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Abstract:  
Various global challenges regarding sustainability, such as environmental problems, 
demographic changes, regulatory pressure, data security and integrity, have added new 
risk factors for investors to observe in addition to financial risks. As previous academic 
studies have proven the materiality of ESG (Environmental, Social, Governance) 
information, practising sustainable investing is continuously increasing among 
investors. The consideration of ESG information functions not only as a risk 
management method but also brings new investment opportunities. 
 
This master’s thesis focuses on analysing the profiles of Finnish private investors. In 
particular, empirical data is used to define the main profile characteristics of sustainable 
investors and is compared to the profile of ethical and traditional investors. A 
quantitative survey instrument is used to gather over five thousand responses provided 
by Finnish private investors. A regression analysis is performed using the gathered data 
to determine the correlations among the profile characteristics. 
 
Private investors with different net worth, age, gender, language, family situation, 
educational field, investment horizon, risk averseness and living location are studied. 
The study aims to find out whether the interest in sustainable investment depends on 
the demographic background. The background of investors who aim to increase the 
sustainably invested part of their portfolios over the next five years and the type of 
investors who invested more than usual during the first six months of the Covid-19 
pandemic are also examined. The correlation between the different factors and investor 
types is determined. 
 
The results show that under 40-year-olds, and women more often than men, tend invest 
more sustainably. The Swedish-speaking Finns and individuals with less assets than 
average also tend to invest more sustainably. Even though sustainable investors tolerate 
risk in their investments to some extent, they did not invest more than usual during the 
first six months of the Covid-19 pandemic. The profile of ethical investors is remarkably 
similar to sustainable investors, differing only regarding ethical investors’ higher risk 
averseness. On the other hand, the profile of traditional investors differs significantly 
from the profile of sustainable investors. They are typically over 40-year-olds, Finnish 
speakers, men, and own assets more than average. Traditional investors invested more 
than usual during the first six months of the Covid-19 pandemic because of the market 
volatility. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Nowadays, businesses are evaluated from a financial success and sustainability point of 

view. Besides the analysis of traditional financial figures, such as sales, expenses, and 

earnings, companies are expected to disclose ESG information that is relevant for every 

company and has increasingly important weight for investors when choosing investees. 

1.1 The growing importance of sustainable investing 

ESG stands for environmental impacts, social responsibility and good corporate 

governance and is a term covering these aspects. The main motivation for companies to 

disclose ESG measures is to meet their values, manage their corporate image and 

maximise customer satisfaction (Bhimani, Silvola & Sivabalan, 2016). No longer only 

profit maximization matters: in addition to the financial performance, investors started 

paying more attention to aspects concerning the environment, social conditions and 

business ethics when making investment decisions (MSCI, 2019). 

Sustainable investing (SI) is investing made considering ESG factors, as well as the 

connection between the risks and opportunities arising from these factors and the value 

of the investee. Investors interpret sustainable investing in different ways. While some 

consider it to be an ideology that means compromising on returns, others see it as a 

strategy, which both improves returns and makes the world a better place. Currently, 

interest in sustainable investing is surging, and it has attracted a lot of attention from 

researchers. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 17-18) Investors have various reasons to practice 

sustainable investing and use different strategies to do so. One of the common strategies 

is impact investing, which is a form of investment that blends financial returns with 

benefits for society (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 35). 

Investors’ interest in sustainable investing is constantly growing. The share of 

sustainably invested assets globally is expected to surge from 25% in 2018 to more than 

50% in 2020 and 95% in 2035 (Deutsche Bank, 2018). Since 2017, the amount of assets 

managed by Principles for Responsible Investment has increased almost 50% to USD 89 

trillion globally (Finsif, 2019). The consciousness towards sustainability issues is 

developing and the company’s ESG score is becoming an important deciding factor 

whether to invest in a business. On a global level, the percentage of both private and 

institutional investors that apply ESG principles to a quarter of their portfolios or more 

increased from 48% in 2017 to 75% in 2019 (Deloitte, 2020). As much as 85% of asset 

managers are either willing to invest or are investing in sustainable companies in terms 
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of ESG; the percentage increased by 10% points from 2017 (Morgan Stanley Institute, 

2019). The interest is expected to surge during the upcoming decade. 

Environmental issues such as climate change draw the biggest investors’ attention. A 

large part of our economy is based on fossil fuels, such as coal, oil, and natural gases. 

Emissions created by human actions are so massive that the temperature of the earth’s 

atmosphere is rising. Climate change creates a major risk for both the financial world 

and society in general. For companies, climate change entails physical and financial 

risks. Because of climate change mitigation, some polluting companies might be ignored 

by investors. For example, the coal companies are increasingly excluded; as much as 15% 

of the world’s 100 largest pension companies kept out coal from their portfolios (AODP, 

n.d.). Changing consumer behaviour, new regulations and technologies affect the price 

of raw materials and products, so climate change also causes a depreciation risk. 

Investors must take these aspects into account as a risk management tool for their 

portfolios. (Ma, 2015) 

At the same time, taking sustainability aspects into account helps investors to manage 

risk and opens new opportunities. Sustainable investing is profitable and brings higher 

returns over the long term (Statman and Glushkov, 2009; Kempf and Osthoff 2007). 

Investors do not need to compromise on returns while helping to create a better world. 

For instance, according to analyses of Norges Bank Investment Management and 

Nordea, sustainable investing outperforms general market development. (Silvola & 

Landau 2019, p. 16) Moreover, as much as 90% of studies prove that sustainable 

companies have better access to financing and enjoy a lower cost of capital while 80% of 

studies prove a positive correlation between sustainability and stock performance 

(Krosinsky & Purdom, 2017). Sustainable investing is a composition of both securing 

investors’ future financial gains and building and maintaining a sustainable and well-

functioning society (MSCI, 2019). 

In the past, sustainable investing practice has been viewed as an additional cost and a 

limitation to competitiveness in efficient markets (Friedman, 1970). Some previous 

studies indicate that sustainable investing has little effect on investments’ returns or 

risks (Auer & Schuhmacher, 2016; Halbritter & Dorfleitner, 2015). On the other hand, 

some studies indicate that sustainable investing decreases diversification opportunities. 

Due to reduced diversification, negative screening, which is one of the most used 

sustainable investing methods, is proven to harm portfolio performance. (Trinks & 

Scholtens, 2017; Statman Glushkov, 2009; Kempf & Osthoff, 2007) 
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Recent studies have researched attitudes toward sustainable investment and the 

challenges related to it. Sustainability is proven to be taken as a positive aspect of 

investment objects (Hartzmark & Sussman, 2019; Paetzold & Busch, 2014). Besides, 

institutional investors demand stronger ESG performance on a global level (Dyck et al., 

2019). Even though the majority of institutional investors take ESG information into 

account when making an investment decision, they are challenged by low information 

comparability caused by the lack of common ESG reporting standards, the cost of 

considering ESG information, its quality and limited availability (Amel-Zadeh & 

Serafeim, 2018; Eccles, Kastrapeli & Potter, 2017). 

The growing number of organisations that have signed the PRI (United Nations 

Principles for Responsible Investment) proves the growth of sustainable investing. The 

number of PRI signatories has surged from 100 to over 3,000 since the foundation of 

PRI in 2006. Currently, PRI involves over EUR 100 billion of global investment assets. 

(UNPRI, n.d.-a) In Finland, sustainable investment practice is increasing and there are 

already more than 30 PRI signatories in Finland. At the national level, sustainable 

investments are promoted by Finsif (Finland’s Sustainable Investment Forum). Since 

2010, Finsif comprises over 60 member organisations. Considering the investment 

market size, Finnish investors are strongly committed to sustainable investment. (Silvola 

& Landau, 2019) Nevertheless, Finnish investors face key challenges when taking into 

account the ESG information in their investment decisions such as lack of comparability 

and lack of accuracy of ESG measures (Finsif, 2019). 

1.2 The motivation for the research 

Previous academic research mainly focuses on how institutional investors understand 

and apply sustainable investing principles (Hartzmark & Sussman, 2019; Amel-Zadeh & 

Serafeim, 2018; Eccles, Kastrapeli & Potter, 2018). Also, the topic of the relationship 

between ESG measures and financial performance is widely covered in previous research 

(Lins, Servaes & Tamayo, 2017; Khan, Serafeim & Yoon, 2006; Friede, Busch & Bassen, 

2015). On the contrary, there is a limited scientific amount of investigation on how 

private investors perceive sustainable investing and what type of investors are interested 

in sustainable investing.  

At the end of 2019, Aalto Fellows growth entrepreneurship program conducted a new 

survey gathering responses from 31 venture capital and private equity investors 

concerning understanding and applicability of impact investing, its challenges and 
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prospects. According to the survey, as much as 87% of survey participants believe that 

impact investing does not mean a compromise on future returns. Moreover, 58% of the 

investors have already taken impact into account when building their portfolios; the 

amount has significantly increased from last years’ numbers. (Pääomasijoittajat, 2019) 

Another survey conducted by Stock Exchange Foundation, together with the Finnish 

Equity Savers, found that 57% of Finnish private investors make investment decisions 

while taking the sustainability perspective into consideration. (Pörssisäätiö, 2019). One 

more survey conducted by the Finnish Equity Savers and the Stock Exchange Foundation 

reveals that over half of investors state that they pay attention to environmental and 

other sustainability issues while making investment decisions. The survey also shows 

that young investors aged 18–22 are twice more likely to invest sustainably than 56–65-

year-old ones (43% vs 21%). (Pörssisäätiö, 2018) 

As the results of the surveys reveal, private investors’ interest and understanding of 

sustainable investing in Finland are constantly developing. Even though their samples 

were quite limited, the surveys prove that private investors are interested in sustainable 

investment. However, very little is known about the profile of sustainable investors, how 

they understand sustainable investing and to what extent they pay attention to ESG 

standards when making an investment decision.  

The importance of this study comes from the significance of private investors’ equity 

ownership. Private investors own 21% of listed companies in Finland (Pörssisäätiö, 

2020a) in comparison to 37% in the U.S. (Kolchin, 2019). The large ownership 

proportion provides motivation to conduct a new study focusing on a large sample of 

private Finnish investors. 

1.3 The purpose of the research  

This master’s thesis focuses on analysing the profiles of Finnish private investors. The 

profiles of sustainable, ethical and traditional investors and the differences among them 

are determined by studying the investors’ responses. The study also investigates the 

background of investors who aim to increase the sustainably invested part of their 

portfolios over the next five years. 

This thesis aims to provide a deeper insight into the type of investors who tend to invest 

sustainably. Empirical data is used to define the main characteristics of the profile of 

sustainable investors, and it is compared to the profiles of ethical and traditional 

investors. Quantitative research methods are used in the study. A quantitative survey 
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instrument is used to gather investors’ responses and the gathered data is analysed using 

regression analysis. The sample consists of around five thousand Finnish private 

investors. Previous research has focused mainly on institutional investors or have had 

rather limited samples. Also, defining the profile characteristics of sustainable investors 

has received little attention from the academic community. This study is unique as it is 

the first study in Finland defining the profile of different investor types based on 

empirical data. It also unveils new results by extending the research to a large group of 

private investors. 

This thesis studies individuals with different net worth, age, gender, language, family 

situation, educational field, investment horizon, risk averseness and living location. The 

thesis aims to find out whether the interest in sustainable investment depends on the 

demographic background. The type of investors who invested more than usual during 

the first six months of the Covid-19 pandemic is also researched. The correlation between 

the demographic characteristics and different investor types is defined. Moreover, the 

study aims to find out if these groups act differently when it comes to making an 

investment decision. As the subject is new and essential, this study will contribute new 

information on a national level. The international importance comes from the possibility 

to compare the investor profiles among different countries. The results of the study are 

beneficial to a wide range of stakeholders such as asset managers, companies’ 

management and shareholders. 

1.4 Sample 

This master’s thesis is a part of a larger research project conducted by Hanken School of 

Economics and led by Associate Professor Hanna Silvola and Associate Professor Emilia 

Vähämaa. To approach Finnish private investors, a collaboration with Nordnet was 

established to conduct the online survey. The questionnaire was open for respondents 

from December 14, 2020 to January 31, 2021 and in total 5030 responses were received. 

All Finnish private investors who use Nordnet’s platform and are subscribed to their 

newsletter or actively follow some of their social media channels such as Facebook, 

Twitter, Instagram, LinkedIn or Shareville, were reached and asked to answer the 

questionnaire. The participation in the survey was voluntary. A large enough number of 

responses was received to achieve a good sample size for the study. 
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1.5 Outline of the study 

In the following chapter, definitions and detailed explanations of CSR, ESG, sustainable 

investing and other key concepts are provided, and different strategies of sustainable 

investing are described. Later on, the following chapters provide an overview of previous 

research on sustainable investing and explain the methodology of the study in more 

detail.  

The study continues with a presentation of the study results by providing demographic 

information of the respondents, an empirical analysis, conclusions and suggestions for 

further research. The complete questionnaire used for the study can be found in 

Appendix 1. 
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2 SUSTAINABLE INVESTMENT 

Aiming for a better understanding of sustainable investing, this chapter will define the 

concepts of corporate social responsibility, ESG and sustainable investing. Later on, the 

chapter will be continued by a presentation of different sustainable investing strategies. 

Finally, the aim is to give an overview of sustainable investing in Finland and discuss 

how sustainable investing differs between institutional and private investors. 

