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Ricardo de Moraes e Soares (Portugal), Alexandre Morais Nunes (Portugal),
Ana Catarina Kaizeler (Portugal), Clara Simdes Gariso (Portugal)

MEASURING ESG ADOPTION

IN INVESTMENT FUNDS: EVIDENCE

FROM THE PORTUGUESE ASSET
MANAGEMENT SECTOR

Abstract

The article observes the evolution of ESG adoption in Portuguese investment funds
during the period 2021-2024 in the context of the strengthening of the European
Union’s regulatory framework. The objective was to measure the degree of adoption
of the principles, the institutional asymmetries, and the temporal dynamics induced
by regulation. The study focused on four fund management companies, representing a
total of 259 active funds, and employed a composite indicator on a discrete scale [0.3],
defined on the basis of five ESG sub-dimensions. A structured content analysis and
descriptive statistics were conducted, allowing an assessment of the mean, median, ab-
solute and relative dispersion, skewness, and kurtosis of the distributions. The results
suggest a continuous growth of the average indicator, from 0.75 in 2021 to 2.20 in 2024,
accompanied by an increase in the median from 0.80 to 2.70. The standard deviation
increased from 0.36 to 0.93, reflecting a greater absolute heterogeneity, while the coef-
ficient of variation decreased from 0.48 to 0.32 between 2021 and 2022 and normal-
ized around 0.41-0.42. The distributions exhibit persistent negative skewness (between
—0.27 and —0.73) and negative kurtosis (between —1.85 and —1.70), which suggests an
absence of full convergence and persistence of structural asymmetries. The subdimen-
sions showed higher average values compared to those associated with quantitative
measurement and the principle of double materiality. The analysis concludes that the
inclusion of the metrics has evolved significantly, but asymmetries persist, which at-
tests to the validity of the indicator as an appropriate tool for conducting ESG analyses.

Keywords asset management, composite index, ESG integration,
European financial regulation, investment funds, non-
financial reporting, sustainable finance

JEL Classification G11, G32, Q56, M14

INTRODUCTION

The adoption of ESG (environmental, social, and governance) prin-
ciples in financial markets represents a structural shift in the mech-
anisms of intermediation, risk assessment, and the efficient alloca-
tion of capital, particularly within the European Union, where the
strengthening of the regulatory framework introduces heightened re-
quirements for transparency, standardization, and comparability in
non-financial reporting. It is within this framework that investment
funds assume a systemic role as instruments for implementing reg-
ulatory guidelines and allocating resources to investments in assets
aligned with sustainability objectives and are therefore fundamental
to the operationalization of sustainable finance policies.

Despite the growing institutionalization of ESG metrics, a method-
ological deficit still persists regarding the measurement of adoption
levels, particularly with regard to longitudinal assessment and per-
formance comparisons. The multiplicity of disclosure practices, the
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predominantly qualitative nature of the reported information, and the absence of standardized analyti-
cal benchmarks limit the robustness of analyses and compromise comparability. This situation limits
the assessment of the effectiveness of the regulatory framework and the extent to which ESG risks and

impacts are incorporated into investment processes.

The research problem stems from the need to quantify the levels of adoption of ESG metrics in invest-
ment funds from a comparative and longitudinal perspective.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

AND HYPOTHESES

The specialized literature has increasingly ob-
served the role of ESG metrics in redefining the
relationship between risk, return, and long-term
value creation. The traditional perspective of fi-
nance, focused exclusively on maximizing risk-
adjusted return (Fama & French, 1992), has been
progressively integrated with approaches that at-
test to the relevance of non-financial risks (Friede
et al.,, 2015), socio-environmental externalities
(Bolton et al., 2021), and corporate actors in per-
formance assessments (Eccles et al., 2014) within
a broader context of sustainability-orientated eco-
nomic transformation (Eelager et al., 2025).

The doctrine has shown that most empirical studies
identify a positive or statistically insignificant rela-
tionship between ESG performance and financial
performance (Velte, 2017). This situation has con-
tradicted the hypothesis of a structural trade-off
between sustainability and profitability (Khan et
al,, 2016). Other studies argue that the adoption of
more robust ESG metrics leads to lower capital costs
(Ghoul et al., 2011), higher levels of efficiency (Porter
& Kramer, 2011), and resilience in periods of finan-
cial instability (Lins et al., 2017), which, in principle,
reflect more effective risk management and stronger
governance (Giese et al., 2019). More recent evidence
further suggests that ESG-orientated investment
strategies contributed to portfolio diversification and
improved risk management during periods of uncer-
tainty (Ameur et al., 2025).

In the context of investment funds, the literature
suggests an expansion in the supply of products
classified as sustainable (Riedl & Smeets, 2017),
followed by a significant increase in demand from
investors (Bollen, 2007), reflecting the growing
relevance of ESG considerations in investment de-
cision-making processes (McCluskey, 2012). This
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trend is particularly pronounced in Europe, where
the strengthening of the regulatory framework has
acted as a catalyst for the integration of ESG prin-
ciples into investment processes (Martini, 2021)
and the reinforcement of non-financial reporting
(Hummel & Schlick, 2016). Investment funds have
also been increasingly recognized as key actors in
directing capital flows toward sustainable economic
activities and influencing the broader sustainability
transition (Fichtner et al., 2025). Furthermore, di-
versification strategies have continued to play a cen-
tral role in the efficiency of the investment alloca-
tion process (Askarzadeh et al., 2025).

The concept of materiality is, in fact, a key element in
assessing the relevance of information disclosed by
financial agents (Avi, 2022). Initially associated with
financial materiality, the concept has evolved to in-
clude environmental and social impact dimensions,
reflecting a more inclusive view of value creation
(Dunfjall, 2025). In the European context, the evolu-
tion of the concept is embodied in the establishment
of the principle of double materiality (Baumiiller &
Sopp, 2022), which requires a two-dimensional as-
sessment of ESG metrics: on the one hand, the finan-
cial impacts of ESG risks and opportunities on enti-
ties (Panfilo et al., 2025) and, on the other hand, the
impacts of economic activities on the environment
and society (Bebbington et al., 2008). This approach
differs from other international benchmarks, which
tend to focus almost exclusively on financial materi-
ality (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018) or impact ma-
teriality (Adams, 2017).

