm survey of ESG practices, see Appendix Section A.3.
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Consent form & filtering questions on 
geographic location and educational 

attainment, which determine the type of 
job postings shown.

Socioeconomic section on respondent's 
gender, age, race, employment status, 

education, academic performance, 
income, political leaning, and ESG 

perceptions.

Respondents choose their professional 
areas of interest (that are dependent on 

educational attainment). Only job postings 
within the chosen areas of interest will be 

shown.

Respondents choose their job titles of 
interest (that are dependent on 

educational attainment and professional 
area). Only job postings with the chosen 

job titles will be shown.

Job Posting Rating
Respondents are asked to rate 20 
synthetic job postings, which are 

randomly drawn from a set of job postings 
meeting the preselected criteria on 

educational attainment, professional area, 
and job title.

Figure A2. Experimental Survey Flow

Notes: This figure illustrates our experimental survey flow. We discuss additional details of the experi-
mental design in Section 4.1.
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Figure A3. Relationship between Firm and Worker Productivity
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Notes: This figure presents the relationship between the TFP firm fixed e�ect (FE) (›̄j) and worker productivity (ajg) for the
highly educated demographic group g. We display a binned scatter plot, where the x-axis variable is grouped into equal intervals,
and the mean of the y-axis variable is plotted for each bin. The associated regression, examining the relationship between firms’
TFP firm fixed e�ect (FE) (›̄j) and the worker productivity ajg of the highly educated group g is shown in Appendix Table AX.
The regression specification is given by ajg = —0 + —1›̄j + ej , with all coe�cients significant at the 1% level.
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Figure A4. Location of Survey Respondents

Total
0

[1:6]

[7:15]

[16:40]

[41:665]

Notes: This map shows the geographic distribution of survey respondents across di�erent states
in Brazil. Darker shades indicate a higher number of respondents from that state.
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A. Portuguese B. English

Figure A5. Email Sent to Survey Respondents

Notes: This figure presents the recruitment email sent to survey respondents. Panel A shows the actual email sent to respondents in
the survey, in Portuguese. Panel B shows the English translation. The email subject line was as follows: Queremos te ajudar a encontrar
melhores vagas! (We want to help you find better jobs!).
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A. Portuguese B. English

Figure A6. Example of Synthetic Job Posting
E(SG) and Financial Performance

Notes: This figure presents an example of a synthetic job posting with environmental and financial performance signaling, as well
as the two rating questions shown to respondents in the survey. For a description of each job posting component, see Section 4.2.
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A. Portuguese B. English

Figure A7. Example of Synthetic Job Posting
ESG Certification (B Corporation)

Notes: This figure presents an example of a synthetic job posting with an ESG certification, as well as the two rating questions shown to
respondents in the survey. For a description of each job posting component, see Section 4.2.
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A. Portuguese B. English

Figure A8. Example of Synthetic Job Posting
(ES)G

Notes: This figure presents an example of a synthetic job posting with governance signaling, as well as the two rating questions shown to
respondents in the survey. For a description of each job posting component, see Section 4.2.
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A. Portuguese B. English

Figure A9. Example of Synthetic Job Posting
Control

Notes: This figure presents an example of a synthetic job posting without any ESG signaling, as well as the two rating questions shown to
respondents in the survey. For a description of each job posting component, see Section 4.2.
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Figure A10. Distribution of Job Posting Ratings

Notes: This figure shows the distribution of our main outcome variable, Interest. Interest is measured on a scale of 1 to 7
and indicates the level of interest that respondents have in a job posting.
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A. Words

B. Bigrams

Figure A11. ESG Word Clouds

Notes: This figure shows the responses visualized as word clouds to the open-ended question,
“When you think of working for companies with Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG)
practices in place, what are the main considerations that come to mind?”. Panel A shows the
word cloud generated for individual words, with the most frequently used words in the responses
appearing larger. Panel B shows the word cloud generated for bigrams, with the most frequently
used bigrams in the responses appearing larger. We remove all words present in the question from
the word clouds.
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Figure A12. Coe�cient Stability Plot