2.1 Corporate Social Responsibility 

Representation of CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) draws a positive picture. With 

a dominance of green aspects, CSR aims to sustain the planet by creating a win-win 

situation for economy, environment and society in general. The benefit for all sections 

without preferring one or two at the cost of others is often called the Three pillars of CSR, 

which are represented in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. The three pillars of CSR. 

There have been multiple variations of the CSR definition. The World Business Council 

for Sustainable Development (2002) defined CSR as “the commitment of business to 

contribute to sustainable economic development, working with employees, their 

families, the local community and society at large to improve their quality of life.” CSR 

uniqueness lies in its fundamental nature. Similar to the concepts of liberty or equality, 

CSR might be often redefined to adapt with evolving needs and times. 

The European Union also has developed the CSR definition through time. In 2011, the 

European Commission defined CRS as “the responsibility of enterprises for their impacts 

on society [...] to fully meet their corporate social responsibility, enterprises should have 

in place a process to integrate social, environmental, ethical, human rights and consumer 
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concerns into their business operations and core strategy in close collaboration with their 

stakeholders”. The definition of CSR is a version that the EU still uses today. 

Carroll (1991) has divided CSR into four sectors, which consist of economic 

responsibility, legal responsibility, ethical responsibility and philanthropic 

responsibility. He used a pyramid model to illustrate the relationship among the sectors, 

which is presented in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2. The four levels of CSR. 

As the main function of every business is to generate profits, economic responsibility 

forms the basis of the pyramid. Economic responsibility means that a company must do 

its best to achieve profits for its shareholders while preserving strong operational 

efficiency and keeping up with evolving competitiveness. Legal responsibility obligates a 

company to act following legislation and regulations that define right and wrong actions 

in society. The ethical responsibility suggests that companies must act fairly and not 

cause any harm in general. On top of the pyramid rests philanthropic responsibility, 

which is a company’s voluntary responsibility, such as charity. Namely, philanthropic 

responsibility encourages businesses to contribute resources to society to enhance their 

citizens’ quality of life. (Carroll, 1991) 

2.2 ESG 

ESG information is used in evaluating companies’ sustainability position. In terms of 

revenue, this is mainly about the ESG factors’ effect on the long-term added companies’ 

value and companies’ valuation in the stock markets. Sustainable investment and the 

evolving related instruments make the ESG analysis complicated. Sustainability is a 

rising trend, with the demands of society on investors constantly growing and evolving. 
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In their investment decisions, sustainable investors take ESG factors into account and 

assess ESG impacts on returns. The consideration of ESG aspects provides more tools to 

notice undervalued or overvalued investments helping investors to make better 

investment decisions.  (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 6, 8, 13-14) 

ESG terminology is used by investors while the conventional tradition chooses the CSR 

term. Below I describe all three ESG components separately in order to give a better 

explanation of the ESG concept and give a brief overview of ESG data usage and the 

issues it raises.  

2.2.1 Environment impacts 

In the ESG concept, the letter E stands for environmental impacts. It covers all areas 

from sorting and recycling to compensating for carbon dioxide emissions. (Eurosif, 

2018) Energy effectiveness, emissions, waste, climate change and other environmental 

impacts are usually evaluated in ESG analysis. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 13) 

The future of the finance world has to be analysed taking into consideration the cut of 

net emissions from fossil fuels to zero during this century. This ambitious goal restores 

the financial system’s fundamental mission to serve society. Massive reallocation of 

capital is required to achieve global warming below the accepted 2°C target in the Paris 

agreement. An estimated amount of over US$1.1 trillion annually must be invested in 

clean energy and energy efficiency, with annual investments of US$310 billion in Europe 

alone. Also, investors have to switch from carbon-intensive assets such as coal, oil and 

gas. In case of no change in current investment patterns, the financial system could face 

as much as US$100 trillion in stranded fossil fuel assets by 2050. The worst-case 

scenario of 6°C warming could lead to a loss of approximately 10% of all globally 

manageable financial assets, which present value is US$13.8 trillion. (Krosinsky & 

Purdom 2017, p. 25-26) 

Not only companies’ operations affect the climate, but climate change is also causing a 

substantial effect on companies. While companies should do their best in moving 

towards carbon-neutrality, investors should remain conscious of the intensifying impact 

of climate change on companies. Climate change creates both physical and transition 

risks for businesses. Extreme weather events such as floods or storms are responsible for 

physical hazards; their financial damage in the future could be so massive that insurance 

may not compensate for it. At the same time, the cost of insurance may be considerably 

higher in areas that are more likely to be impacted by severe weather events. Transition 
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risks come from climate change causing a change in, for instance, consumer behaviour. 

Also, there are constantly issued new regulations and laws that impact companies’ 

operations and products. The threat of transitional risks depends on how effectively 

businesses will migrate to a low carbon dioxide emissions society. (Silvola & Landau 

2019, p.253– 258) 

2.2.2 Social responsibility 

The letter S in ESG stands for social responsibility. This component consists of people-

related aspects. It includes issues that affect employees, customers, consumers, and 

suppliers both on companies and on a society level. Examples of people-related aspects 

are how employees are treated, staff turnover, gender diversity, employees’ salaries, 

employee safety policies, consumer behaviour and how the company relates to public 

social issues. (Lomax & Rotonti, 2020) Among other aspects, social responsibility can be 

measured by taking into account general human rights, labour rights and product 

liability. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 13) 

Different social issues occur when employees are not treated fairly, or there is gender 

inequality in companies. Various megatrends have a strong impact on social issues. 

There exists a threat that in continents where climate change might cause extreme 

consequences, people could no longer be able to work in their field of expertise and it 

might force the population to move. As the population moves elsewhere, attempts must 

be made to accommodate and adapt to refugees. This causes both massive danger and 

some opportunities as refugees are likely to consist mostly of the young working 

population. (Hyrske et al. 2020, p. 79–81) 

2.2.3 Corporate governance 

The letter G in ESG stands for Corporate governance. Good corporate governance 

consists of aspects such as anti-corruption and anti-bribery initiatives, the selection, 

composition and independence of the board of directors, the actions of the CEO and the 

executive management group, and tax payments. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 13) 

This component mainly relates to how the company’s board of directors and 

management relate to different stakeholders, how the company’s operations are 

conducted and whether the company’s incentives are in line with the company’s success. 

Examples of information that can be analysed in investment decisions are what 

compensation and benefits the management receives, is the management receiving any 
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compensation linked to long-term value creation, are the roles of the CEO and the 

chairman separate and how transparent communication with shareholders is. (Lomax & 

Rotonti, 2019) 

A proper sustainability management is essential if a company’s strategy strongly focuses 

on sustainability. According to research results, companies do not accomplish most of 

their sustainability goals, because their sustainability strategy is distinct from the 

management team’s work, practical actions and remuneration (Bhimani et al., 2016). 

The existence of a sustainability manager correlates with the achievement of 

sustainability goals and notifies stakeholders that sustainability issues are taken 

seriously (Silvola & Landau 2021, p. 224). 

2.2.4 The distinction between CSR and ESG 

CSR and ESG occasionally are used as synonyms, even though they are not. CSR is the 

older term highlighting social impacts and referring to qualitative issues. As CSR 

activities vary significantly between businesses and sectors, there is a lack of provided 

comparable metrics. ESG activities, oppositely, are measurable to a much larger extent. 

By providing essential metrics to investors, ESG describes a company’s sustainability and 

societal impact in a quantifiable way. (Alva Group, 2020; Heller, 2021) 

 

While CSR is trying to hold a company accountable, ESG demonstrates its efforts by 

measures. The increasing interest in sustainable investing has created a demand for ways 

to rank companies according to their ESG performance. Because of that, ESG scores and 

ratings have been developed. The power of ESG stands in its integration into a business. 

Numbers can reflect how companies treat their employees, manage supply chains, 

address climate change, enhance diversity, and build community connections. The 

momentum of ESG measures is influenced by asset managers, consumers, and staff 

demanding transparent business practices that match their priorities. (Alva Group, 

2020) 

2.2.5 ESG data 

The availability and demand for ESG data have rapidly increased over the last decade. 

Because of the growing interest in ESG issues, a new class of data providers focusing on 

analysing companies’ ESG data has been established. In the form of ESG ratings, these 

data providers use some aggregated measures to evaluate companies’ ESG practices. As 

it is challenging and time-consuming for interested parties to compare companies’ ESG 
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performance by themselves, ESG ratings are very convenient and often used especially 

by institutional investors. (Eccles & Stroehle, 2019) 

Investors are concerned that the universe of ESG data has become too complicated, 

lacking comparability and consistency regarding measurement. Social constructions 

used by ESG data providers influence the way data is included in ratings. In their study, 

Eccles & Stroehle (2019) divide the ESG data providers into two not mutually exclusive 

groups: financial value-driven and normative organizations. Financial value-driven 

organisations tend to emphasise quantitative metrics, while normative organizations 

rely mostly on qualitative factors. (Eccles & Stroehle, 2019). 

The correlation among the ESG rating agencies averages as low as 0,61, meaning that 

different agencies give rather different ratings to the same companies. In contrast, 

Moody’s and Standard & Poor’s credit scores are correlated at 0,99. Scope discrepancies 

can arise when one agency takes greenhouse gas emissions, employee turnover, human 

rights, and corporate lobbying into account, whereas another does not consider any of 

these factors or gives them a very different weight. (Berg, Kölbel & Rigobon, 2020) 

2.3 Sustainable Investment 

Sustainable investment (could be also referred to as sustainable investing or responsible 

investment) is an investment method that focuses on long-term returns and which 

integrates the ESG factors in analysis and selection of investment objects. PRI defines 

sustainable investment as an investment strategy and method where ESG factors are 

taken into account in investment decisions and active ownership. (UNPRI, n.d.-b) 

Sustainable investment refers to the consideration of ESG factors and the correlation 

between the risks and opportunities emerging from these factors and the value of the 

investee. Sustainable investors often refer to a set of international standards such as PRI. 

While striving for good returns on their capital, sustainable investors also aim to include 

sustainability aspects in their investment practice by choosing to invest in companies 

promoting sustainability. Sustainable investment is practiced using different methods. 

Investors may choose the most suitable methods for helping them to outperform the 

market as part of the investment strategy. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 28–29) 

Ethical investment and sustainable investment are frequently mixed up in daily 

language. However, there is a strong difference between these types of investment in 

terms of investment philosophy, expected return and investment approach. Ethical 
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investment is based on the investor’s values while the sustainable investor considers ESG 

information but also strives for maximising returns. In ethical investment, so-called sin 

stocks, for instance, alcohol, tobacco, weapons, adult entertainment or gambling are 

often excluded. An ethical investor can accept a reduced expected return as a cost of 

investing ethically. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 31–34) 

2.4 Sustainable investment strategies 

Different sustainable investment strategies are not mutually exclusive as it is also 

possible to consider several strategies at the same time. Institutional investors, in 

particular, often use several strategies simultaneously. The different strategies are 

presented below. 

2.4.1 Engagement and active ownership 

Engagement and active ownership are the use of shareholder power to influence the 

behavior of companies through direct involvement in business activities such as 

communicating with companies’ senior management and board members. Investors 

might be filing or co-filing shareholder proposals, and proxy votes that are directed by 

ESG guidelines. (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018) 

With active ownership, the number of shares one owns often affects how influential an 

investor is. The more significant a shareholder is, the more influence they have. Such 

shareholders can, for example, be involved in companies’ board election decisions. 

Likewise, large shareholders often have a direct dialogue with a company to a greater 

extent than the small ones do. (Hyrske et al. 2020, p.125–130) 

2.4.2 Full ESG integration 

Full integration into an individual stock valuation is the direct inclusion of ESG factors 

into conventional financial analysis of individual stocks such as inputs into cash flow 

forecasts and cost of capital estimates (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018). ESG integration 

is thus about identifying different ESG risks and opportunities and evaluating 

companies’ position to take into account the identified risks and opportunities. The 

purpose is also to ensure that the price of securities reflects the factors mentioned above. 

There is no standardised definition of what ESG integration is, which means that 

individual investors apply this method in different ways. (Silvola & Landau 2019, pp.37–

41) 
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2.4.3 Negative screening 

Negative screening is the exclusion of certain sectors, companies, or practices from a 

fund or portfolio based on certain ESG criteria (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018). Negative 

screening means that investors avoid investing in companies whose products, services or 

business methods are considered to be harmful to individuals, society or the 

environment. This strategy originates in ethical investments and is the oldest sustainable 

investment method. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p.37–41) 

Often investors exclude so-called sin stocks. This means that investors exclude, for 

instance, tobacco, alcohol and adult entertainment companies. As climate change is now 

such an important issue, it has become a common practice to exclude companies whose 

business activities mainly focus on mining fossil coal or hard coal due to the negative 

impact this process has on the climate and the environment. In addition, these 

companies face a carbon dioxide risk as there might be changes in, for example, the 

legislation regarding carbon dioxide emissions. Therefore, the exclusion could be applied 

purely due to economic circumstances. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 37– 41) 

Previous research has proven that the exclusion of certain industries reduces the 

possibility of diversification and that negative screening negatively affects returns. In 

addition, if certain industries are completely excluded, negative screening means that an 

investor cannot invest in an object that might currently return the highest yield. (Trinks 

& Scholtens, 2017) 

2.4.4 Positive screening 

The opposite of negative screening is positive screening, which is the inclusion of certain 

sectors, companies, or practices in a fund or portfolio based on certain minimum ESG 

criteria (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018). Investors form their investment portfolio based 

on how sustainable the investment object is and how well it meets the ESG criteria. The 

method used for the selection process varies among investors. (Finsif, n.d.-a) 

2.4.5 Best-in-class screening 

Positive screening is often associated with the best-in-class screening strategy, which is 

the investment in sectors, companies, or projects chosen for the exceptionally good ESG 

performance in comparison to industry peers (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018). The best-

in-class screening means that the investment objects are ranked according to different 

ESG criteria in a certain class.  
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The classes often consist of a certain industry and within the industry, the companies are 

ranked in a way that the best ones in the industry are identified. An investor usually starts 

from some investment measure, for example, a certain index and classifies companies 

within the index. Then the best companies from each class are selected based on some 

absolute number or percentage. In this way, certain industries or geographical areas 

could be included in a portfolio and a wide variety of sectors are represented. (Hyrske et. 

al. 2020, p. 120–122) In their study, Kempf and Osthoff (2007) conclude that the 

maximum abnormal return is achieved when investors use the best-in-class screening 

strategy. 