The literature identifies serious challenges in the
operationalization of double materiality (Macuda
& Kobiela-Pionnier, 2025), especially in the finan-
cial sector (Menicucci, 2025), where the indirect
impacts of investment decisions are complex, dif-
fuse, and difficult to quantify (Heeb et al., 2022).
These difficulties thus contribute to asymmetric
reporting practices (Agapova et al., 2025), which

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/imfi.23(2).2026.25
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limit and reduce the comparability of informa-
tion disclosed between funds and management
companies (Weichao et al., 2019). The difficulty of
obtaining consistent and decision-useful ESG in-
formation has also been identified as a significant
barrier to the effective incorporation of sustain-
ability considerations into investment decisions
(Jonsdottir et al., 2022).

The measurement of ESG metrics adoption has of-
ten been carried out through ESG ratings designed
by international institutions (Louche et al., 2022).
However, the most recent studies show that there
are methodological differences between ratings
(Chen et al., 2025), resulting from methodological
differences (Lukacs & Molnar, 2025), divergent in-
dicator choices and weighting systems (Shi & Yao,
2025), which compromise the reliability and com-
parability of the results (Billio et al., 2020).

The excessive reliance on external metrics and
the prevalence of declarative disclosures rein-
forces the risk of greenwashing practices (Janik
& Ryszko, 2025) and hinder empirical analysis of
ESG metric adoption (Michelon et al., 2015). In
this context, the literature highlights the need to
develop alternative indicators (Gibson et al., 2021),
based on verifiable information (Simnett et al.,
2009) and aligned with the new regulatory frame-
work (Cochran et al., 2025), which allows for the
measurement and observation, in a structured
and replicable manner, of the degree of adoption
of the ESG methodology (Cunha et al., 2025).

The growing relevance of ESG metrics is also asso-
ciated with the increasing role of institutional in-
vestors in promoting corporate sustainability and
green innovation through capital allocation and
engagement mechanisms (Wang, 2025). Likewise,
the integration of environmental, social, and gov-
ernance considerations into the investment de-
cision-making process has become increasingly
associated with broader sustainable investment
frameworks aimed at optimizing economic, envi-
ronmental, and social outcomes (Baffo etal., 2024).

The study aims to develop an indicator that will
enable a multidimensional assessment of this phe-
nomenon and facilitate comparative and longitu-
dinal analyses of the degree of ESG integration
within the asset management sector in Portugal.

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/imfi.23(2).2026.25

These hypotheses arise directly from the literature
review, the regulatory context, and the conceptu-
al structure of the indicator. To this end, the re-
search hypotheses are as follows:

HI: The ESG indicator significantly discrimi-
nates between levels of adoption of ESG prin-
ciples among investment fund management
companies.

H2: The ESG sub-indicators show positive inter-
nal consistency and reflect a solid structure
for the adoption of the ESG methodology
among investment funds.

H3: Funds that, under the SFDR, report on en-
vironmental and social impacts (Article 8)
or the pursuit of sustainable investment ob-
jectives (Article 9) have higher levels of ESG
adoption than funds that do not integrate
sustainability factors into their investment
processes (Article 6).

H4: The sub-indicators related to the integration
and reporting of ESG principles show higher
average values than the sub-indicators asso-
ciated with the quantitative measurement of
impacts and double materiality.

H5: The indicator shows temporal variations
consistent with the evolution of the regula-
tory framework and ESG reporting practices
of investment funds.

The research hypotheses thus aim to demonstrate
the indicator’s ability to reflect, in a consistent and
comparable manner, the degree of implementation
of ESG metrics in Portuguese investment funds.

2. METHODS

The model adopted aims to operationalize the
measurement of the extent to which ESG metrics
are adopted by investment funds by defining an
indicator (ESGindex). The indicator was devel-
oped to standardize the various qualitative data
disclosed in the reports of management compa-
nies and funds into quantitative metrics that en-
able time-series and comparative analyses be-
tween market participants.
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The approach is based on structured content anal-
ysis, using a discrete scoring system, in line with
the current regulatory context and sustainable
finance doctrine. The indicator consists of five
sub-indicators that reflect the dimensions of ESG
methodology adoption:

(i) ESG integration in investment policies and
8 p
processes;

(ii) compliance with SFDR;
(iii) adoption of the double materiality principle;

(iv) use of ESG quantitative metrics and indica-
tors; and

(v) governance, transparency, and quality of ESG
reporting.

The methodology focused on four investment
fund management entities, selected to reflect
different institutional structures: one publicly
owned (Entity A), two privately owned (Entities
B and C), and one mutual (Entity D). This diver-
sity enables the identification of potential struc-
tural asymmetries associated with the entities’
capital origins and organizational models.

To carry out the analysis, various documentary
sources were systematically collected and ana-
lyzed, including annual reports, corporate gover-
nance reports, sustainability reports, investment
prospectuses, and sustainability indicators pub-
lished by the entities between 2021 and 2024. The
documents are available on the funds’ institution-
al websites.

The sub-indicators were assessed on a discrete
scale of 0 to 3, where higher values reflect greater
maturity in the implementation of ESG principles.
The indicator is defined as the simple arithmetic
mean of the five sub-indicators:

ESGindex,, :l "SI - 1)
i, n j=l
to
SI, ., €{0,1, ..,n}. )
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Given that each sub-indicator is limited to the
range [0,3], the indicator’s domain is limited to:

ESGindexl.’t [0,3] s 3)

where SI, | corresponds to the value of sub-indi-
cator j assigned to entity i, in period t;j = 1, 2, ...,
n represents each of the ESG analysis dimensions;
while the factor 1/n reflects the normalization of
the indicators. That is:

InESG,, + ReSFDR,
ESGindex,, = 1 +DM, , + MET,, , (@)
+GTQORnE;,

where InESG,, corresponds to the level of inclu-
sion of ESG criteria in investment policies and
processes; ReSFDRm indicates the level of com-
pliance with SFDR requirements; DM, , indicates
the degree of application of the double materiality
principle; MET,, represents the levels of adoption
of ESG quantitative metrics and indicators; and
GTRnF,, accommodates the levels of governance
quality, transparency, and non-financial reporting.