Notes: This figure shows the coe�cient stability plot for the e�ect of signaling employers’ ESG practices on respondents’
interest in the job posting. The plot shows the robustness of our ESG coe�cient from Table III to the inclusion of all
potential combinations of socioeconomic controls, more precisely, those included in Column (2).
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Table AI. Randomization of Job Components

Number of
Job Posting Component Options Chosen Inclusion Probability Categories of Analysis Variable
Primary Job Characteristics

Job Title 1 1 Specified by survey respondent. See the supplementary appendix for
additional details.

Location 1 1 Specified by survey respondent. If multiple cities are selected, Primary
Preference (80%), Secondary Preference(s) (20%). See the
supplementary appendix for additional details.

Wage 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
Work Regime 1 0.5 CLT (50%), Service Provider (PJ) (50%).

General Firm Characteristics
Industry 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
Establishment Year 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
Number of Employees 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
Number of Countries 1 1 One country (50%), and two to five countries (12.5% each). See the

supplementary appendix for additional details.
Introductory Sentence 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
Financial Strength 1 0.1 Profit (25%), Credit Rating (25%), Growth Outlook (25%), Bankruptcy

Probability (25%). See the supplementary appendix for additional
details.

Auxiliary Sentence - Firm Description 1 Conditional on ESG Inclusion – 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Firm ESG Characteristics

ESG Sentences 1–2 80% – 0.2
20% – 0.5 Environmental (53%), Social (20%), Governance (27%). See the

supplementary appendix for additional details.
ESG Certification 1 0.1 B Corporation (33.3%), Great Place to Work (33.3%) and Green

Business Bureau (33.3%). See the supplementary appendix for
additional details.

General Job Characteristics
On-the-Job Opportunities 2–5 0.5 Mentoring and Training (33.3%), Personal Development (33.3%),

Company Culture (33.3%). See the supplementary appendix for
additional details.

On-the-Job Activities 3–5 0.6 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
On-the-Job Activities (Sentences) 1 0.5 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
Workload Requirement 1 0.7 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Work-from-Home 1
Completed High School – 0.3

Technical School – 0
Completed College – 0.3

See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Auxiliary Sentence - Job Opening 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Job Prerequisites
Job Prerequisites 2–3 0.5 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Required Majors 1
Completed High School – 0

Technical School – 0
Completed College – 1

Specified by survey respondent. See the supplementary appendix for
additional details.

Hiring Stages
Stage 1 - Application 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Stage 2 - Online Assessments 1
Completed High School – 0

Technical School – 0
Completed College – 1

See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Stage 3 - Other Assessments 1
Completed High School – 0

Technical School – 0
Completed College – 1

See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Stage 4 - Final Interview 1 1 See the supplementary appendix for additional details.

Nonwage Amenities
Nonwage Amenities 2–4 1 Benefits (70%), and Amenities (30%). See the supplementary appendix

for additional details.

Notes: This table presents the components of each synthetic job posting and each associated number of op-
tions chosen, inclusion probability, and categories of the analysis variable. Job Posting Component specifies
the component that is randomized and contained in the job posting, presented in descending order of ap-
pearance. Number of Options Chosen is the number of analysis variables that are randomized and included
in the job posting. Inclusion Probability is the probability that the Job Posting Component appears in the
hypothetical job posting. Categories of Analysis Variable is the category of the randomized characteristic
included in each hypothetical job posting and the associated weight as a percentage in parentheses repre-
senting their selection probability (e.g., each job posting presented has a 50% chance of appearing from a
domestic firm).