2.4.6 Overlay or portfolio tilt 

Overlay or portfolio tilt is the use of certain investment strategies or products to adjust 

specific aggregate ESG properties of a fund or investment portfolio to the desired extent. 

A suitable and common example could be tilting an investment portfolio toward a 

wanted carbon footprint measurement. (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018) 

2.4.7 Thematic investment 

Another form of sustainable investment is thematic investment. It is an investment in 

themes or assets specifically related to ESG factors, such as clean energy, green 

technology or sustainable agriculture. The investments are made within a certain theme, 

such as a positive impact on the environment, demographics or welfare. (Amel-Zadeh & 

Serafeim, 2018) An investor who invests according to a certain theme can, for example, 

choose a certain industry, products or services as investment objects. In this case, an 

investor can support a certain form of development or strive for a return from a certain 

theme that he considers having strong potential for future returns. (Silvola & Landau 

2019, p.37–41) 

2.4.8 Risk factor or risk premium investing 

Risk factor or risk premium investing is the involvement of ESG information in the 

analysis of the systematic risk such as, for example, in smart beta and factor investment 

strategies (similar to size, value, momentum, and growth strategies) (Amel-Zadeh & 

Serafeim, 2018). 

2.4.9 Standard-based screening 

Investors can also refer to the standard-based screening strategy as norm-based 

screening. Standard-based screening means that the choice of investment object is 
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affected by how well the company complies with various norms and standards, such as 

human rights and standards regarding working conditions. (Eurosif, n.d.) This is a 

popular strategy among institutional investors, and it is often their routine process. If it 

is discovered that companies do not comply with international standards, rarely the first 

option is to exclude the company. Instead, an effort to influence the company is put so 

that it commits to improving its operations and follows the standards in the future. If 

companies are unwilling to improve their operations, the company often ends up on the 

exclusion list. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 37– 41) 

2.4.10 Impact investing 

When practicing impact investing, the investment object is selected not only based on 

expected returns but on the initial aim to influence, for example, societal issues.  

Examples of impact investments are green bonds and SIB (Social Impact Bonds), which 

are performance-based financing agreements. In the SIB funds, institutional and private 

investors finance services that promote welfare. (Finsif, n.d.-a) 

Impact investments are focused on activities that strive for positive societal benefits. 

Impact investing is distinguished from other forms of sustainable investing by having 

precise and measurable goals. The goals reflect the increased welfare that is to be 

achieved and a financial return expectation. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p.37–41) 

2.4.11 The use of different strategies 

According to a study conducted by Amel-Zadeh and Serafeim (2018), the application of 

different sustainable investment strategies varies geographically. On a global level, active 

ownership and influence (37%) and ESG integration (34%) are the most commonly used 

strategies among institutional investors. They are followed by negative screening (30%) 

and thematic investments (21%). The study also examines how institutional investors 

believe the situation could look after five years. The survey shows that institutional 

investors suggest that shortly positive screening could be the most widely used method. 

According to the latest Eurosif survey, negative screening is the dominant strategy in 

terms of assets under management (EUR 9.4 trillion), while ESG integration has been 

the fastest growing method (Eurosif, 2018). Figure 3 below is from Eurosif study on 

sustainable investments in 2018. The figure shows how the application of the various 

methods has developed from the previous survey that came out in 2016 in comparison 

to the most recent 2018 survey results. The reported years are 2015 and 2017. 
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Figure 3. Overview of sustainable investment strategies in Europe (Eurosif, 2018). 

 

2.5 Private investors practice of sustainable investment 

Unlike professional institutional investors or asset managers who invest their clients’ 

assets, a private investor is an individual, who is not a professional investor and invests 

his own assets. (Finsif, n.d.-c) 

Sustainable investment slightly differs between private investors and institutional 

investors. The larger amount of a company’s equity an investor manages, the more 

influence he has on a company. Also, a private investor rarely has an opportunity to have 

a direct dialogue with management. However, all shareholders have the right to raise 

suggestions and concerns at general meetings. Companies often react if several private 

investors raise the same issues regarding sustainability. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 185) 

A private investor has to put plenty of time and effort into making a proper investment 

decision. A lot of general information is available for analysis and exclusion of companies 

that do not match an investor’s values. It is different from institutional investors’ practice 

as they often buy the information from a third party. However, often a private investor 

can also use ready-made exclusion lists published by institutional investors. Some 

institutional investors give reasoning on why companies ended up on the exclusion list, 

which helps private investors to make a better judgment when applying completed 

exclusion lists. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 185–187) 
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A private investor can apply several sustainable investment methods when choosing an 

investment object. If a private investor wants to apply the best-in-class method, they can, 

for example, get acquainted with companies that are included in different sustainability 

indexes that publish the companies they contain. Another option is to choose companies 

that are part of various sustainability funds applying the best-in-class method. When 

making a thematic investment, a private investor can use the information provided by 

various non-profit organizations. An alternative is to use information from sector-

specific reports regarding companies’ climate work published by CDP (the Carbon 

Disclosure Project). CDP is an organisation that evaluates and scores companies’ actions 

to prevent climate risks. Another alternative is to use the companies’ list published by 

Science Based Targets that set ambitious goals according to the Paris Agreement to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions within the next 5–15 years. (Silvola & Landau 2019, p. 

186) 

2.6 Sustainable investment in Finland 

PRI published by the UN in 2006 has been an important part of sustainable investment 

development in Finland. PRI has increased institutional investors’ knowledge and 

awareness of sustainable investments through six principles for sustainable investment: 

investors integrate ESG aspects in their analysis and decision-making; serve as active 

owners; encourage ESG reporting; encourage the implementation of the Principles for 

Responsible Investment; encourage collaboration with other investors; and report on 

their sustainable investment practices. For many Finnish investors the principles of ESG 

integration and active ownership, in particular, have formed the foundation for a 

sustainable investment strategy. (Finsif, n.d.-b) 

The Finnish investors are strongly committed to sustainable investing in the Nordic 

comparison to the size of the investment market. In Finland there are 47 PRI members, 

while in Sweden there are 112, in Norway 41, in Denmark 48 and in Iceland 9. (UNPRI, 

n.d.-c) Among other things, the popularity of sustainable investment in Finland is 

reflected by the growing number of Finsif members. Since the association was founded 

in 2010, the number of members has increased by four times. Finsif has been contacted 

almost monthly regarding membership and in the middle of 2020 had 70 member 

organisations. Furthermore, individual pioneers on both the pension investors and the 

asset management side are carrying the industry forward by setting their example and 

motivating other players in the market. Examination based on international standards 
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and influencing the target companies as a result of violations are the most important 

approaches in Finland and other Nordic countries. (Finsif, n.d.-b) 

In 2019, Finsif conducted a market survey among asset managers and institutional 

investors in Finland, which aimed to understand the sustainable investment practice and 

attitude of significant Finnish companies. The survey also mapped the methods and 

approaches used, how activities are reported and what the most significant future 

challenges and opportunities are. According to the survey, risk management, values and 

reputation are the most important reasons for sustainable investment. The majority of 

respondents highlighted the importance of sustainable investment going in line with an 

organisation’s values. These results go in line with the results of a similar survey 

conducted in 2017. (Finsif, 2019) 

According to the respondents, equity investment is the most significant asset class of 

sustainable investment. The results can partly be explained by the fact that sustainable 

investment is traditionally associated with direct equity investments. Sustainable 

investment principles were applied by 96% of respondents, while individual corporate 

governance policy was applied by 69% and climate strategy by 36%. Most often 

organisation management was responsible for the implication of sustainable investment. 

The market research proved that the most commonly used sustainable investment 

reporting form is orally reporting to stakeholders upon request. After that comes PRI 

reporting and reporting on a company’s website. The most often reported information is 

the carbon footprint of investment objects. (Finsif, 2019) 

In terms of sustainable investment strategies, ESG integration is the most widely used. 

After that comes negative screening and thirdly active ownership and influence. A change 

can be noticed as in the 2017 survey negative screening was the most applied strategy. 

Even though 89% of respondents believe that the best-in-class method is an important 

strategy, it is the least applied sustainable investment strategy. (Finsif, 2019) 

Respondents believe that the biggest challenges regarding sustainable investment are a 

lack of ESG data comparability, its amount and quality. Influence and risk-adjusted 

return improvement are considered to be the greatest opportunities. Taking ESG factors 

into account is considered to create a risk management opportunity and to better prepare 

for various returns affecting trends. Respondents believe that climate change and other 

megatrends are the main future trends for sustainable investment. (Finsif, 2019) 
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3 PREVIOUS LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, previous research on sustainable investment is represented. First, 

previous studies that illustrate the views of sustainable investment by institutional and 

private investors will be reviewed. Then previous research supporting the alternative of 

sustainable investment will be reviewed, i.e. research that found sustainable investment 

profitable. Finally, previous studies which have shown that sustainable investment 

negatively impacts returns will be presented. 

3.1 Institutional investors’ view and influence on sustainable investment 

Previous research puts the main focus on institutional investors’ perception of 

sustainable investment. In their article, Hartzmark and Sussman (2019) aim to 

investigate whether institutional investors value sustainability by studying their reaction 

to newly published U.S. mutual fund market sustainability ratings. For the first time in 

March 2016, Morningstar posted sustainability ratings based on their assets of over 20 

000 mutual funds, representing over 8 trillion USD in market value. The worst 10% (low 

sustainability) received one globe, while the best 10% (high sustainability) received five 

globe rankings. Before this publication, investors could not easily assess the 

sustainability of most mutual funds without a substantial effort. 

The main finding of the paper is that mutual fund investors unanimously relate to 

sustainability as a positive fund aspect. They distribute considerably more cash flow into 

five-globe funds and less money to one-globe funds. However, moderate ratings of two, 

three, or four globes do not have a substantial impact on fund flows. The results could be 

explained by institutional pressure to hold high sustainability equities or not to hold low 

sustainability ones. Also, the study aims to figure out how institutional investors 

understand sustainability. 79% of 482 online sample participants believe that 

sustainability refers to companies’ environmental practices. Even though evidence 

proposes that sustainability is considered as a prediction of positive future returns, the 

article finds no proof that the returns of high-sustainability funds exceed the returns of 

low-sustainability funds. (Hartzmark & Sussman, 2019) 

Dyck et al. (2019) examine whether institutional investors influence businesses’ ESG 

development globally, as ESG enhancement is a worldwide phenomenon. After studying 

a comprehensive sample of publicly traded companies in over 40 countries with the main 

focus on US businesses, the article provides new proof that institutional investors 

demand stronger ESG performance. Additionally, the article found that investors’ 
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demographic origin matters; foreign institutional investors located in countries with 

social norms encouraging strong ESG standards are the ones that influence companies’ 

ESG performance. Nevertheless, international investors with a strong ESG mindset own 

a relatively small part of US businesses. The study predicts that if they were to 

substantially increase their ownership, the EGS performance of US firms could 

considerably improve. 

The survey study of Amel-Zadeh and Serafeim (2018) illustrates institutional investors’ 

motivation and challenges in applying ESG measures into investment decisions. 

According to the survey, 82% of respondents consider ESG information in investment 

decision making. The main motivation for ESG data use is financial performance rather 

than ethical reasons. Also, institutional investors consider ESG information as it outlines 

the regulatory and reputational risks of an investment. In the respondents’ opinion, the 

most financially meaningful ESG measures are anti-corruption, management quality, 

climate change and energy consumption. However, the significance of the measures 

widely differs among sectors and between European and American institutional 

investors. The findings support the study of Hartzmark and Sussman (2019), which 

shows that institutional investors avoid investing in low sustainability mutual funds. 

The main challenge in using ESG information is low comparability caused by lack of 

common ESG reporting standards. Besides, other meaningful challenges are the cost of 

considering ESG information, quality and reliability of the reported information. The 

results also identify the most applied methods of sustainable investment, which both 

globally and at a company level are active ownership (37%) and integration of ESG 

factors into investment analysis (34%). Negative screening (39%) and estimation of ESG 

measures regarding expected returns are the most applied methods at a portfolio level. 

Typically, the exclusion of so-called sin stocks and exclusion of low ESG performers are 

applied. (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018) 

Krueger, Sautner, and Starks (2020) use a survey instrument to gain a better awareness 

of whether and how institutional investors perceive climate risks in their investment 

decisions. Of the 439 surveyed, one-third of respondents have executive roles and 48 

respondents come from over $100 billion assets under management institutions. The 

institutions in question are located globally, which enables them to position a worldwide 

perspective on climate risks. 
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According to the study, institutional investors acknowledge that climate risks have a 

financial impact on their portfolios and that the risks have already started materialising. 