The adoption of equal weightings signals support
for the theory of neutral weights and the meth-
odological option aimed at achieving simplicity,
transparency, and comparability (Miinstermann,
2015).

The application of the indicator follows a sequen-
tial method that includes sample definition, docu-
ment collection, content analysis, scoring, indica-
tor calculation, comparative analysis, and valida-
tion testing of results.

The proposed methodology purposes to ensure
levels of transparency and replication, although
it is possible to identify, as a limitation, that ex-
cessive dependence on report disclosures may (or
may not) fully capture the effective adoption of
ESG principles.

3. RESULTS

The analysis is based on a descriptive statistical
approach and covers trends, absolute and relative
dispersion, asymmetries, and kurtosis, to indicate

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/imfi.23(2).2026.25
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the temporal evolution, distributive structure, and
degree of institutional heterogeneity linked to the
levels of adoption of ESG principles.

The adoption of various statistical models makes it
possible not only to assess the average level of in-
clusion of the metrics but also to understand how
the level is distributed among entities, the persis-
tence of structural asymmetries, and the degree of
convergence induced by the European regulatory
framework.

The results suggest the existence of a continuous
and monotonic trajectory of the indicator over the
periods under review, suggesting a progressive
inclusion of ESG principles in companies’” invest-
ment, governance, and reporting processes.

The average results suggest an increase in the
adoption of principles from 0.75 (in 2021) to 1.35
(in 2022) and from 2.05 (in 2023) to 2.20 (in 2024).
This situation reflects a deepening of ESG princi-
ples adoption, particularly between 2022 and 2023
(Figure 1). The pattern is solid, with the gradual
consolidation of the obligations imposed by the
SFDR and the anticipation of the requirements
presented by the CSRD, particularly regarding
transparency, classification of financial products,
and disclosure of sustainability risks.

The evolution of the median follows the evolution
of the average, rising from 0.80 (in 2021) to 1.60
(in 2022) and from 2.50 (in 2023) to 2.70 (in 2024).
The relative proximity between the mean and the
median, especially in recent years, suggests a re-
duction in asymmetry and greater relative unifor-
mity in ESG adoption levels, although this does
not necessarily imply full convergence between
entities. In the early years (2021-2022), the me-
dian is higher than the average, indicating that
the presence of lower values of the indicator has
a downward drag effect on the average (Figure 1).
The pattern confirms the evidence that ESG adop-
tion does not take place uniformly, being condi-
tioned by institutional and strategic differences
between management companies.

An analysis of absolute dispersion, measured by
standard deviation, reveals a progressive increase
in the variability of indicator values. The standard
deviation increases from 0.36 (in 2021) to 0.43 (in

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/imfi.23(2).2026.25

2022) and from 0.84 (in 2023) t0 0.93 (in 2024). The
increase reflects the fact that, as the average level
of ESG implementation increases, the absolute
differences between entities also tend to increase,
particularly when management companies tend to
adopt the principles more quickly (Figure 2).

The analysis of relative dispersion, using the coeffi-
cient of variation, provided a more detailed read-
ing of the phenomenon. The coefficient of varia-
tion decreases from 0.48 (in 2021) to 0.32 (in 2022),
suggesting a period of relative convergence asso-
ciated with the cross-cutting implementation of
the SFDR minimum requirements. The decrease
in dispersion indicates that, at first, the regulatory
framework acts as a harmonization mechanism,
softening the relative differences between entities
(Figure 2).

In subsequent years, the coefficient of variation
normalizes around 0.41 and 0.42, suggesting that,
although initial convergence remains, there is per-
sistent structural heterogeneity associated with dif-
ferent strategies for implementing ESG principles,
levels of investment in measurement systems, and
distinct organizational capacities. The results in-
dicate that the disciplining effect of regulation is
indispensable but insufficient to ensure full uni-
formity in ESG adoption.

The asymmetry of the indicator distributions as-
sumes, based on the Fisher—Pearson coeflicient,
negative values in all periods, ranging from
—0.270 (2021) to around —0.73 (from 2022 to 2024)

(Figure 3). In 2021, the asymmetry is negatively
moderate, suggesting an almost symmetrical dis-
tribution, albeit slightly skewed towards lower val-
ues of the indicator. This pattern is consistent with
the initial stage of ESG adoption, in which entities
with incipient levels of adoption coexist with oth-
ers that are slightly more advanced.

From 2022 onwards, there is a noticeable intensifi-
cation of the negative asymmetry, which remains
stable until 2024. This behavior indicates the for-
mation of a persistent left tail, associated with
management companies that remain at relatively
low levels of ESG metric adoption, despite being
part of a context of generalized increase in the
average indicator. The evidence suggests that the
evolution of the average indicator is driven mainly
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Figure 1. Temporal evolution of the Average and Median of the Indicator (2021-2024)

by the entities that are most advanced in the in-
clusion of ESG metrics, while a set of the sample
shows slower and more limited progress. The re-
sult is, in fact, consistent, since the literature iden-
tifies an asymmetric adoption of ESG principles,
especially with regard to the operationalization of
double materiality and the quantification of im-
pacts, elements that require organizational matu-
rity and investment in information systems.

The kurtosis (excess) analysis shows negative val-
ues throughout the periods, ranging from -1.85

1.00
0.90
0.80
0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10

0.00

2021 2022

(in 2021) to —1.70 (in 2024) (Figure 3). The values
characterize platykurtic distributions, i.e., rela-
tively flat, with a lower concentration of obser-
vations around the mean and greater dispersion
of values throughout the observation interval.
Kurtosis is strongly negative in 2021, reflecting
a particularly dispersed distribution, typical of a
context where there is not yet a predominant pat-
tern of ESG adoption. In subsequent periods, de-
spite a slight approximation of the kurtosis values
to zero, the distribution remains structurally flat,
indicating that the average improvement in the in-

:

=eo—Standard deviation
—eo— Coefficient of Variation

2023 2024

Figure 2. Temporal evolution of the Standard Deviation and Coefficient of Variation
of the Indicator (2021-2024)
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dicator does not translate into a significant con-
centration of entities around a common level of
ESG maturity.