POLARIZING CORPORATIONS 61

Table AII. Firm Survey of ESG Practices - Industry Distribution

Industry Count Share (%)
Information and Communication 184 17.24
Manufacturing 119 11.15
Retail 112 10.50
Scientific and Technical Activities 111 10.40
Other Service Activities 103 9.65
Construction 91 8.53
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 85 7.97
Healthcare and Social Services 67 6.28
Agriculture, Livestock and Fishing 55 5.15
Transportation, Storage, and Mail 45 4.22
Electricity and Gas 24 2.25
Extractive Industries 14 1.31
Water, Sewage, and Waste Management 7 0.66
Other 50 4.69
Total 1,067 100

Notes: This table shows the industry distribution of the firms in our firm
survey of ESG practices. The survey sampled a total of 1,067 firms.
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Table AIII. ESG Sentence and Certification E�ect on Interest

Interest Interest Interest
(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: Without Controls for Job Posting Characteristics

ESG Sentence 0.075úú 0.074úúú 0.060úúú

(0.029) (0.028) (0.022)

ESG Certification 0.098úúú 0.106úúú 0.092úúú

(0.038) (0.036) (0.029)

Ln(Wage) 1.116úúú 1.129úúú 1.205úúú

(0.031) (0.030) (0.026)

Nonwage Amenities 0.059úúú 0.060úúú 0.064úúú

(0.014) (0.014) (0.011)

Financial Strength ≠0.004 ≠0.007 0.014
(0.041) (0.040) (0.032)

Panel B: With Controls for Job Posting Characteristics

ESG Sentence 0.073úú 0.073úúú 0.056úú

(0.029) (0.028) (0.022)

ESG Certification 0.096úú 0.103úúú 0.089úúú

(0.038) (0.036) (0.029)

Ln(Wage) 1.112úúú 1.125úúú 1.200úúú

(0.031) (0.030) (0.026)

Nonwage Amenities 0.061úúú 0.061úúú 0.065úúú

(0.014) (0.014) (0.011)

Financial Strength ≠0.007 ≠0.010 0.011
(0.041) (0.040) (0.032)

Observations 24,120 24,120 24,120
Individual FE No No Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes
Controls
Gender No Yes -
Race No Yes -
Age No Yes -
Income No Yes -
Employment Status No Yes -
Political View No Yes -

Notes: Panel A reports the regression coe�cients for the following specifications. Column (1) specification:
Interestij = – + —1ESG Sentence‘ij + —2ESG Certificationij + —3ln(W ageij) + —4NW Aij + —5F Sij + ‘ij .
Column (2) specification: Interestij = – + —1ESG Sentence‘ij + —2ESG Certificationij + —3ln(W ageij) +
—4NW Aij +—5F Sij +Demographic controlsi +‘ij . Column (3) specification: Interestij = –+—1ESG Sentence‘ij +
—2ESG Certificationij + —3ln(W ageij) + —4NW Aij + —5F Sij + IndividualF E + ‘ij . i is the ith individual and j
is the jth job posting rated by individual i. ESG Sentence is an indicator variable equal to one if the job posting
displays at least one ESG sentence. ESG Certification is an indicator variable equal to one if the job posting
displays an ESG certification. See the supplementary appendix for additional details. In Panel B, we control for job
posting characteristics, which are controls for the number of on-the-job activities, number of on-the-job opportunities,
employer industry, employer establishment year, number of job prerequisites, and is an indicator variable equal to
one if the job posting is for a position not located in the respondent’s primary chosen city. Robust standard errors
are reported in parentheses. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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Table AIV. Job-Seekers’ Preferences for Corporate ESG – Complete Raw Sample

Interest Interest Interest
(1) (2) (3)

ESG 0.093úúú 0.092úúú 0.083úúú

(0.025) (0.024) (0.019)

Ln(Wage) 1.131úúú 1.143úúú 1.215úúú

(0.030) (0.030) (0.026)

Nonwage Amenities 0.057úúú 0.057úúú 0.061úúú

(0.014) (0.013) (0.011)

Financial Strength ≠0.004 ≠0.005 0.018
(0.040) (0.039) (0.031)