Many of the investors, especially the larger, long-term, and ESG oriented organisations, 

address climate risks through risk management and engagement strategies rather than 

divestment. The most common motives are credibility, moral or legal concerns, and the 

belief that climate risks impact the riskiness and returns of their portfolios. The results 

indicate that institutional investors consider climate risks both due to non-financial and 

financial factors. (Krueger, Sautner & Starks, 2020) 

In their study, Eccles, Kastrapeli and Potter (2017) investigate institutional investors’ 

practices of implementing ESG measures into investment decisions and possible 

obstacles discouraging them from doing that. The survey sample consists of 582 globally 

located institutional investors who have already implemented or are willing to 

implement ESG measures in their investment practice. 

The leading ESG strategies among the respondents are negative screening, norm-based 

screening and best-in-class method. The study proves that the biggest obstacles 

discouraging ESG factors’ integration in investment decisions are the lack of standards 

that measure ESG performance, limited published ESG information and concerns that 

investments with high ESG score might underperform the market. (Eccles, Kastrapeli & 

Potter, 2017) 

3.2 Private investors’ view on sustainable investment 

In their article, Paetzold and Busch (2014) conduct interviews with wealthy private 

investors regarding their interest and engagement in sustainable investment. These 

high-net-worth individuals make up only 0,7% of the world population. Each of them 

owns at least US$1 million in freely investable assets and all together they manage 40% 

of total household wealth. Therefore, they could meaningfully contribute to the growth 

of sustainable investment. 

The study’s results reveal that besides identified investors’ high interest, they are 

unexpectedly disengaged from sustainable investing. The study defines three clear 

barriers restricting wealthy individuals from sustainable investment. First, the investors 

with short-term investment horizons avoid sustainable investment because they believe 

it is highly volatile. Secondly, the year 2008–2009 and other recent financial losses 

decrease investors’ courage. Finally, the article finds that investment advisors do not 

provide all the required sustainability information to their clients. Because of the 
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barriers, the survey results made it clear that the potential sustainable investment 

market among private investors is far from being realised (Paetzold & Busch, 2014). 

In her master’s thesis research, Laahanen (2020) investigates Finnish business school 

students’ views on sustainable investment. She aims to identify the main motives behind 

the decision to consider ESG measures when making investment decisions and 

understand what factors might restrict business students from taking into account ESG 

measures when making investment decisions.  

In a questionnaire survey, Laahanen gathered responses from 96 students that practice 

investing. The results show that approximately 60% of the respondents consider ESG 

information when making investment decisions, while about 40% do not. The survey 

shows that the strongest motivation for taking ESG factors into account is belief that ESG 

highlights new investment opportunities, such as renewable energy. The respondents 

also think that information on how companies contribute to human rights and local 

communities is essential. The most common reason for not considering ESG information 

is respondents’ limited access to ESG data. As the majority of respondents take into 

account ESG measures when investing, the study contradicts the work of Paetzold and 

Busch (2014), which shows investors’ interest, but not active engagement in sustainable 

investment. 

3.3 Literature supporting sustainable investment  

Multiple studies prove that taking sustainability information into account is beneficial 

for investors. A study by Lins, Servaes and Tamayo (2017) shows that companies with 

high CSR score have better returns during a crisis period. The analysis was carried out 

by reviewing the performance of 1673 companies with CSR data available on the MSCI 

ESG Stats database over the Financial Crisis duration from August 2008 to March 2009. 

The focus was put on companies’ CSR score as a measure of its social responsibility and 

their financial performance during the Financial Crisis, a time of the unprecedented 

decline of trust in businesses, capital markets and institutions. 

The paper proves that companies’ CSR capital pays off during a period when the 

importance of trust increases unexpectedly. During the 2008–2009 Financial Crisis, the 

returns on high CSR capital companies were four to seven percent higher than companies 

with low CSR capital. Furthermore, high CSR companies had stronger profitability, 

growth, sales and better access to capital in comparison to low CSR companies. Also, the 

study proposes that the excess returns of companies located in countries where people 
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have more trust are more significant. The findings suggest that building strong CSR 

capital can be taken as an effective insurance policy that pays back once investors and 

the economy as a whole face a major confidence crisis. The work also implies that besides 

financial capital, CSR capital can be a central determinant of market success. (Lins, 

Servaes & Tamayo, 2017) 

Cheema-Fox, LaPerla, Serafeim and Wang (2020) noticed that sustainable companies 

have recovered quite well from the stock exchange crash caused by the Covid-19 

pandemic in March 2020. In their study, more than 3,000 companies worldwide were 

analysed. The results relieved that investees that actively communicated about the crisis 

management and expressed credible commitment to their stakeholders were the least 

affected by the crash in terms of returns. 

Kempf and Osthoff (2007) investigate whether investors can improve their portfolio 

performance by choosing to invest in socially responsible companies. The article 

examines whether investors can improve their portfolio performance by acquiring shares 

with high social responsibility ratings and selling shares with low social responsibility. 

The survey study builds a portfolio with high social responsibility shares and a portfolio 

with low social responsibility shares. These two portfolios were subsequently analysed 

for a period between 1992 and 2004. 

The study proves that investors can achieve stronger financial returns by acquiring 

shares of socially responsible companies and selling shares of companies with low social 

responsibility ratings. The findings suggest that the stock of companies with high social 

responsibility perform better and bring abnormal returns up to 8,7% per year. The article 

concludes that the maximum abnormal returns can be accomplished when investors use 

the best-in-class method. Nevertheless, the study recommends avoiding negative 

screening when aiming to maximise profits. (Kempf & Osthoff, 2007) 

Statman and Glushkov (2009) also use a survey instrument to analyse the connection 

between sustainable investments and financial returns. In the study, the relationship of 

equities with high social responsibility and negative screening as an exclusion of so-

called sin stocks is analysed during the 1992–2007 period. The study results show that 

sustainable investors have a return advantage compared to conventional investors. The 

research supports the study of Kempf and Osthoff (2007) as both studies propose that 

sustainable investment generates higher returns in general. 
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3.4 Literature not supporting sustainable investment 

Some previous research proves that negative screening, which is the most applied 

sustainable investment method, has a negative effect on portfolio performance. Even 

though the study by Statman and Glushkov (2009) presented above supports sustainable 

investment in general, it also shows that the returns could be lower if the negative 

screening method is used. There is no meaningful return difference between sustainable 

investors and conventional investors if sustainable investors practice both the best-in-

class and negative screening strategies. The conclusion comes from approximate equality 

between the return on the DS 400 index of companies with high social responsibility and 

the return on the S&P 500 index of traditional companies. While the study endorses the 

claim that sustainable investors could achieve higher economic gains by practicing the 

best-in-class method, negative screening can have a negative impact on returns. The 

study of Kempf and Osthoff (2007) also proposes that negative screening should be 

avoided when aiming to maximise profits.  

A study by Trinks and Scholtens (2017) further demonstrates that negative screening has 

negative consequences for investors. The study was conducted by analysing fourteen 

controversial issues (so-called sins in sustainable investing), which are abortion, adult 

entertainment, alcohol, animal testing, contraception, weapons, fur, gambling, genetic 

engineering, meat, pork, nuclear power, embryonic stem cells and tobacco. The survey 

studies the negative screening impact on a market portfolio consisting of over 1600 

shares during a 20-year period. Like Statman and Glushkov (2009), Trinks and 

Scholtens (2017) also find that the controversial issues’ stocks have a positive impact on 

a portfolio as they have higher risk-adjusted returns. The exclusion of these stocks might 

lead to lower financial returns and negatively affect the number of investment objects to 

choose from. Thus, negative screening makes sustainable investors worse-off. 

Derwall, Koedijk and Horst (2011) also conduct survey research by forming two 

portfolios. The first portfolio includes controversial stocks and the second portfolio 

includes stocks of companies with high social responsibility ratings. The study supports 

the articles reviewed above by also confirming that controversial stocks have superior 

returns over the responsible stock as responsible investors avoid and exclude 

controversial stocks. The study finds that responsible stock has higher risk-adjusted 

returns as the market is slow to see the positive CSR impact on companies’ expected 

future cash flows. Because of that, the stock with high social responsibility is 
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undervalued. Even though the awareness to invest sustainably increases, the study 

concludes that sustainable investment will not deliver higher returns in the long run. 

3.5 The contradiction in studies’ results 

The research presented above illustrates that while some of the studies prove sustainable 

investment to be profitable, others give evidence of its negative effect on returns. Because 

of the contradictory findings, investors must investigate how, when and where the 

studies have been conducted. As for now, there is no single internationally approved 

standard for the preparation and analysis of sustainability ratings. For instance, 

sustainability has been measured in about 50 different ways such as using an index of 

companies’ reported sustainability indicators, using only one ESG rating, measuring E, 

S and G in numerous approaches for each or examining only the impact of positive 

screening in comparison with the impact of negative screening. (Silvola & Landau 2021, 

p. 208) 

A recent academic paper on five ESG rating providers (Asset4, KLD, RobecoSAM, 

Sustainalytics and Vigeo-Eiris) reveals that the correlations between their ratings are as 

low as 0,61 on average, ranging from 0,42 to 0,73, while the credit ratings from Moody’s 

and Standard & Poor’s are almost perfectly correlated at 0,99 (Berg et al., 2020). In their 

study, Schroders (2018) compares ESG ratings of two popular data providers and 

describes the probability that the same company will be given the same sustainability 

score. The study showed that in accordance with the ESG ratings from MSCI and 

Sustainalytics, only a little more than 20% of companies received the same rating. In the 

case of the lowest ESG ratings, the correlation between the ratings of MSCI and 

Sustainalytics is even smaller, less than 0,1. (Silvola & Landau 2021, p. 208 - 209) 

It is not possible to compare all studies with each other objectively. Due to that, investors 

are advised to compare studies that are based on the same ESG rating providers. Even 

though sustainable investing has been generally proven to be profitable, investors should 

still investigate how sustainable investing is defined and how sustainability is evaluated. 

(Silvola & Landau 2021, p. 209) 
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4 METHODOLOGY 

Previous research has mainly focused on the economic effects of considering ESG factors 

in investment decisions. This master’s thesis aims to learn the profile of sustainable 

investors in Finland and compare it to the profiles of ethical and traditional investors. As 

defining the profile characteristics of sustainable investors has received little attention 

from the academic community, the research brings new information. This thesis expands 

existing studies by conducting an empirical study. 

4.1 Research method 

When determining how an investigation is to be carried out, the purpose of the research 

has to be defined first. Since the purpose is to gain a deeper understanding of the profile 

of the sustainable investor in the context of Finnish private investors, the study uses 

quantitative research methods. Quantitative methods are numerical methods that are 

analysed statistically (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016). A quantitative survey 

instrument was used to gather investors’ responses, which were then analysed using the 

statistical analysis software, SPSS. 

4.2 Data collection  

The data for this master’s thesis came from individual private investors answering a 

questionnaire survey, which was a larger research project conducted by Hanken School 

of Economics and led by Associate Professor Hanna Silvola and Associate Professor 

Emilia Vähämaa. The main challenge was to figure out how to access investors’ contacts 

or reach them through a network. A collaboration with Nordnet was set up to overcome 

this challenge. 

The data collection was carried out electronically by using the Webropol survey tool. A 

web survey is chosen as the data collection method because with web surveys it is easy to 

reach a larger number of respondents. 

A lot of effort was put into ensuring a high level of data security. The study was 

anonymous and was conducted in line with the GDPR data protection regulation, which 

forbids storing customers’ contact details. It was important to guarantee data security as 

private individuals answered a set of very personal questions. Hanken School of 

Economics has had an excellent reputation regarding data gathering and analysis and 

the aim is to keep it that way. To ensure data security, responsible staff members were 

involved in building and testing the survey. 
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4.2.1 Data gathering with Nordnet 

The sample of investors was reached through the Nordnet platform. In the end of 

February 2021, Nordnet had over 400 000 users in Finland so a significant part of 

Finnish private investors was approached (Tuppurainen, 2021). The investors were 

encouraged to answer the survey anonymously and by explaining the meaningfulness of 

the study for scientific purposes but also providing an opportunity to 5 respondents to 

win a 100 € voucher to their Nordnet accounts. In total, 5030 answers were received 

providing a large enough sample size to objectively represent the Finnish private 

investors.  

The survey was promoted by Nordnet’s newsletter emails and on their social media 

platforms. The users who had subscribed to Nordnet’s newsletters received two 

newsletters containing a link to the survey. In the newsletters it was explained that by 

answering the survey, investors take part in a research project on sustainable investment 

practices in Finland, which is done by Nordnet in collaboration with Hanken School of 

Economics. 

The questionnaire was open for respondents from December 14, 2020 to January 31, 

2021 and in total 5030 answers were gathered. According to our analysis, most of the 

respondents found the questionnaire via the newsletters. The first newsletter was 

received by 234 474 recipients of which 4 648 clicked the link to the survey and the 

second was received by 245 437 recipients, of which 667 clicked the link to the survey. 

The big difference in the click numbers could be explained by the placement of our 

survey’s promotion within the newsletter. In the first newsletter, the survey was 

advertised at the very beginning and in the second newsletter it was put at the end of the 

newsletter, from where it is harder to spot unless one goes through the whole newsletter. 