The adoption pattern suggests that the regulato-
ry harmonization provided for by the SFDR and,
more recently, by the CSRD, has contributed to an
increase in the average degree of inclusion of ESG
metrics but does not eliminate disparities in the
way management companies adopt, operational-
ize, and report on ESG principles.

The matrix of sub-indicators enabled the operation-
alization of the indicator through a structured assess-
ment based solely on explicit documentary evidence
contained in the official reports of asset management
companies. The analysis focused on the sub-dimen-
sions and was conducted longitudinally (2021-2024).
The analysis identified possible patterns of temporal
evolution, institutional asymmetries, and structural
differences in the levels of adoption of ESG princi-
ples in each of the entities analyzed.

Regarding the InNESG dimension, the results sug-
gest a path of progressive deepening of the inte-
gration of ESG factors into investment decision-
making processes, albeit marked by significant
heterogeneity among the entities analyzed (Table
A3, Appendix).

In 2021, financial funds generally display generic
and declarative references to sustainability, with-
out effectively demonstrating the operational inte-
gration of the principles into their asset analysis or
selection models. Between 2022 and 2024, a pro-
gressive distinction between entities is noted.

Entities A and B show a gradual transition from
a mainly declarative approach to a more explicit
and operationalized incorporation of ESG factors,
reflected in the adoption of sector exclusion crite-
ria and the adoption of ESG factors in risk analy-
sis and management processes, as well as in ref-
erence to internal control and monitoring mecha-
nisms. Evidence also suggests that integration re-
mains, in many cases, more normative than fully
operationalized.

With regard to Entity C, it can be noted that, since

the initial stages, it has demonstrated structured
integration of the principles, as it benefits from

http://dx.doi.org/10.21511/imfi.23(2).2026.25

the group’s ESG policies in a consolidated and for-
malized manner, with clear coordination between
strategic guidelines and local processes. The maxi-
mum scores awarded in 2023 and 2024 reflect the
existence of formal and explicit mechanisms for
ESG adoption throughout the investment cycle.
Conversely, Entity D exhibits low levels, marked
by generic references to institutional sustainabil-
ity, without presenting evidence attesting to the
effective adoption of ESG criteria in investment
decision-making or monitoring processes. The
asymmetry between funds C and D attests that
the mere existence of strategic statements is not
sufficient to ensure the effective integration of the
principles.

With regard to the ReSFDR dimension, the results
suggest a different behavior from the other dimen-
sions, as they reflect the impact of the European
regulatory framework on the reformulation of in-
vestment fund reporting and classification prac-
tices (Table A3).

In 2021, all entities are in an initial phase of ad-
aptation, with incomplete disclosures and still in-
cipient classifications of funds under Articles 6, 8,
and 9 of the SFDR.

From 2022 onwards, a significant and relatively
uniform increase in scores can be observed, par-
ticularly in entities A, B, and C. This structural
leap stems from the formal inclusion of SFDR
formalities, including the regulatory classifica-
tion of funds, disclosure of standardized infor-
mation, and alignment with applicable RTS. The
reduction in relative dispersion in this dimen-
sion suggests that the SFDR acts as a mecha-
nism for minimum harmonization of reporting
practices. With regard to Entity D, although it
shows some progress, it remains largely associ-
ated with minimum disclosures, concentrated
on products classified under Article 6 and with-
out the necessary substantive depth of ESG con-
tent. The results show that regulatory compli-
ance does not necessarily imply qualitative ma-
turity in ESG integration.

The analysis of the DM dimension is particularly
illuminating and constitutes the main factor of
structural differentiation between management
companies (Table A3).
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In 2021, there is no evidence of the express adop-
tion of the double materiality principle in any of
the entities, which is consistent with the current
regulatory framework. Between 2022 and 2024, a
gradual and uneven evolution can be observed.

Entities A and B adopt structured ESG risk assess-
ments, gradually integrating the financial materi-
ality perspective, with brief references to impact
materiality. However, analysis of the reports sug-
gests that the assessments remain primarily fo-
cused on financial risks and do not fully apply the
concept of double materiality. Entity C consistent-
ly includes the principle, albeit aggregated at the
group level, which limits the granularity of fund
information. In contrast, Entity D shows no docu-
mentary evidence of applying the double material-
ity principle in any of the reporting periods.

According to the results, the principle of double
materiality represents a particularly demand-
ing dimension in methodological and analytical
terms and remains the main element in the adop-
tion of ESG principles.

With regard to the MET dimension, it is possible
to observe the existence of a persistent structural
asymmetry throughout the entire period analyzed
(Table 3). In 2021, the absence of quantitative ESG
metrics is common to most entities, with report-
ing being mainly limited to qualitative descrip-
tions, without any support from measurable or
systematized indicators.

In 2022, Entities A, B, and C report, in an incipient
but gradually more structured manner, quantita-
tive ESG indicators, including Key Performance
Indicators (KPIs) associated with emissions, sec-
tor exposure, and application of exclusion criteria.
In 2023 and 2024, some consolidation of ESG met-
rics can be observed, with greater detail and, in
specific cases, partial integration into time series.
However, even in the best-performing entities, the
documentary analysis reveals significant limita-
tions, such as the absence of explicit quantitative
targets, weak temporal consistency, and an un-
clear link between the metrics disclosed and ac-
tual investment decisions. Entity D, in turn, does
not present quantitative ESG metrics in any of the
periods, which reflects a very low level of maturity
in this dimension.
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In relation to the GTQRnF dimension, it consis-
tently scores higher than the others, especially
from 2022 onwards (Table 3). Entities A, B, and
C demonstrate formal ESG governance structures,
with clear allocation of responsibilities, the exis-
tence of dedicated committees or functions, and
consistency between the different institutional
reports.

Entity C stands out for its high level of documenta-
ry consistency and alignment between group poli-
cies and financial reporting. Entity D, although it
makes some institutional references to sustain-
ability, does not validate the existence of formal
ESG governance structures and systematic report-
ing processes integrated into asset management.