Observations 25,040 25,040 25,040
Individual FE No No Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes
Controls
Gender No Yes -
Race No Yes -
Age No Yes -
Income No Yes -
Employment Status No Yes -
Political View No Yes -

Notes: This table reports the regression coe�cients for the following specifications. Column
(1) specification: Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2ln(Wageij) + —3NWAij + —4FSij + eij . Col-
umn (2) specification: Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2ln(Wageij) + —3NWAij + —4FSij +
Demographic controlsi + eij . Column (3) specification: Interestij = – + —1ESGij +
—2ln(Wageij) + —3NWAij + —4FSij + IndividualFE + eij . i is the ith individual and j is
the jth job posting rated by individual i. See the supplementary appendix for additional details.
Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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Table AV. Granular ESG E�ect on Interest

Interest Interest Interest
(1) (2) (3)

Environmental Sentence 0.083úú 0.074úú 0.079úúú

(0.036) (0.034) (0.027)

Social Sentence 0.058 0.066 0.041
(0.053) (0.052) (0.041)

Governance Sentence 0.044 0.039 0.019
(0.048) (0.046) (0.036)

B Corp Certification 0.192úúú 0.190úúú 0.111úú

(0.064) (0.062) (0.049)

GPTW Certification 0.088 0.097 0.149úúú

(0.066) (0.064) (0.050)

GBB Certification 0.028 0.041 0.032
(0.060) (0.057) (0.045)

Ln(Wage) 1.116úúú 1.129úúú 1.206úúú

(0.031) (0.030) (0.026)

Nonwage Amenities 0.059úúú 0.060úúú 0.064úúú

(0.014) (0.014) (0.011)

Financial Strength ≠0.002 ≠0.006 0.016
(0.041) (0.040) (0.032)

Observations 24,120 24,120 24,120
Individual FE No No Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes
Job Posting Controls Yes Yes Yes
Controls
Gender No Yes -
Race No Yes -
Age No Yes -
Income No Yes -
Employment Status No Yes -
Political View No Yes -

Notes: This table reports the regression coe�cients for the following specifications. Column (1) specification:
Interestij = – + —1Enviromentalij + —2Socialij + —3Governance‘ij + —4BCorpij + —5GP T Wij + —6GBBij +
—7ln(W ageij) + —8NW Aij + —9F Sij + ‘ij . Column (2) specification: Interestij = – + —1Enviromentalij + —2Socialij +
—3Governance‘ij +—4BCorpij +—5GP T Wij +—6GBBij +—7ln(W ageij)+—8NW Aij +—9F Sij +Demographic controlsi +
‘ij . Column (3) specification: Interestij = – + —1Enviromentalij + —2Socialij + —3Governance‘ij + —4BCorpij +
—5GP T Wij + —6GBBij + —7ln(W ageij) + —8NW Aij + —9F Sij + IndividualF E + ‘ij . i is the ith individual and j is the
jth job posting rated by individual i. Enviromental is an indicator variable equal to one if the job posting displays at
least one ESG sentence related to environmental practices. Social is an indicator variable equal to one if the job posting
displays at least one ESG sentence related to social practices. Governance is an indicator variable equal to one if the
job posting displays at least one ESG sentence related to governance practices. BCorp is an indicator variable equal to
one if the job displays a B Corporation certification. GP T W is an indicator variable equal to one if the job displays a
Great Place to Work certification. GBB is an indicator variable equal to one if the job displays a Green Business Bureau
certification. See the supplementary appendix for additional details. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses.
úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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Table AVI. ESG E�ect on Interest – Wage in Levels (BRL1000)

Interest Interest Interest
(1) (2) (3)

ESG 0.101úúú 0.103úúú 0.089úúú

(0.026) (0.025) (0.020)

Wage 0.237úúú 0.240úúú 0.256úúú

(0.008) (0.008) (0.007)

Nonwage Amenities 0.058úúú 0.058úúú 0.063úúú

(0.014) (0.014) (0.011)

Financial Strength ≠0.008 ≠0.011 0.010
(0.041) (0.040) (0.032)