The survey was promoted through Nordnet’s social media channels as well. The 

Facebook promotion received 68 clicks, the Twitter promotion 135 clicks, the Instagram 

promotion 775 clicks and the LinkedIn promotion 145 clicks to the survey. The survey 

was also promoted on Nordnet’s Shareville social investing platform, but Nordnet’s 

system did not show how many clicks were made to the survey from there. The data 

gathering progress by date can be seen in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. Data gathering progress by date. 

 

4.2.2 About Nordnet 

Nordnet is a digital platform functioning within the three business segments, Savings & 

Investments, Pension and Loans. Originally founded in Sweden in 1996 and currently 

led by their CEO Anders Danielsson, Nordnet operates in Sweden, Norway, Denmark 

and Finland. Nordnet provides an online investment platform in Nordics to acquire 

stocks and other types of equities, offering services to both beginners and experienced 

investors. There individuals can invest in stocks, mutual funds and other types of 

securities through a number of different account types. (Nordnet, n.d.) By using their 

platform, more than 1.2 million users in Nordics get direct access to the global savings 

market (Tuppurainen, 2021). 

Nordnet provides a variety of interfaces such as the website, the mobile application and 

other applications for advanced users. The platform suggests that passive investors use 

their digital advisory services or invest in index funds. Their users can take advantage of 

advanced screening possibilities such as screening funds according to their sustainability 

rating. (Nordnet, n.d.) 
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Nordnet operates the Nordic region’s largest social investment network Shareville, which 

has more than 250,000 members. There users can follow other investors and check their 

investment portfolios. In total, Nordnet has over half a million users on their different 

social networks. (Nordnet, n.d.) 

4.2.3 Other options for data gathering 

The possibility to cooperate with a market research agency was also considered. An 

agency usually contacts individuals by phone asking if they could answer some questions. 

Even though they could provide high-quality service, the issue was that the agency would 

contact random individuals and many of them might not be investors nor interested on 

investing. The number of people contacted would have to be very large to gather a reliable 

sample of investors. It would lead to a long and pricey data gathering, so this option was 

rejected. 

Another option considered was to cooperate with a Finnish bank to get the investors’ 

contacts directly from them. However, due to GDPR regulations and the personal data 

privacy of banks’ customers, it was quite unlikely to reach investors this way. The 

possibility to access investors’ contacts without personal information was explored as 

well. However, the issue was very challenging to overcome and a collaboration with a 

Finnish bank was not further pursued. 

4.3 Questionnaire design 

Data was collected through a web survey, which contained a wide variety of questions. 

The questionnaire is attached as Appendix 1. 

4.3.1 Details on questionnaire design 

A review of previous empirical research was done to find questions that were already 

successfully used. Using questions that were already tested reduced the likelihood of 

misunderstandings, increased efficiency and provided strong reassurance for the study.  

As suggested by Dillman, Hox and de Leeuw (2008), questions from several survey and 

interview studies were used for the survey design. Amel-Zadeh and Serafeim’s survey 

Why and How Investors Use ESG Information: Evidence from a Global Survey (2018) 

and Eccles, Kastrapelis and Potter’s survey How to Integrate ESG into Investment 

Decision-Making: Results of a Global Survey of Institutional Investors (2017) included 

some suitable questions. Both of the survey studies were investigating the institutional 

investors’ approach. Also, some questions were taken from Hartzmark and Sussman’s 
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(2019) study Do Investors Value Sustainability? A Natural Experiment Examining 

Ranking and Fund Flows (2019) and from Paetzold and Busch’s interview study 

Unleashing the Powerful Few: Sustainable Investing Behaviour of Wealthy Private 

Investors (2014). Some questions were directly taken from the studies while others were 

modified to better apply to private investors and the Finnish environment.  

The survey consists of an introduction and 33 questions, which were split into five parts. 

The introduction explains the academic purpose of the study. The respondents are 

informed that it takes approximately ten minutes to answer the questionnaire, the 

answers are anonymous, and cannot be connected to the respondent. 

In the first part, the following background information is collected: gender, age, marital 

status and children, whether they considered themselves religious, mother tongue, place 

of residence and type of accommodation, education, employment status and annual 

income level.  

In the second part, the respondents are asked about type and amount of assets, 

investment horizon, outstanding loans and whether respondents’ family members 

invested as well. It continues by asking if respondents consulted with anyone before 

making an investment decision and what respondents’ level of risk tolerance was. This 

background information was essential for descriptive statistics.  

In the third part, five questions are asked that reflect the respondents’ investment 

motivation, views on ESG information and sustainable investments. The respondents 

must evaluate how well the definitions of different investor types describe their practice, 

which elements of companies’ business practices mean “sustainability” to them, if and 

why they consider ESG information when making investment decisions, how they use it, 

and whether some factors limit its usage.  

The fourth part consists of questions related to investment strategy and aim to find out 

the respondents’ views and application of ESG information and sustainable investment 

to a deeper extent. It also asks what factors might limit investors’ ability to use ESG 

information.  

The questions in the last part ask how, in their view, sustainable investing affects 

financial returns and what ESG information can reflect about companies. The survey 

finishes with a complementary question, asking how the Covid-19 pandemic influenced 

respondents’ investment strategy. 
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4.3.2 Minimising the possibility of errors  

As the study was meaningful on a country level and internationally, it was important to 

design the survey efficiently. According to Dillman et al. (2008), the four cornerstones 

of a survey are coverage, sampling, response and measurement. Only when all four 

cornerstones are reliable, high-quality data can be collected and coverage errors, 

sampling errors, nonresponse errors and measurement errors avoided. (Dillman et al., 

2008: p. 13–15) 

When conducting a survey, it is important to ensure that the sample size is properly 

covered. It means that the survey sample represents the target population. Both 

undercoverage and overcoverage errors are possible. Undercoverage errors appear 

when the sample size is too small. (Dillman et al. 2008, p. 18–20) To avoid that, the 

survey was shared by email in a newsletter twice and promoted through social media 

channels to a sufficiently large number of individuals. When the same respondents 

answer a survey several times, overcoverage errors occur. This can happen, for example, 

for a web survey that is published as a link to a popular web page with no supervision on 

how many times the same participants answer the survey. To avoid overcoverage errors 

in the study, the number of responses is supposed to be limited to one per individual. 

However, in this study, the anonymity of the respondents was considered to be more 

important aspect.  

Sampling refers to how the sample is selected. Sampling errors occur because only a 

part of the population is examined. The probability of sampling errors can be reduced 

when a sufficiently large random sample is selected and examined. (Dillman et al. 2008, 

p. 19–21) To minimise sampling errors in this survey, the web survey was sent to a 

sufficiently large sample. 

Response means that a sufficiently large sample answers the survey and there are no 

nonresponse errors. Nonresponse errors occur when measured values do not reflect well 

enough the situation in a population as the missing values differ from the obtained ones. 

Nonresponse errors may be partly due to individuals not willing to participate in the 

survey or skipping to answer one or more questions. (Dillman et al. 2008, p. 20–22) 

However, our questionnaire is rather long and making all questions mandatory might 

have led to some respondents quitting the survey in the middle. As a result, a smaller 

number of answers might have been gathered. Thus, no specific action was taken to 

minimise nonresponse errors in this survey as respondents were allowed to continue 
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without answering all questions. A part of the respondents skipped some of the questions 

and as a result, nonresponse errors occurred. Nevertheless, the sample was sufficiently 

large for the responses to reflect the target population well.  

Measurement errors can appear, for example, due to badly formulated questions, which 

lead to incorrect answers. (Dillman et al. 2008, p. 22–24) To minimize the measurement 

problem, the survey design is based on the existing survey questions from the earlier 

literature. The survey was sent to a test group of approximately 15 people. The aim was 

to test the survey with individuals that are close to the target group such as management, 

Hanken staff and private investors. Their feedback and finding out if professionals could 

understand and easily answer the questions were very important. After the survey and 

its comprehensibility were tested, it was ready to be released to the public. 

4.4 Research question 

The survey by Stock Exchange Foundation reveals that young investors are twice more 

likely to invest sustainably than the ones close to retirement age (Pörssisäätiö, 2018). 

However, another survey conducted by Stock Exchange Foundation, together with the 

Finnish Equity Savers argues that almost half of the respondents under 30 years old do 

not take sustainability factors into account when making investment decisions 

(Pörssisäätiö, 2019). As a contradiction of the latter surveys arises, further investigation 

on how people of different ages with an interest in finance perceive sustainable investing 

is needed. This question is intriguing, as the youth, in particular, have more to lose if 

society does not invest in sustainable development.  

According to the survey conducted by Nordnet, 61% of Finnish investors, 73% of women 

and 51% of men, consider ESG issues to be important to a moderate or to a great extent 

in their investment decisions. However, only 31% of women, in comparison to 34% of 

men, actually invested sustainably. (Paasi, 2020) This implies that women care more 

about sustainability issues than men but are less likely to apply it to their investment in 

practice. Women’s high interest in sustainable investing gives further motivation to 

investigate investment strategy by gender. Additionally, this research investigates a large 

number of variables that might affect the choice to invest sustainably, so the research 

question became as follows. 

Research question: How does the profile of Finnish sustainable investors differ from 

the profile of Finnish ethical and traditional investors? 
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The goal of this research is to understand how different investor’s characteristics, as 

illustrated in Figure 5, influence a choice to invest sustainably. The survey included a 

wide variety of questions on ESG aspects. Investors’ background information is collected 

from questions 1 to 20 of the survey. The responses to questions 1-20, 21, 27, 28 and 33 

gave enough data to answer the research question of this master’s thesis. 

 

Figure 5. The profile of a sustainable investor. 

Question 21 (as seen below) was used to determine whether a certain investor practices 

a sustainable, ethical or a traditional investment strategy. The respondents were asked 

to rate from 1 to 5 how well different strategies fit them. For instance, if a respondent 

gives 5 points to the “sustainable investing” definition, the sustainable investing strategy 

perfectly describes their investing practice. 

Q 21 Which of the following investor definitions fits you? Likert scale from not 

at all (1) to great extent (5) 

 

Traditional investing refers to putting money into well-known assets 

(such as bonds, cash, real estate, and equity shares) with the expectation of 

capital appreciation, dividends, and interest earnings. Traditional investor 

does not make investment decisions based on value, sustainability aspects 

nor are willing to make a compromise regarding the profit.   

 

Ethical investing arises from the investor’s values. Ethical investors are 

willing to compromise on their expected returns in order to invest their 

assets in good conscience.  

 

Sustainable investing consideration of factors related to the 

environment, social responsibility and corporate governance (ESG) in 

investing, as well as to the connection between the risks and opportunities 

arising from these factors and the value of the investee. Sustainable 

investors seek good returns on their capital, but they also seek to include 

sustainability aspects in their investing activities by directing their 

investments to investees that promote sustainability. 
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Additionally, this study is interested in how the Covid-19 pandemic has influenced 

investors’ behaviour. According to the investor barometer commissioned by the Finnish 

Stock Savers and the Finnish Stock Exchange Foundation in October 2020, 68% of 

respondents told they had increased their listed equity investments during the first six 

months of the COVID-19 pandemic (Pörssisäätiö, 2020b). The last question of the survey 

(see below) asks how Finnish private investors behaved during the Covid-19 pandemic. 

Special interest is paid to the investors that stated, “I invest significantly more money as 

the prices in the market are exceptionally attractive.” The study aims to figure out the 

profile of investors who chose to invest more money during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Q 33 How has the pandemic changed your investment strategy? Choose as many 

as needed 

• I have started investing during the pandemic as the market offered 

attractive possibilities. 

• I invest significantly more money as the prices in the market are 

exceptionally attractive. 

• I have sold a part of my holdings as the high volatility in the market raised 

some concerns. 

• I took advantage of high market volatility and I made short term profits. 

• I have started to choose more sustainable investment targets. 

• I have changed the type of my investable assets, for instance, from stocks 

to index funds. 

• Due to the pandemic, I have less funds to invest for long-term targets (e.g. 

mortgage, pension investments). 

• The pandemic did not affect my investment habits. 

 

Eventually, the study aims to find the profile of investors who are willing to increase the 

sustainably invested part of their portfolios within the next 5 years. The respondents 

provided the required data by answering the questions 27 and 28 (see below). 

Additionally, it is important to find out if investors with similar profiles tend to increase 

the sustainably invested part of their portfolios in comparison to the ones considering 

themselves to be sustainable investors. 

Q 27 According to your estimate, what percentage of your investment portfolio is 

invested by using sustainable investment strategies? (option 0-100%; count every 

5%) 

 

Q 28 According to your plan, what percentage of your investment portfolio will be 

invested by using sustainable investment strategies within five years? (option 0-

100%; count every 5%) 
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4.5 Time and results  

Conducting the research took approximately nine months in total. The data collection 

method was chosen and the survey questions were designed successfully. The survey 

design was the most responsible part of the research. The data gathering process took six 

weeks and the process went fluently, meaning enough responses were received during 

this period and no major issues occurred. 

The final stage was putting all the data together, doing empirical research and regression 

analysis. Concluding, preparing the report and representing the results required an 

additional couple of months. After finalizing the report, the results were made public and 

accessible for general use. In this way, people could learn more about the profile of 

sustainable investors in Finland. The results are of great value for the sustainability 

experts and investors all around the world. The study raises interest in the sustainability 

concept and sustainable investment. 
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5 DATA PRESENTATION AND REGRESSION MODELS 

In total, the survey was answered by 5030 investors. The data was transferred from 

Webropol to IBM SPSS Statistics and Excel for regression analysis and data visualisation. 

5.1 Respondents’ demographics and background information 

The survey questions 1 to 21 were used to describe respondents’ demographics. The 

gender distribution among the respondents was 64% men, 35% women, and 1% did not 

want to specify. From the results, we can see that more men than women invest in 

Finland. 