The results point to a gradual monotonic trajectory
of the dimensions (Table Al). The situation attests
to a progressive process of inclusion of the prin-
ciples by fund management companies (Figure 4).
Regarding the dimensions of ESG integration in in-
vestment processes (InESG), regulatory compliance
with the SFDR (ReSFDR) and governance, trans-
parency, and quality of ESG reporting (GTQRnF),
higher average levels have been noted since the first
period, with marked growth between 2021 and
2023 and stabilization around values close to the
upper limit of the scale in 2024. The pattern points
to consolidation in the inclusion of regulatory and
non-financial reporting practices. In contrast, the
dimensions of adoption of the double materiality
principle (DM) and use of quantitative ESG met-
rics and indicators (MET) show significantly lower
initial values and a more gradual evolution over the
series. Despite the growth observed from 2022 on-
wards, the DM and MET dimensions will remain
at lower average levels in 2024. This situation attests
to the presence of constant structural asymmetries
in the analytical and quantitative operationaliza-
tion of the metrics. The results illustrate a phased
adoption of sustainability principles, in which the
dimensions of strategic integration and reporting
precede the strengthening of impact measurement
and assessment practices.

Regarding the average interdimensional profile of
the indicator, in 2021, the graph (Figure 3) sug-
gests asymmetric ESG adoption, with the dimen-
sions of governance, transparency, and quality
of reporting (GTQRnF) and ESG integration in
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Figure 3. Temporal evolution of average ESG values (2021-2024)
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Figure 4. Average interdimensional profile of the ESG indicator (2021-2024)

investment processes (InESG) exhibiting higher the double materiality principle (DM) show nota-

average levels. This situation reflects greater insti- bly lower average values.
tutional maturity and alignment with European

regulations. Conversely, the dimensions of quan- The values point to limitations in analytical opera-
titative ESG measurement (MET) and adoption of tionalization and quantification of impacts. The
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ReSFDR dimension, in turn, occupies an interme-
diate position. That is, the values point to limita-
tions in analytical operationalization and quanti-
fication of impacts. The values reveal limitations
in analytical operationalization and impact quan-
tification. The ReSFDR dimension, in turn, occu-
pies an intermediate position. That is, the values
point to a disciplining effect of European regula-
tion, although it is insufficient to ensure effective
ESG integration (Figure 4).

The indicator’s average interdimensional profile
radar for 2022 shows a significant and balanced
expansion in the adoption of ESG principles. This
situation reflects relatively remarkable progress
compared to the 2021 period. The dimensions of
ESG integration in investment processes (InESG),
legal compliance with the SFDR (ReSFDR), and
governance, transparency, and quality of report-
ing (GTQRnF) converge towards a similar average
value. Non-financial reporting by funds signals a
simultaneous consolidation of institutional prac-
tices, greater regulatory alignment, and improved
reporting quality. At the same time, there has been
material progress in adopting the double materi-
ality (DM) principle and implementing quantita-
tive ESG metrics and indicators (MET). Although
below the other dimensions, the results attest to
a transition from predominantly declarative re-
porting approaches to more structured analytical
practices, particularly in the identification of im-
pacts and the inclusion of measurable indicators
(Figure 4).

In 2023, the average interdimensional profile of
the indicator suggests an asymmetrical structure,
but one that is clearly more mature than in pre-
vious years. The dimensions of ESG integration
in investment processes (InESG), SFDR compli-
ance (ReSFDR), and governance, transparency,
and reporting quality (GTQRnF) show high aver-
age values, generating a balanced core on the ra-
dar. The pattern suggests an advanced degree of
institutionalization of practices, strongly based
on European regulatory requirements and for-
mal governance and reporting mechanisms. In
contrast, the dimension of the double materiality
(DM) principle remains below the others, confirm-
ing that the analytical operationalization of the
dual financial and impact perspective continues
to represent the main methodological constraint.
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The MET dimension occupies an intermediate
position, reflecting progress in the disclosure of
quantitative ESG metrics, albeit with limitations
in terms of temporal consistency and integration
into decision-making processes (Figure 4).

The average interdimensional profile of the indica-
tor in 2024 suggests that there is an advanced stage
of adoption of the principles, but that it is structur-
ally asymmetrical. The dimensions of ESG integra-
tion in investment processes (InESG), regulatory
compliance (ReSFDR), and governance, transpar-
ency, and quality of ESG reporting (GTQRnF)
show high average values close to the upper limit
of the scale. This situation reflects high levels of
institutional maturity, robust governance mecha-
nisms, and alignment with the European regula-
tory framework, especially with regard to transpar-
ency and classification requirements for financial
products. The dimensions of the principle of dou-
ble materiality (DM) and inclusion of quantitative
metrics and indicators (MET), despite slight ad-
vances, still show relatively low levels. This situation
reflects persistent difficulties in the analytical oper-
ationalization of impacts. The result indicates that
the integration of the principles remains predomi-
nantly oriented towards regulatory compliance and
reporting, to the detriment of the systematic and
quantitatively consistent measurement of environ-
mental and social risks and impacts (Figure 4).

The standard attests that the dimensions associ-
ated with reporting and governance tend to show
higher levels of maturity than those related to op-
erationalization and measurement, a phenome-
non widely documented in the academic literature
on ESG.

The empirical evidence supports all five research
hypotheses. Accordingly, H1, H2, H3, H4 and H5
are accepted, as the ESGindex reveals discrimi-
natory capacity, internal consistency, regulatory
sensitivity, interdimensional differentiation and
temporal variation consistent with the evolution
of ESG reporting practices.

4. DISCUSSION

The upward trajectory of the ESG indicator be-
tween 2021 and 2024 appears to corroborate the
trend documented in the literature regarding the
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progressive incorporation of ESG factors into fi-
nancial markets (Friede et al., 2015; Eccles et al.,
2014). In fact, a more rigorous analysis of the re-
sults suggests that this evolution does not neces-
sarily entail a structural transformation of deci-
sion-making processes, but rather a strengthen-
ing of non-financial reporting practices and legal
compliance. The results thus introduce a signifi-
cant degree of disagreement with the literature
that directly links ESG adoption to a substantive
reconfiguration of the financial model.