Observations 24,120 24,120 24,120
Individual FE No No Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes
Controls
Gender No Yes -
Race No Yes -
Age No Yes -
Income No Yes -
Employment Status No Yes -
Political View No Yes -

Notes: This table reports the regression coe�cients for the following specifications. Column (1) speci-
fication: Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2Wageij + —3NWAij + —4FSij + eij . Column (2) specification:
Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2Wageij + —3NWAij + —4FSij + Demographic controlsi + eij . Column
(3) specification: Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2Wageij + —3NWAij + —4FSij + IndividualFE + eij .
i is the ith individual and j is the jth job posting rated by individual i. Robust standard errors are
reported in parentheses. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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Table AVII. Job-Seekers’ Perceived Reciprocal Interest in Job Postings

Reciprocal Reciprocal Reciprocal
Interest Interest Interest

(1) (2) (3)

ESG 0.019 0.017 0.027
(0.024) (0.024) (0.018)

Ln(Wage) 0.490úúú 0.492úúú 0.527úúú

(0.029) (0.029) (0.022)

Nonwage Amenities 0.036úúú 0.037úúú 0.042úúú

(0.013) (0.013) (0.010)

Financial Strength ≠0.009 ≠0.013 0.002
(0.039) (0.039) (0.028)

Observations 24,120 24,120 24,120
Individual FE No No Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes
Controls
Gender No Yes -
Race No Yes -
Age No Yes -
Income No Yes -
Employment Status No Yes -
Political View No Yes -

Notes: This table reports the regression coe�cients for the following specifications. Column (1) specifi-
cation: Interestij = –+—1ESGij +—2ln(Wageij)+—3NWAij +—4FSij +eij . Column (2) specification:
Interestij = –+—1ESGij +—2ln(Wageij)+—3NWAij +—4FSij +Demographic controlsi+eij . Column
(3) specification: Interestij = –+—1ESGij +—2ln(Wageij)+—3NWAij +—4FSij +IndividualFE+eij .
i is the ith individual and j is the jth job posting rated by individual i. See the supplementary appendix
for additional details. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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Table AVIII. ESG E�ect on Interest – Re-Weighted

Interest Interest Interest
(1) (2) (3)

ESG 0.078úú 0.079úú 0.066úú

(0.036) (0.035) (0.027)

Ln(Wage) 0.951úúú 0.960úúú 1.054úúú

(0.043) (0.042) (0.034)

Nonwage Amenities 0.059úúú 0.064úúú 0.064úúú

(0.019) (0.019) (0.015)

Financial Strength ≠0.083 ≠0.080 ≠0.060
(0.058) (0.057) (0.046)

Observations 24,120 24,120 24,120
Individual FE No No Yes
Strata FE Yes Yes Yes
Controls
Gender No Yes -
Race No Yes -
Age No Yes -
Income No Yes -
Employment Status No Yes -
Political View No Yes -

Notes: This table reports the regression coe�cients for the following specifications. Column (1) specification:
Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2ln(W ageij) + —3NW Aij + —4F Sij + eij . Column (2) specification: Interestij =
– + —1ESGij + —2ln(W ageij) + —3NW Aij + —4F Sij + Demographic controlsi + eij . Column (3) specification:
Interestij = – + —1ESGij + —2ln(W ageij) + —3NW Aij + —4F Sij + IndividualF E + eij . i is the ith individual
and j is the jth job posting rated by individual i. The sample is re-weighted to be perfectly representative of the
Brazilian population active in the workforce, using the PNAD data described in Section 3.2. We use the logistic
regression approach to generate propensity scores to re-weight observations in our survey data. The procedure
follows the following steps. First, in the PNAD data, we select the characteristics included in our survey data
(i.e., gender, race, age, income, and education). Second, we append the PNAD variables to our survey data
and generate an indicator variable equal to 0 for the PNAD data and 1 for the survey data. Third, we use the
generated indicator variable as a dependent variable in a logistic regression where the other characteristics are
used as independent variables and save the predicted probability. Finally, we weigh the main specification by the
inverse of the predicted probability. See the supplementary appendix for additional details. Robust standard
errors are reported in parentheses. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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Table AIX. Rank-Ordered Logit by Socio-Demographic Sub-Sample