Most of the respondents were younger than 40 years old. 33% were 18 – 30 years old and 

25% were 31 – 40 years old. It could be explained by the trend that young people are 

more likely to invest using online brokerage service providers such as Nordnet and 

receive their newsletters (Colestock, 2020).   Figure 6 presents respondents’ age 

distribution in more detail. 

 

  Figure 6. Age distribution of respondents (n=5030). 

Of the respondents, 33% were in partnership and 36% were married, while the rest were 

single, widowed or divorced. 46% of the respondents had children. In general, the 

respondents considered themselves not religious or spiritual, scoring an average of 2,01 

points out of a maximum of 5 points. As much as 92% reported their mother tongue to 

be Finnish, while 7% said it was Swedish and 1% some other language. 

The majority of respondents (44%) were from Uusimaa including the Greater Helsinki 

Area. In Figure 7, the more specific province distribution reveals that people from all 
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over Finland responded to the survey. 58% reported being from a bigger city with over 

100 000 inhabitants, while 29% were from smaller cities with 20 000–100 000 

inhabitants and 13% were located in rural areas. The majority of respondents (65%) 

owned their home and around a quarter of respondents lived in a rental home. The rest 

lived with parents or in a student apartment. 

 

Figure 7. Respondents’ province of origin (n=4995). 

The majority of respondents were highly educated: 33% had bachelor’s or equivalent 

education level and 32% had master’s or equivalent level. 3% had doctoral education, 3% 

primary education, and 29% secondary education. The respondents were from various 

educational fields. However, the majority were specialised in the field of business, 

administration and law (25%) or engineering, manufacturing and construction (25%). 

As much as 67% of respondents were full-time or self-employed and 12% had part-time 

jobs. 20% were students, 13% were retired and 6% were not employed.  

The majority of respondents (41%) had their annual income in range 25 000–49 999 €. 

Only 4% had more than 100 000 €, while 12% had less than 10 000 €. The majority 

(36%) had less than 10 000 € invested, while 5% had more than 500 000 € invested. 

More detailed distribution of invested assets can be seen in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. The net value of invested assets (n=5008). 

The majority of the respondents were invested in stocks (81%) or mutual funds, index 

funds and ETFs (78%). It could be explained by the fact that the respondents were 

customers of Nordnet, which provides a purchasing possibility of such types of equities. 

14% of respondents were invested in real estate. Only 7% or less were invested in forest, 

cryptocurrencies, life insurance, bonds or FinTech. The absolute majority (81%) were 

invested for the long term, meaning five years or more. Only 5% of the respondents told 

their investment horizon to be 1 year or less. As much as 69% of the respondents had 

outstanding loans to pay such as a mortgage, a student loan, a consumer loan or a loan 

for business purposes. 

As much as 67% of the respondents indicated that their partner, parents or children were 

investing as well. The majority (70%) made their investment decisions mainly on their 

own. However, quite a few respondents (23%) were taking the opinions of experts on the 

Internet into consideration. The majority (80%) were willing to take risk in their 

investment to some or moderate extent, while 10% were willing to take risk to a great 

extent. 

Respondents evaluated from 1 to 5 how well different investing strategies describe their 

investing practice. On average, they gave traditional investing 3,3 points (N=5005), 

ethical investing 2,7 points (N=4993) and sustainable investing 3,1 points (N=4977). The 

results reveal that the respondents from our sample practice traditional investing the 

most, ethical investing the least and sustainable investing stays in between. 
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5.2 Variables used in the models 

In Table 1, the dependent and independent variables used in the regression models are 

described. The variables were formed using the survey answers. 

Table 1. Variables used in models. 

Variable Description 

D
ep

en
d

en
t 

SustainableInvestor 
Evaluation from 1 to 5 of how well sustainable investing 
definition describes a respondent’s investing strategy. 

EthicalInvestor 
Evaluation from 1 to 5 of how well ethical investing 
definition describes a respondent’s investing strategy. 

TraditionalInvestor 
Evaluation from 1 to 5 of how well traditional investing 
definition describes a respondent’s investing strategy. 

SIChange 
A variable measuring an expected change in sustainable 
investment part of a respondent’s portfolio over the next 
five years. 

In
d

ep
en

d
en

t 

Gender 0 – female, 1 – male 

Age Age in decade intervals from 1 to 5 

Children 0 – no children, 1 – has children 

Language 0 – Finnish speaker, 1 – Swedish speaker 

Assets 
Evaluation from 1 to 6 denoting the category chosen for 
the amount of invested assets 

Horizon 
Evaluation from 1 to 7 denoting the category chosen for 
the length of investment horizon 

RiskLevel 
Evaluation from 1 to 5 of how much risk a respondent is 
willing to take when making investment decisions 

InvestCovid 
0 – a respondent did not invest more money than usual 
during the Covid-19 pandemic, 1 – otherwise 

 

5.3 Bivariate correlation matrix  

The first step in the empirical analysis is to measure the correlation (Pearson correlation, 

PCC) among the variables. The variables that correlate can be expected to be significant 

in the regression model as well. The variables are represented in section 5.2. 

To explore the potential impact of independent variables on investment strategies and 

an expected change in sustainable investment part of a respondents’ portfolio over the 
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next five years, the Spearman correlation matrix is analysed (presented in Table 2). The 

number of answers (N) to each question differs as part of respondents did not answer all 

the questions.  

Table 2. Bivariate correlation matrix. 
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PCC 1 .676
**

-.367
**

.215
**

-.220
**

-.118
**

-.058
**

.043
**

-.133
**

.111
** -0.003 -.043

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 .834 .003

N 4975 4964 4960 4392 4946 4968 4959 4910 4955 4964 4971 4942

PCC 1 -.355
**

.196
**

-.227
**

-.075
**

-.038
**

.031
*

-.139
**

.077
**

-.061
**

-.042
**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .007 .028 .000 .000 .000 .003

N 4991 4976 4404 4962 4984 4974 4925 4970 4980 4987 4957

PCC 1 -.122
**

.217
**

.137
**

.068
** -0.028 .250

**
.042

**
.104

**
.063

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .050 .000 .003 .000 .000

N 5003 4417 4974 4996 4986 4937 4982 4992 4999 4969

PCC 1 -.143
**

-.129
**

-.082
** 0.002 -.123

**
.042

** 0.024 -0.023

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .880 .000 .005 .112 .124

N 4433 4411 4428 4416 4378 4421 4426 4430 4408

PCC 1 .123
**

.079
** 0.016 .237

**
-.058

**
.210

**
.058

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .261 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 4999 4992 4981 4934 4978 4988 4995 4962

PCC 1 .569
**

-.045
**

.504
**

-.097
**

-.119
**

-.096
**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 5021 5002 4954 4999 5009 5016 4984

PCC 1 -0.020 .253
**

-.055
**

-.091
**

-.061
**

Sig. (2-tailed) .169 .000 .000 .000 .000

N 5009 4944 4989 4998 5006 4973

PCC 1 .030
* 0.012 0.014 .037

**

Sig. (2-tailed) .037 .414 .327 .010

N 4961 4939 4950 4957 4925

PCC 1 .140
**

.145
**

.035
*

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .014

N 5006 4997 5003 4972

PCC 1 .099
** -0.014

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .314

N 5016 5015 4980

PCC 1 .135
**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 5023 4987

PCC 1

Sig. (2-tailed)
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*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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When correlation values are between 0 and 1, the following guidelines suggested by 

Cohen (1988) stand. Correlation is considered to be small when it is from 0,10 to 0,29, 

medium from 0,30 to 0,49 and large from 0,50 to 1,0. However, in large samples (N=100 

or more) even small correlations such as 0,2 or less may be meaningful and reach 

statistical significance (Pallant, 2016). 

At 1% significance level, the correlation coefficient between SustainableInvestor and 

EthicalInvestor is 0,676. A strong positive correlation explains why their correlations 

with other variables tend to converge. In contradiction, the correlation coefficient 

between SustainableInvestor and TraditionalInvestor is negative. SustainableInvestor 

and SIChange have a positive association at 0,215 meaning that sustainable investors are 

expected to change their portfolio toward sustainability even more over the next five 

years. The same could be concluded about ethical investors.  

SustainableInvestor and EthicalInvestor are both negatively correlated with Gender. 

That means that women are more likely than men to practice these investing strategies. 

On the contrary, TraditionalInvestor and Gender have a significant positive association. 

The correlations among different age groups and investment strategies were investigated 

in more detail (available in Appendix 2). The results revealed that age of 40 is a breaking 

point when choosing an investment strategy. While younger people under 40 years old 

had a significant positive correlation with SustainableInvestor and EthicalInvestor, they 

had a significant negative correlation with TraditionalInvestor. On the other hand, older 

than 40-year-olds had opposite correlation results showing that older investors tend to 

practice traditional investing. Additionally, Children and TraditionalInvestor are 

positively associated. On the contrary, Children and SustainableInvestor are negatively 

associated. More detailed correlation analysis revealed that age, not gender or the fact of 

having children, is the main factor affecting the choice of an investment strategy. 

SustainableInvestor has a significant positive correlation with Language, while 

TraditionalInvestor has a negative correlation with it. The result reveals that while 

Finnish speakers tend to invest traditionally, Swedish speakers tend to invest 

sustainably. Regarding willingness to take risks, correlations show that sustainable 

investors are indifferent, while ethical investors are risk-averse and traditional investors 

are willing to take some level of risk in their investments. All investor types have a 

positive correlation with Horizon, meaning that all investors tend to invest for the long 

term. 
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At 1% significance level, TraditionalInvestor has a positive correlation with Assets at 

0,250, while SustainableInvestor and Assets are negatively correlated. Apparently, older 

individuals tend to invest traditionally, so they have more assets accumulated as well. 

Similarly, TraditionalInvestor and InvestCovid are positively associated at 0,063 

meaning that traditional investors invested more money than usual during the first six 

months of the Covid-19 pandemic. On the contrary, this was not the case for sustainable 

investors. As investors’ characteristics have significant correlation coefficients with 

investor types, multiple regression analysis is used to examine the incremental effect of 

characteristics on a choice of a certain investment strategy. 

5.4 Regression models 

In this section, three multiple linear regression models and an ordinary least squares 

model are presented. They include SustainableInvestor, EthicalInvestor, 

TraditionalInvestor and SIChange as dependent variables accordingly. 

5.4.1 Main regressions 

The following models seek to determine whether the choice to invest sustainably, 

ethically or traditionally can be explained by a set of investors’ characteristics.  This is 

done by estimating the following models: 

𝑆𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑖 = 𝛽0  + 𝛽1𝐴𝑔𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐶ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐿𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑢𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑖 +

𝛽5𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑖 + 𝛽6𝐻𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑧𝑜𝑛𝑖 +  𝛽7𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘𝐿𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑖 +  𝛽8𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑀𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖    (1) 

𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑖 = 𝛽0  + 𝛽1𝐴𝑔𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐶ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐿𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑢𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑖 +

𝛽5𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑖 + 𝛽6𝐻𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑧𝑜𝑛𝑖 +  𝛽7𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘𝐿𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑖 +  𝛽8𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑀𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖    (2) 

𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑖 = 𝛽0  + 𝛽1𝐴𝑔𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐶ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐿𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑢𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑖 +

𝛽5𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑖 + 𝛽6𝐻𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑧𝑜𝑛𝑖 +  𝛽7𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘𝐿𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑖 +  𝛽8𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑀𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖    (3) 

To analyse these models, multiple regression analysis is conducted. The values of 

SustainableInvestor, EthicalInvestor and TraditionalInvestor are used as dependent 

variables in equations (1), (2) and (3). Since this research studies the background of 

sustainable investors and aims to compare it to ethical and traditional investors, the 

independent variables reflecting investors’ characteristics in the regression model are 

Age, Gender, Children, Language, Assets, Horizon, RiskLevel and InvestCovid. Lastly, i 

indicates an investor whereas ε refers to an error term. The variables used in the 

regression models are summarised in section 5.2.  
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5.4.2 Additional regression 

By estimating the following model, an expected change in the sustainable investment 

part of respondents’ portfolio over the next five years is found. 

𝑆𝐼𝐶ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑖 = 𝛽0  + 𝛽1𝐴𝑔𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 + 𝛽3𝐶ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐿𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑢𝑎𝑔𝑒𝑖 + 𝛽5𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑖 +

𝛽6𝐻𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑧𝑜𝑛𝑖 +  𝛽7𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘𝐿𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑖 + 𝛽8𝐼𝑛𝑣𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑀𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖     (4) 

To analyse this model, ordinary least squares regression analysis is conducted. The goal 

of the research part is to study the background of investors who are willing to increase 

the sustainable investment part in their portfolio over the next five years. The value of 

SIChange is used as a dependent scale variable in equation (4), and the same set of 

independent variables as in the main regressions are used. 
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6 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this section, the regression models’ results using the responses of 5030 private 

investors are presented together with the analyses of statistical significance levels at 1% 

(***), 5% (**), and 10% (*). The parentheses in the regression tables pertain to the 

standard errors. 

The main regression models (1), (2) and (3) examine the profile of sustainable investors 

in comparison to ethical and traditional investors. In the additional regression (4), 

further analysis is done to study the background of investors who aim to increase the 

sustainably invested part of their portfolios over the next five years.  

6.1 Main regressions 

The results of the main regression models are presented in Table 3 By conducting 

multiple regression analyses, the profiles of different investor types are analysed. 