In line with Michelon et al. (2015) and Christensen
et al. (2019), the data suggest that the observed
growth may partly reflect the dynamics of institu-
tional legitimization of European regulations, in
which ESG reporting assumes a symbolic rather
than an operational function.

The validation of hypothesis HI confirms the dis-
criminatory power of the indicator but, more im-
portantly, highlights the persistence of structural
heterogeneity within the sector. The results are
thus in line with Berg et al. (2022), who identify
significant divergences in ESG adoption among
financial institutions, as well as with Eccles et al.
(2014) and Giese et al. (2019), who focus on the
role of institutional factors in the adoption of
these practices. However, unlike some of the lit-
erature suggesting a trend towards convergence
driven by market forces and sector regulation, the
results indicate that convergence is only partial.
The existence of asymmetries suggests that the dif-
fusion of ESG metrics follows an uneven pattern,
whereby fund management companies with great-
er organizational capacity and integration adopt
the practices more rapidly, whilst others remain
in the early stages of implementation.

With regard to Hypothesis H2, the internal consis-
tency of the indicator confirms its methodological
robustness but at the same time reveals a struc-
tural asymmetry between dimensions. Empirical
evidence shows that the components associated
with governance, transparency, and reporting
(GTQRnF) and formal integration (InESG) exhib-
it higher levels of maturity, whereas quantitative
measurement (MET) and dual materiality (DM)
remain clearly less developed. The pattern ob-
served is consistent with the arguments of Gibson
et al. (2021) and Michelon et al. (2015), who high-
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light the predominance of disclosure practices
over effective integration. The results suggest that
ESG adoption occurs in phases; that is, the process
begins with the more normative dimensions and
evolves, slowly and incompletely, towards the ana-
lytical and quantitative dimensions.

The evidence regarding Hypothesis H3 confirms
the role of the European regulatory framework,
particularly the SFDR, as a catalyst for ESG adop-
tion, in line with Hummel and Schlick (2016) and
Martini (2021). Funds classified under Articles 8
and 9 exhibit higher levels of adoption, suggest-
ing that regulation acts as an incentive and sig-
naling mechanism. However, the results also cor-
roborate the criticism of Christensen et al. (2021)
by showing that regulatory compliance does not
automatically translate into substantive integra-
tion. Regulatory classification can therefore be
analyzed as an imperfect proxy for ESG maturi-
ty, reflecting the ability to adapt to the regulatory
framework rather than the effective internaliza-
tion of the principles.

The validation of Hypothesis H4 constitutes one
of the study’s most significant contributions, as
it highlights the difficulties involved in opera-
tionalizing ESG metrics. The systematic inferior-
ity of the MET and DM dimensions confirms the
limitations identified by Heeb et al. (2022) and
Menicucci (2025), particularly within the finan-
cial sector, where impacts are indirect and diffi-
cult to quantify. The results reinforce the view that
dual materiality, despite being widely promoted in
the European context (Baumiiller & Sopp, 2022),
remains a concept that is difficult to apply empiri-
cally. Furthermore, the results are also in line with
Jorgensen et al. (2021), in that they show that the
measurement of ESG impacts remains one of the
main constraints to the effective integration of
these metrics into non-financial reporting.

From a strictly temporal perspective, the results
of Hypothesis H5 suggest that the tightening of
regulation contributed to an initial convergence
of practices but did not eliminate the structural
differences between entities. The evidence is con-
sistent with Bolton et al. (2021) and Agapova et al.
(2025), who argue that regulation is a necessary
but not sufficient condition for change in the fi-
nancial system. The stabilization of the coeflicient
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of variation, following an initial period of decline,
suggests that, after the implementation of mini-
mum requirements, the trajectories of institutions
diverge depending on the capabilities and strate-
gies of each entity.

Analysis of the indicator’s distributions adds an
important critical dimension. The persistence of
negative skewness and platykurtic distributions
suggests that the sector’s average performance
is driven by a subset of more advanced entities,
whilst others remain consistently below the av-
erage level. This pattern is consistent with the lit-
erature on greenwashing (Janik & Ryszko, 2025),
which argues that ESG integration can take vari-
ous forms, ranging from substantive adoption to
merely declarative practices. The evidence thus
supports the concerns of Billio et al. (2020) and
Chen et al. (2025) regarding the comparability and
reliability of ESG metrics.

From a methodological perspective, the evidence
attests to the value of the indicator in relation
to current ESG models by addressing criticisms
regarding methodological opacity and the low
agreement between assessments (Louche et al,
2022; Billio et al., 2020). However, the results also
reveal a fundamental limitation: the reliance on
information disclosed by the entities themselves.
In line with Simnett et al. (2009), this reliance may
introduce potential reporting biases and thus lim-
it the indicator’s ability to measure levels of effec-
tive adoption.

The results do not fully support the optimistic
view found in the literature, which links the ex-
pansion of ESG metrics to structural transforma-
tion in the financial sector. On the contrary, they
suggest a process that is incomplete, asymmetri-
cal, and shaped by institutional and regulatory

factors. The main contribution, therefore, lies in
highlighting the distinction between regulatory
compliance, reporting quality, and substantive in-
tegration, thereby reinforcing the need to define
more robust metrics and verification mechanisms
that enable the current limitations of ESG analysis
to be overcome.

In terms of implications, the results suggest that
deepening the European regulatory framework
must be accompanied by the definition of clear
methodological guidelines, particularly regard-
ing the operationalization of double materiality
and the standardization of quantitative ESG met-
rics. However, there remains a risk that funds will
adopt a markedly formalistic approach to report-
ing, which limits the potential of ESG principles as
a tool for risk management, long-term value cre-
ation and efficient capital allocation, as argued by
Porter and Kramer (2011) and Khan et al. (2016).

Empirically, the indicator demonstrates discrimi-
natory power and internal consistency, which sup-
ports its use in comparative analyses. The integra-
tion of the indicator into panel data models also
enables the analysis of the temporal dynamics of
metric adoption, as well as the investigation of po-
tential causal relationships between the degree of
ESG incorporation, financial performance, and
the risk profile of investment funds, opening up
avenues for further research.