(1) (2)
Not Highly Educated Highly Educated

ESG 0.015 0.141***
(0.028) (0.025)

Ln(Wage) 1.061*** 0.938***
(0.041) (0.027)

Nonwage Amenities 0.048*** 0.054***
(0.015) (0.014)

Financial Strength -0.074* 0.082**
(0.044) (0.040)

Observations 10,540 13,580
Number of Groups 527 679

Notes: This table reports the ordered logit regression coe�cients for the following specification:
Rankij = – + —1ESGij + —2ln(Wageij) + —3NWAij + —4FSij + eij . i is the ith individual and j
is the jth job posting rated by individual i. We run an ordered logit regression for each possible
combination of sub-sample for the demographic characteristics of interest, Highly Educated, indicating
whether the respondent has obtained a college degree. In Column (1), we sub-sample for respondents
who are not highly educated. In Column (2), we sub-sample for respondents who are highly educated.
Rank is the rank out of the 20 job postings rated by the respondent. See the supplementary appendix
for additional details. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01

Table AX. Correlation between TFP - Firm FE (›̄j) and Productivity
(ajg)

(1)
Productivity (ajg)

TFP - Firm FE (›̄j) 0.126***
(0.001)

Constant 0.229***
(0.000)

Observations 1,323,082

Notes: This table reports the regression between firms’ TFP - firm FE (›̄j) and demographic group
productivity ajg for the group g of highly educated individuals. The specific regression specification is:
ajg = —0 + —1›̄j + ej . See Section 6.3 for more details on the model estimation. Robust standard errors
are reported in parentheses. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. úp<0.1; úúp<0.05;
úúúp<0.01
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Appendix A.3. Firm-Level Survey Structure

We provide the entire text of the firm-level survey in the supplementary appendix.28

The survey begins with an introduction that outlines its purpose, verifies whether the
respondent is an owner and firm size, and obtains consent. We exclude non-owners or
firms with less than 10 full-time employees. We then provide a concise overview of the
survey structure.

We gather information on firm industry, establishment year, and location. Subse-
quently, we provide an overview of environmental, social, and governance (ESG) prac-
tices and ask about respondents’ ESG knowledge, the extent to which their firm has
implemented ESG practices, perceived ESG benefits and challenges, and B Corp certi-
fication awareness.

Respondents then estimate costs for implementing various ESG practices. The survey
covers the three ESG categories systematically, providing brief descriptions for each.
Respondents select the top two practices relevant to businesses similar to their own. For
each chosen practice, we present criteria needed for strong ESG performance. Respon-
dents estimate associated costs, including one-time fixed expenses and recurring annual
costs, and rate their confidence in their provided estimates. They also estimate their
willingness to pay for an investment that would enable their company to meet the cri-
teria for strong ESG performance and evaluate the likelihood of their company making
the investment within the next 1–3 years.

We then provide a overview of B Corp. We ask for the respondent’s lower-bound,
upper-bound, and best estimate of the one-time fixed cost required to fulfill the require-
ments for B Corp certification. As in the prior section, we also inquire about their
level of confidence in their estimates, their willingness to pay for certification, and the
probability of making this financial investment to attain B Corp certification.

We subsequently collect employee demographics and revenue. Respondents then select
and rank four industries, excluding their own, that they believe exhibit the highest and
lowest standards of ESG performance. To conclude, we collect respondent demographics,
including gender, age, ethnicity, education background, and political preferences. We
also check respondent attentiveness and inquire about the level of e�ort put forth to
filter out low-quality responses. For additional details of the firm-level survey, see the
supplementary appendix.

28The survey was administered using Qualtrics survey software.
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