Age is initially predicted to have a negative association with SustainableInvestor and 

EthicalInvestor, but to have a positive association with TraditionalInvestor. Looking 

into regression output, Age has a negative influence on the choice to invest sustainably 

at 5% significance level with a coefficient of -0,033. In comparison, the Age coefficient is 

close to zero for EthicalInvestor and slightly positive for TraditionalInvestor. However, 

the coefficients for the latter investor types are not statistically significant. The regression 

results suggest that younger individuals tend to invest sustainably more often than older 

ones. The results are in line with the survey by Morgan Stanley (2019), suggesting that 

among private investors 95% of millennials are interested in sustainable investing. 

Gender coefficients are statistically significant at 1% significance level giving results of -

0,478 and -0,462 for SustainableInvestor and EthicalInvestor accordingly. On the 

contrary, the Gender coefficient for TraditionalInvestor is 0,362. The results illustrate 

that while women tend to invest sustainably and ethically, men more often invest 

traditionally. These results are in line with the correlation results in section 5.3. 

However, they contradict Nordnet’s study suggesting that even though women are 

interested in sustainability issues, they avoid making investments based on sustainability 

(Paasi, 2020). Also, a contradiction arises when analysing correlations among women 

and men of different age. The findings from the correlation matrix suggest that young 

men also tend to invest sustainably, and age is the main decisive factor when choosing 
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an investment strategy. The correlation matrix among investment strategies and 

different age groups could be found in Appendix 2. 

The Children coefficient is slightly positive for SustainableInvestor and EthicalInvestor 

and close to zero for TraditionalInvestor. However, the results are statistically 

insignificant for all dependent variables. They also contradict the correlation matrix 

results. Because of that, the output of the Children variable is not used. It seems that the 

main factor in choosing an investment strategy is age and not whether one has children 

or not.  

The Language coefficients are 0,207 for SustainableInvestor and 0,157 for 

EthicalInvestor, which are statistically significant at 1% and 5% significance levels 

accordingly. On the contrary, the coefficient for TraditionalInvestor is -0,167, which is 

statistically significant at 1%. The finding suggests that while Swedish speakers tend to 

invest sustainably, Finnish speakers more often invest traditionally. 

The Assets coefficients are significant at 1% significance level for all investment 

strategies. While the coefficient results for SustainableInvestor and EthicalInvestor are 

-0,061 and -0,073, the coefficient for TraditionalInvestor returns 0,122. The results are 

expected. As traditional investors tend to be older, they have more assets accumulated 

as well. Being statistically significant at 1% or 5%, InvestCovid coefficient returns values 

of -0,107 and -0,078 for SustainableInvestor and EthicalInvestor and a value of 0,121 

for TraditionalInvestor. Oppositely to sustainable and ethical investors, traditional 

investors took advantage of the market volatility and invested more money than usual 

during the first six months of the Covid-19 pandemic. 

After the analysis of the correlation matrix, RiskLevel is originally predicted to have a 

neutral association with SustainableInvestor, a negative association with 

EthicalInvestor and a positive association with TraditionalInvestor. The regression 

results show an insignificant negative association with EthicalInvestor. However, it 

shows a positive relationship of 0,062 with SustainableInvestor at 1% significance level, 

which is different from the correlation matrix result. TraditionalInvestor, as expected, 

has a positive relationship of 0,047 with RiskLevel at 5% significance level. While 

sustainable and traditional investors are willing to face some level of risk in their 

investment, ethical investors tend to avoid it. 
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Horizon has a positive association with all investor types at 1% significance level for 

SustainableInvestor and EthicalInvestor and at 10% significance level for 

TraditionalInvestor. Horizon variable suggests that all types of investors tend to invest 

for the long term. 

The adjusted R-squared results in Table 3 display a value of 0,072 for 

SustainableInvestor, a value of 0,066 for EthicalInvestor and 0,093 for 

TraditionalInvestor. This suggests that the variation in the independent variables 

explains 7,2% of the variation in SustainableInvestor as indicated in column (1), 6,6% in 

EthicalInvestor as in column (2) and 9,3% in TraditionalInvestor as in column (3). For 

all dependent variables, F-value and its significance at 1% level claim that the regression 

relationship exists. 

Table 3. The results of the main regressions. 

 

-0,033** 0,005 0,023

(0,016) (0,016) (0,015)

-0,478*** -0,462*** 0,362***

(0,036) (0,035) (0,033)

0,024 0,014 -0,003

(0,040) (0,039) (0,036)

0,207*** 0,157** -0,167***

(0,066) (0,064) (0,061)

-0,061*** -0,073*** 0,122***

(0,012) (0,012) (0,011)

0,075*** 0,059*** 0,016*

(0,010) (0,010) (0,010)

0,062*** -0,014 0,047**

(0,021) (0,021) (0,019)

-0,107*** -0,078** 0,121***

(0,036) (0,035) (0,033)

3,211*** 3,140*** 2,245***

(0,311) (0,128) (0,120)

R
2 0,074 0,068 0,094

Adjusted R
2 0,072 0,066 0,093

F (ANOVA) 47,776*** 43,863*** 62,748***

Constant

*    p<0,1

**   p<0,05

***  p<0,01

Age

Gender

Children

Language

Assets

Horizon

RiskLevel

InvestCovid

SustainableInvestor

(1)

EthicalInvestor

(2)

TraditionalInvestor

(3)
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6.2 Investors’ data of portfolio change 

In the survey, respondents were asked to answer what percentage of their current 

portfolio is invested sustainably and what percentage of their portfolio is expected to be 

invested sustainably in the next five years. The difference between these two values is 

denoted by the variable SIChange. In this section, the data regarding the expected 

change in the sustainably invested part of respondents’ portfolio over the next five years 

is presented. In the first part, descriptive statistics and a graph illustrating the expected 

change are presented. Later on, the ordinary least squares regression output is 

presented. 

6.2.1 SIChange variable statistics  

In total, 4433 valid values for measuring the SIChange variable were found. On average, 

the investors expect the sustainably invested part of their portfolio to increase by 13,48%. 

The median of the data set is 10,00%. The mode result of 0% suggests that this was the 

most common SIChange value. The minimum value is -90% and the maximum is 85%. 

The statistics are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4. SIChange variable statistics. 

 

Figure 9 reflects the expected change in the sustainably invested part of the portfolio. A 

small part of investors (5%) expects to invest sustainably even less in the near future. As 

much as 20% of investors do not plan to change the sustainably invested part in their 

portfolio at all. The largest part of investors (38%) is planning to moderately increase the 

sustainably invested part by 5–15%. Meanwhile, 27% of investors expect a significant 

N Valid 4433

N Missing 617

Mean 13,48%

Median 10,00%

Mode 0%

Std. Deviation 14,928%

Minimum -90%

Maximum 85%

SIChange variable statistics
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increase in the sustainably invested part by 20–30%. Around 10% of investors are 

expecting to significantly increase the sustainably invested part by 35% or more. 

 

Figure 9. Investors who aim to increase the sustainably invested part of their portfolios 
over the next five years. 

 

6.2.2 Additional regression of portfolio change 

In Table 5, the empirical evidence of investors’ expectation to change the sustainably 

invested part of their portfolios over the next five years in terms of investors’ 

characteristics is presented. Expectedly, the results of the regression analysis for 

SIChange are somewhat similar to the results of the regression analysis for 

SustainableInvestor.  

The Age coefficient returns a negative value of -0,667 and Gender returns a negative 

value of -4,008 at 1% significance level. The results suggest that young people and 

women are the most willing investor type to invest more of their assets sustainably over 

the next five years. The Children variable returns a negative value of -0,508 and 

Language returns a negligible positive value implying that individuals without children 

and Swedish speakers are more likely to invest more assets sustainably over the next five 

years. However, the latter results are not statistically significant. The coefficient of 
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Children variable is the main difference from SustainableInvestor results as its 

coefficient for Children is slightly positive. 

The Horizon coefficient returns a positive value of 0,228, but it does not reach statistical 

significance. At 1% significance level, the Assets and RiskLevel coefficients return values 

of -0,585 and 0,966. The results suggest that willing to take some risk individuals who 

own fewer assets plan to invest more sustainably over the next five years. At 5% 

significance level, the InvestCovid coefficient is -1,008. It implies that individuals that 

expect to invest more sustainably did not invest more than usual during the first six 

months of the Covid-19 pandemic.  

The results of the adjusted R-squared in Table 5 display a value of 0,038. The outcome 

suggests that the variation in the independent variables explains 3,8% of the variation in 

SIChange. F-value and its significance at 1% level show that the regression relationship 

exists. 

Table 5. SIChange variable results. 
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7 CONCLUSION 

In this masters’ thesis, private Finnish investors’ habits were studied by using 5030 

survey answers and conducting empirical analysis. The purpose was to find out the 

profile characteristics of investors who choose to invest sustainably and compare them 

to the profile of the investors who tend to invest ethically or traditionally. The profile of 

the investors who aim to increase the sustainably invested part of their portfolios over 

the next five years was investigated as well. 

The empirical evidence shows that women more often than men invest sustainably. 

Regarding the investor’s age, younger than 40-years-olds tend to invest sustainably. The 

Swedish-speaking Finns and the individuals with less assets than average tend to invest 

sustainably as well. Even though sustainable investors tolerate risk in their investments 

to some extent, they did not invest more money than usual during the first six months of 

the Covid-19 pandemic.  

The profile of the investors who aim to increase the sustainably invested part of their 

portfolio is very similar to the profile of the sustainable investors. As no major differences 

have been found, a conclusion can be made that sustainable investors are also the ones 

who aim to increase the sustainably invested part of their portfolios over the next five 

years. The profile of the ethical investors is also very similar to the sustainable investors. 

However, in opposite to the sustainable investors, the empirical analysis shows that the 

ethical investors avoid taking risks when making investment decisions. 

The empirical analysis suggests that the profile of the traditional investors significantly 

differs from the profile of the sustainable investors. According to the results, men invest 

more often than women traditionally. Also, older than 40-years-olds tend to invest 

traditionally. As this investing strategy is practiced by older investors, they tend to own 

more assets as well. Additionally, the traditional investors tend to be Finnish speakers. 

The traditional investors tolerate taking risks to some extent and they took advantage of 

the volatile market during the first six months of the Covid-19 pandemic to invest more 

than usual. 

This study contributes new information, for example to the interview study by Paetzold 

and Busch (2014) investigating the engagement of private individuals with high net 

worth in sustainable investing and to the survey study by Amel-Zadeh and Serafeim 

(2018) investigating institutional investors’ motivation and challenges in applying 

sustainability information. By focusing on private investors instead of institutional 
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investors, this master’s thesis provides new information on what kind of investors are 

interested in sustainable investing. Additionally, the study compares the profile of 

sustainable investors to the profile of ethical and traditional investors. 

As the survey’s sample was limited to investors using a specific online service provider, 

further studies could be conducted to examine investors using different investment 

approaches. For instance, a further study could be done on private investors who use 

different investment platforms or services of investment consultants. This would provide 

a broader insight into the profile of individuals who are interested in sustainable 

investing. 

The interest in sustainable investment is constantly changing and its further 

embracement is expected. The forthcoming action plan for sustainable financing may 

lead to a positive change in the attitude towards sustainable investment. The EU 

taxonomy classification system proposed in the EU’s Sustainable Finance Action Plan 

will regulate the ESG information reporting and make it easier for investors to compare 

companies due to reporting requirements being more uniform within the EU. Also, the 

EU Green Deal project promoting climate neutrality could be generating over €1 trillion 

of sustainable investments over the next decade. After the forthcoming changes come 

into action, it would be interesting to research what impact they have on the private 

investors’ attitude towards sustainable investment and whether the profile of the 

sustainable investors is changing. 

Different aspects of Finnish private investors’ approach towards sustainable investing 

could be researched as well. For example, what sustainability strategies Finnish private 

investors apply in their investment decision process, what is their view on sustainability 

and profit-making or what the term “sustainability” means, or in other words, how 

important different areas of sustainability are to them. Another major research area 

could be Finnish private investors’ consideration of ESG information when making 

investment decisions and what reasons motivate them to consider ESG information. If 

concluded they do not consider it, the factors limiting its use or reasons motivating them 

not to consider it could be studied. 



 53 

REFERENCES 

Alva Group (2020, October 27). What’s the difference between CSR and ESG? 
https://www.alva-group.com/blog/whats-the-difference-between-csr-and-esg/ 

Amel-Zadeh, A., Serafeim G. (2018). Why and How Investors Use ESG Information: 
Evidence from a Global Survey. Financial Analysts Journal, 74(3), 87–103. 
https://doi.org/10.2469/faj.v74.n3.2 

Asset Owners Disclosure Project (n.d.). Pensions in a Changing Climate. 
https://aodproject.net/changing-climate-part-3/ 

Auer, B.R., & Schuhmacher, F. (2016). Do socially (ir)responsible investments pay? 
New evidence from international ESG data. The Quarterly Review of Economics 
and Finance, 59, 51-62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.qref.2015.07.002 

Berg, F., Kölbel, J.& Rigobon, R. (2020). Aggregate Confusion: The Divergence of ESG 
Ratings. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3438533 

Bhimani, A., Silvola, H. & Sivabalan, P. (2016). Voluntary corporate social 
responsibility reporting: A study of early and late reporter motivations and 
outcomes. Journal of Management Accounting Research, 28(2), pp. 77-101. 
https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-51440 

Carroll, A. B. (1991) The Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility: Toward the Moral 
Management of Organization Stakeholders. Business Horizons, 34(4), 39–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0007-6813(91)90005-G 

Cheema-Fox, A., LaPerla, B., Serafeim, G., & Wang, H.S. (2020). Corporate Resilience 
and Response During COVID-19. Harvard Business School Working Paper, No. 
20-108. 