Future research may thus extend the use of the in-
dicator to other institutional contexts, explore the
relationship between the adoption of ESG prin-
ciples and financial performance or fund risk in
greater depth, and incorporate microeconomic
data and additional control variables, thereby
strengthening the robustness and validity of the
generalization of the results.

CONCLUSION

The study aimed to define an indicator capable of quantifying, in a comparable and longitudinal man-
ner, the degree of adoption of ESG metrics in Portuguese investment funds. The results indicate a pro-
gressive and consistent evolution in the average level of ESG adoption between 2021 and 2024 and reflect
a gradual deepening of the integration of these principles into investment processes and non-financial
reporting. However, an initial reduction in relative dispersion followed by stabilization can be observed,
as well as the persistence of structural asymmetries among financial institutions. At the same time, the
dimensions associated with governance, transparency, and regulatory compliance show higher levels of
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implementation, compared with the quantitative measurement and operationalization of double mate-
riality, which remain in their initial stages. Finally, it can be concluded that the adoption of ESG met-
rics in the asset management sector in Portugal has made significant progress but remains uneven and
incomplete. The situation highlights the predominance of practices focused on regulatory compliance
and reporting, to the detriment of analytical and substantive integration. The results indicate that the
European regulatory framework is a key factor in the uptake of ESG, although it is insufficient to ensure
full convergence and the maturity of measurement models. The effective integration of ESG practices
depends on the definition of robust models, the effective adoption of the principle of double materiality,
and further improvements in the quality and verifiability of non-financial information.
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APPENDIX A

Table Al. Scoring matrix for ESG principles adoption dimensions and ESG Index calculation
by management company (2021-2024)

Reporting
Period

Sub-
indicators

Dimensions

Management Companies

2021

2022

2023

2024

ESG Integration in Investment Policies and Processes

1

o
100

TWINIWIWIWIWININIWIWINIRLRIRLRINININIOIO Ik

1

PRI INININIOIO I

Entity A | Entity B | Entity C : Entity D

2

IR IR INININIR, IO

0

262624 06
ESGindex 2024 2,0 2,8 2,6 0,6
Table A2. Statistical characterization of the distributive properties, asymmetry, and kurtosis
of the ESGindex (2021-2024)
Variable Average Median iMinimum iMaximumi Standard §Coefﬁ'C|e.nt of | Fisher—Pearson Kur't05|s
: : : : Variation asymmetry (Risk)

2021 ;

2022

L2003

2024

0,7500 0,8000 : 0,2000 1,2000
1,3500 1,6000 | 0,6000 1,6000
2,0500 2,5000  0,6000 2,6000
2,2000 2,7000 0,6000 _ 2,8000

. deviation

70,2075 .

-1,8536
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Table A3. ESGindex assessment matrix: objective scoring criteria, justifications, and entity-level results (2021-2024)

direct integration into

) - e s ~ cpr s o0 e e < e e
. . = I L Justification Justification Justification Justification
Dimensions S Objective criteria S S S S
a ~ or scores ~ or scores N or scores ~ or scores
f f fi f
Entity A
; i No reference to ESG in the investment ; Incorporation of ESG H - .
0T . o ) : Explicit and cross-cutting
policy ) The report recognizes criteria into investment : . }
""""""""""" P Recognizes the relevance . integration of ESG
Generic reference to ESG, with no the relevance of ESG processes, with L )
1. . A of ESG factors. No formal ) ) criteria into investment
impact on the decision-making process ) factors. Integration reference to exclusion . ;
: ESG i A mechanisms or procedures ) ) ) policy, including
: L Partial ESG integration (exclusions, . i is described at a mechanisms, and )
i Integrationin : 2 . ) A are identified to ensure . . . sector exclusions,
‘ basic screening, reference to scoring) . ; macro level, without integration of ESG factors ) .
INESG Investment i TSRS Bl men s a2l ] the systematic integration 2 : : 3 i . X : 3 incorporation of ESG
L o operational detail into financial analysis and ;
Policies and H of ESG criteria into the ) ) : ) : factors into the asset
: - ) ) . regarding systematic management practices. )
Processes : Systematic integration (ESG investment analysis, . : N . selection process,
i ) . ) L ncorporation into asset : The information goes
3 iincorporated into selection, selection or monitoring . . > and reference to
: o ) analysis, selection, and beyond declarative ;
i monitoring, and stewardship) processes. o management practices
: monitoring processes. statements and reveals :
: : . . . and commitment.
e e e _.i.operationalintegration. | i T
e i Formal compliance with :
Article 6 Voluntary disclosure of SFDR requirements Full compliance with e
e T ST L ) : S Formal classification of
Classification Article 8, without responsible investment is observed, with transparency obligations )
2 . T - o L ) funds under Articles 8
detailed PAI principles, prior to the SFDR explicit classification under the SFDR is ;
L B X : . : . X X : and 9Ofthe SFDR[ W|th
H ) : becoming mandatory. The : of funds and provision i verified, including the . L
i Compliance H ) > ) L : : e disclosure of Principal
ReSFDR with the SEDR 1 information presented is 2 i of minimum regulatory @ 3 classification of funds 3 Adverse Impacts (PA)
Articles 8/9 with Principal Adverse essentially institutional in information. Disclosure in Articles 8 and 9 and . P .
) ) . ) and alignment with
3 iImpacts, Regulatory Technical nature and does not yet of the main adverse the disclosure of PAl'in .
; . ) ) . . Regulatory Technical
Standards, and full disclosures constitute strict regulatory impacts is aggregated accordance with the
: ) A . Standards (RTS).
H compliance. and not fully applicable RTS in 2023.
....................................................................... operationalized. . . . OSSN
0 : Absence of the concept H ) o : i Explicit identification of
- =R The concept of i The report identifies the : 'p o
ri . ; e ; - A ) : financial risks related
: T " R - ) i materiality is referred to ! ¢ financial risks associated :
.... SG financial risk assessment i i No explicit reference is made : ) . H H . ; : to ESG factors and
. H H in general terms in the with ESG factorsin a
Adoption of to the concept of double ) - assessment of the
o . . group’s sustainability structured manner. H ) .
the Principle i materiality or equivalent ) . : i environmental and social
DM H H ) ) ) H eport, with no evidence i 2 The assessment of 3 10 ) )
of Double : ) i exercises of two-dimensional : : : . L ¢ impacts associated with
o i Two-way assessment (impacts + i . : of a structured double i environmental and social : . o
Materiality 3 i, L i assessment of ESG risks and L : . ) investment activities,
i financial risks) : . : materiality methodology : impacts is present, but . A
: impacts. : ) : : ) . : with methodological
applied to fund i not yet systematizedina :
. : : o ) Lo reference to the
management activities. fully bidirectional logic. .
....................................................................... . . R ...materiality process.
Absence of metrics ) Relevant quantitative Disclosure of
There are occasional . o
: sp a references to ESG ESG indicators are quantitative ESG
Use of ESG 2 iQuantitative ESG KPIs i Absence of quantitative . : disclosed; however, (environmental and
T B . . . |nd|cators, mostl\/ of an . ) .
metrics and ESG indicators applied ) ; the absence of social) indicators, even
MET L ) 1 xternal nature, without : 2 . 2 ) )
quantitative : to investment fundsor ) H formalized targets and without consolidated
L : ) ) : ) Lo emporal consistency or . . ; .
indicators 3 :KPIs + targets + time series i measurable impact metrics. : : consistent time series quantitative targets or