Cohen, J. (1988). Set Correlation and Contingency Tables. Applied Psychological 
Measurement, 12(4), 425. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168801200410 

Colestock, S. (2020, December 23). How Coronavirus is Creating a Generation of 
Young Investors. https://www.doughroller.net/investing/how-coronavirus-is-
creating-a-generation-of-young-investors/ 

Deloitte (2020, February 20). Advancing environmental, social, and governance 
investing. https://www2.deloitte.com/us/en/insights/industry/financial-
services/esg-investing-performance.html 

Derwall, J., Koedijk, K., & Horst, J. (2011). A Tale of Values-Driven and Profit-Seeking 
Social Investors. Journal of Banking & Finance, 35(8), 2137–2147. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2011.01.009 



 54 

Deutsche Bank (2018, July). Global ESG trends & implications for EM issuers. 
https://tss.gtb.db.com/FileView/Data.aspx?URL=dbdr/cms//ESG%20in%20E
Ms.pdf 

Dillman, D., Hox, J., & de Leeuw, E. (2008). International handbook of survey 
methodology. Oxfordshire: Routledge 

Dyck, A., Lins, K. V., Roth, L. & Wagner, H. F. (2019). Do institutional investors drive 
corporate social responsibility? International evidence. Journal of financial 
economics, 131(3), pp. 693-714. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2018.08.013 

Eccles, R. G., Kastrapeli, M. D., & Potter, S. J. (2017). How to Integrate ESG into 
Investment Decision‐Making: Results of a Global Survey of Institutional 
Investors. Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, 29(4), 125–133.  

European Commission (2011). A renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for corporate social 
responsibility. COM (2011) 681 final. 

Eurosif (2018). European SRI Study 2018. http://www.eurosif.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/11/European-SRI-2018- Study.pdf 

Eurosif (n.d.). Responsible Investment strategies. http://www.eurosif.org/responsible-
investment-strategies/ 

Finsif (2019) Vastuullisen sijoittamisen markkinaselvitys 2019. 
https://www.finsif.fi/wp-content/uploads/dlm_uploads/2020/01/ 
finsif_markkinaselvitys_2019.pdf 

Finsif (n.d.-a). Vastuullisen sijoittamisen lähestymistavat. 
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Appendix 1. Survey questions on sustainable investing practices among 
Finnish private investors 

Dear recipient,  

We examine the conceptions of private investors related to sustainable investments. We hope that you can 
share your views on the topic.  

The scientific research project is conducted by Hanken School of Economics and is led by Associate Professor 
Hanna Silvola. In addition, the research team consists of Associate Professor Emilia Vähämaa (Hanken) and 
Professor Bonnie Buchanan (University of Surrey, UK). Nordnet assists the research team by sharing 
information about the survey with its clients.  

The answers are processed confidentially and anonymously. Answering the questionnaire takes 
approximately 10 minutes. The questionnaire is open until January 31, 2021.  

As a thank you for participation we raffle out five gift cards to Nordnet funds (value 100 € each) among the 
participants that leave their contact information after answering the survey. The contact details of the people 
participating in the raffle cannot be linked to the survey responses.  

Please answer the survey in Finnish or in English. 

In case you have questions related to the survey you can contact the research team at 
firstname.surname@hanken.fi 

A. Background information 

1. Gender 
• Female 

• Male 

• Other 
 

2. Age  

• 18 – 30 

• 31 – 40 
• 41 – 50 

• 51 – 60 
• Over 60 

• Prefer not to say 
 

3. Marital status 
• Single 

• In partnership 

• Married or in a registered relationship 
• Divorced 

• Widowed 
 

4. Children 

• I have children.  

• I do not have children. 
 

5. To what extent do you consider yourself to be a religious or a spiritual person?  
Categories from 1 (not at all) to 5 (to a great extent) 
 

6. Mother tongue  

• Finnish   

• Swedish  
• English 

• Other, which? 
 

7. Province 

• Uusimaa, excl. Greater Helsinki Area  

• Greater Helsinki Area  
• Varsinais-Suomi  

• Satakunta  

• Kanta-Häme  

• Pirkanmaa 

• Päijät-Häme 
• Kymenlaakso 

• Etelä-Karjala 

• Etelä-Savo 
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• Pohjois-Savo 

• Pohjois-Karjala 

• Keski-Suomi 
• Etelä-Pohjanmaa 

• Pohjanmaa 

• Keski-Pohjanmaa 

• Pohjois-Pohjanmaa 

• Kainuu 
• Lappi 

• Ahvenanmaa 
 

8. Municipality classification: 

• Urban municipality (over 100.000 inhabitants) 

• Densely populated municipality (20.000-100.000 inhabitants) 
• Rural area 

 
9. Type of accommodation 

• Own 
• Rental 

• Student apartment 
• Living with parents 

• Other, what? 
 

10. Education 
• Primary education  

• Secondary education  
• Bachelor’s or equivalent level  

• Master’s or equivalent level  

• Doctoral or equivalent level   
 

11. Educational field

• Education  

• Arts and humanities  
• Social sciences, journalism and information  

• Business, administration and law  
• Natural sciences, mathematics and statistics  

• Information and communication technologies 
(ICT)  

• Engineering, manufacturing and construction  

• Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and veterinary  

• Health and welfare  
• Services  

• Other 

 
12. Employment status (can choose up to two) 

• Student 
• Self-employed 

• Full-time 

• Part-time 
• Retired 

• Not employed 
 

13. Annual salary income 

• Less than 10 000 € 

• 10 000 – 24 999 € 
• 25 000 – 49 999 € 

• 50 00 – 100 000 € 

• More than 100 000 € 
 

B. Investing 
 

14. The net value of invested assets (does not include own housing or debt) 
• Less than 10 000 € 

• 10 000 – 24 999 € 

• 25 000 – 49 999 € 

• 50 000 – 100 000 € 

• 100 000 –500 000 € 

• More than 500 000 € 
 

15. What asset categories you are typically investing? 

• Stock (companies’ shares)  
• Mutual funds, index funds, ETFs  

• Bonds  

• Real estate  
• Forest  

• Life insurance  
• Bitcoin or other cryptocurrencies  

• FinTech (e.g. P2P, digital micro lending)  

• Other, what? 

 
16. How long is your investment horizon? 

• Less than 6 months 

• 6 months to 1 year 

• 1 to 3 years 
• 3 to 5 years 

• 5 to 7 years 

• 7 to 10 years 

• More than 10 years 

 
17. Do you have any outstanding loans to repay? 

• Yes, I have a student loan 

• Yes, I have a mortgage 
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• Yes, I have a car or a consumer loan 

• Yes, I took a loan for business purposes or investment purposes 

• No 
 
 

18. Are your other family members investing? 

• Yes, my parents invest 
• Yes, my partner/spouse invests 

• Yes, my children invest 
• No 

 
19. Do you consult anyone before making an investment decision? 

• I personally consult with financial experts 
• I rely on suggestions made by banks’ investment advisors 

• I consider the opinions of experts on the Internet (e.g. on blogs or professional websites) 

• I consult my family members 
• I consult my friends or colleagues 

• I make investment decisions mainly on my own 
 

20. To what extent are you willing to take risks in your investments? 

• Not at all 

• To small extent 
• To some extent 

• To moderate extent 

• To great extent 
 

C.  Motivation for Sustainable Investing 
 

21. Which of the following investor definitions fits to you? Scale from not at all (the 1st option) to great extent 
(the 5th option) 

 

• Traditional investing refers to putting money into well-known assets (such as bonds, cash, real estate, and 
equity shares) with the expectation of capital appreciation, dividends, and interest earnings. Traditional 
investor does not make investment decisions based on value, sustainability aspects nor are willing to make a 
compromise regarding the profit.   

 
• Ethical investing arises from the investor’s values. Ethical investors are willing to compromise on their 

expected returns in order to invest their assets in good conscience.  
 

• Sustainable investing consideration of factors related to the environment, social responsibility and 
corporate governance (ESG) in investing, as well as to the connection between the risks and opportunities 
arising from these factors and the value of the investee. Sustainable investors seek good returns on their 
capital, but they also seek to include sustainability aspects in their investing activities by directing their 
investments to investees that promote sustainability. 

 
22. How important do you consider the following areas of sustainability? Scale from not at all (the 1st 

option) to great extent (the 5th option) 
• Environment (e.g., pollution prevention, recycling) 

• Commitment to combatting climate change 

• Products (e.g., product quality and safety) 
• Human Rights (e.g., labor rights in outsourcing) 

• Community (e.g., job creation, payment of taxes) 

• Diversity (e.g., promotion of women and minorities) 
• Employee Relations (e.g., employee satisfaction) 

• Corporate Governance (e.g., executive compensations, anticorruption activities) 
• Tax responsibility 

 
23. Do you consider sustainability information (ESG: environmental, social, governance) when 

making investment decisions? 
• Yes 

• No 
 

24. To what extent do the following reasons motivate you to consider sustainability information (ESG) 
when making investment decisions? 
ESG information is material to investment performance 

• Not at all 
• To small extent 

• To some extent 

• To moderate extent 
• To great extent 
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25. To what extent do the following reasons motivate you not to consider sustainability information 
(ESG) when making investment decisions? Scale from not at all (the 1st option) to great extent (the 5th 
option) 

• ESG factors are not important to customers and other stakeholders of the investees. 
• I lack access to reliable ESG data. 

• ESG information is not material to investment performance. 

• I believe such a policy to be ineffective in inducing change at firms. 
• Such information is not material to a diversified investment portfolio. 

• Including such information is detrimental to investment performance. 
 

D. Investment strategies 
 
26. Select a maximum of three sustainable investment strategies that you apply in your investment 

decision process? (tick the box, max three) 
• Active ownership (e.g. participation in annual meetings) 

• Full integration of ESG analysis into individual stock valuation 

• Negative screening (e.g. low ESG rating, exclusion of a certain industry) 
• Thematic investment (e.g. climate change, forest, water) 

• Positive screening (e.g. high ESG rating, inclusion of a certain industry) 
• Best-in-class screening (e.g. inclusion of the most sustainable companies from each industry) 

• I do not use ESG investment strategies in my investment process. 
 

27.  According to your estimate, what percentage of your investment portfolio is invested by using 
sustainable investment strategies? (option 0-100%; count every 5%) 

 
28. According to your plan, what percentage of your investment portfolio will be invested by using 

sustainable investment strategies within five years? (option 0-100%; count every 5%) 
 

29. To what extent you use the following information in your investment process? Scale from not at all 
(the 1st option) to great extent (the 5th option) 
• I use ESG information as a screening tool to delineate my investment universe (e.g. to exclude certain 

companies). 

• I use ESG information as an additional effort to estimate my investments’ expected returns and risks. 
• I choose investment objects that have high ESG ratings. 

• I create a portfolio with a specific theme (e.g. green energy). 

• I select investment objects based on how well the company complies with different norms and standards (e.g. 
human rights). 

• My purpose is active ownership and influence to promote sustainable action in companies I invest in. 

• I choose investment objects with regard to influencing societal issues. 
• I do not take ESG information into account when making investment decisions. 

 
30. To what extent do the following factors limit your ability to use sustainability information (ESG) in 

your investment decisions? 
• Lack of comparability of ESG aspects across firms. 

• Lack of standards in reporting ESG information. 

• The cost of gathering and analyzing ESG information. 
• ESG information disclosed by firms is too general to be useful. 

• Lack of quantifiable ESG information. 

• Lack of comparability over time. 
• The disclosure of ESG information by firms is too infrequent to be useful. 

• Lack of reliability of data/lack of audit and assurance. 
• There is too much disclosure, making it difficult to filter out what is material. 

• I have insufficient skills to analyze ESG information. 
 

E. Materiality and impact of COVID-19 
 

31. Which of the following claims on sustainability and profit making you consider the most accurate? 
Select one 
• Financial returns need to be sacrificed in sustainable investing. 

• Financial returns cannot be maximised in sustainable investing. 

• Sustainable investing can help to increase my portfolio value. 
 
32. To what extent you agree with the following statements? I consider ESG information material 

when making investment decisions because… Scale from not at all (the 1st option) to great extent (the 5th 
option) 
• ESG information affects companies’ brand and reputation in the long-term. 

• ESG information reveals potential litigation and regulatory challenges that companies may face. 

• ESG information reflects companies’ approach to long-term business strategy. 
• ESG information reflects the quality of business management. 
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• ESG information reveals how companies relate to the growing pressure of exposure to by e.g. consumers, 
workers or policymakers. 

• ESG information reflects companies’ market position concerning other companies in the industry. 
• I do not believe that ESG information is essential in investment decisions. 

 
33. How has the pandemic changed your investment strategy? Choose as many as needed 

• I have started investing during the pandemic as the market offered attractive possibilities. 
• I invest significantly more money as the prices in the market are exceptionally attractive. 

• I have sold a part of my holdings as the high volatility in the market raised some concerns. 
• I took advantage of high market volatility and I made short term profits. 

• I have started to choose more sustainable investment targets. 

• I have changed the type of my investable assets, for instance, from stocks to index funds. 
• Due to the pandemic, I have less funds to invest for long-term targets (e.g. mortgage, pension investments). 

• The pandemic did not affect my investment habits. 
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Appendix 2. Correlation matrix among investing strategies and age groups 
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*  Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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