the financial report.

limits the maturity of
measurement.

i complete time series for

all indicators.
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Table A3 (cont.). ESGindex assessment matrix: objective scoring criteria, justifications, and entity-level results (2021-2024)

. . — L N Justification 8N Justification 9 Justification Justification
Dimensions Objective criteria ‘o P o PO
N for scores N for scores ‘N for scores for scores
Entity A
bsence of ESG framework There is a formal ESG ) N Existence of a formal
T ) There is a formal ESG The report highlights a
esponsi ; governance structure, with ; . ; ; ESG governance
S : o i governance architecture ¢ formal ESG governance )
Governance, ormal ESG structure ; assigned responsibilities i . ) : . structure, with clearly
S RS R ) : in place, with defined structure, with clearly P o
i Transparency : and defined oversight A ) i i ) ol i assigned responsibilities,
GTQRnNF . ; P2 - Do i oversight mechanisms. i 3 i assigned responsibilities ; . ) -
i and Quality of : mechanisms. Reporting is : . : : L i defined internal policies,
; L SG governance + structured and A H i However, the reporting : and high internal ;
i ESG reporting i 3 . . onsistent, although not very : : ) : ) and structured and
H H i auditable reporting - ; lacks granularity at the consistency between i ) ) .
: : : disaggregated at the asset LT : consistent non-financial
. individual fund level. documents. : .
management activity level. . . . ..reporfing. .
0,80 : 1,60 2,60 2,80
Entity B
: ) . Formal integration
The investment policy ) g‘ .
. o S . of ESG criteria into
Comaric rofaran TG Wi ns The report mentions the explicitly incorporates Explicit integration investment analvsis
ESG 1 i, . - consideration of ESG factors, ESG factors. The of ESG criteria into ) ysis,
L impact on the decision-making process . o . . . selection, and
Integration in i T T but without explaining description remains investment processes, L
Partial ESG integration (exclusions, . . ; . A . monitoring processes,
INESG Investment 2 . ) A 1 ¢ the methodology for their 2 largely declarative, with : 3 with exclusion policies 3 )
o basic screening, reference to scoring) . - ) o with reference to
Policiesand it e B e B effective incorporation into no clear evidence of and monitoring exclusion policies and
Processes i Systematic integration (ESG i investment decision-making : systematic integration i mechanisms described in : incor oraFt)'ion of ESG
3 iincorporated into selection, processes. into decision-making a consistent manner. P ) .
o A factors into portfolio
monitoring, and stewardship) models.
............................................................................... . . . . . . .....management.
bsence of SFDR disclosure Voluntary disclosure of Consistent compliance . ) -
v . A ) P . Compliance with SFDR Classification of funds
sclo cle 6) ESG commitments and with SFDR obligations, - }
P Lo A . A o transparency obligations, under Article 8 of the
) Classification Article 8, without adherence to international with clear categorization ) L .
Compliance 2 ) . with classification of SFDR, with structured
ReSFDR |~ " oo L il detailed PAL 1 principles (e.g., PRI), 2 ¢ of funds, mostly under : 3 . 300
i with the SFDR : : P HE o : ) : i funds under Article 8 and : i disclosure of regulatory
: : rticles 8/9 with Principal Adverse without specific regulatory : Article 8. The approach : : A : . )
: : ) ) : ) . : appropriate regulatory information and
mpacts, Regulatory Technical framework applicable to remains essentially - .
) : disclosure for the period. : reference to PAI.
tandards and full disclosures funds. .. regulatory. s . . SRS S S,
The report Explicit assessment of
; o Structured assessment . - )
eneric reference to materiality acknowledges the ) . i financial risks associated
. H H T of ESG financial risks; H :
Adoption of isk a . H i relevance of materiality, : . with ESG factors,
- No explicit reference to the : : environmental and ) ;
the Principle . : i but does not presentan : s } without systematic
DM : concept of materiality of 1 - P2 social impacts are still ) )
of Double . AT explicit methodology ) ) evidence of measuring
. : wo-way assessment (impacts + mpact or double materiality. : ; addressed in a partial .
Materiality @ 3 - ; ; for assessing double ) environmental and
H nancial risks) ; o - and predominantly o .
materiality applied to ualitative manner social impactsin a
S SN S the funds. T . . _ bidirectional manner.
- bsence of metrics Incipient use of : Disclosure of quantitative : Consistent use of
Use of ESG S L Lo uantitative ESG ESG KPIs, with less o
) i S wif No quantitative ESG metrics q ) ) : L : quantitative ESG KPlIs,
metricsand uantitative ESG KPIs : A : metrics, with i granularity and tempora ) .
MET o T e ] pplied to fund management i 1 P20 ) 3 with methodological
quantitative : are reported : i dependence on external : : consistency when detail and inteeration
indicators 3 i KPIs + targets + time series P ratings and absence of i compared to subsequen g

own reported metrics.

financial years.

into periodic reporting.
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Table A3 (cont.). ESGindex assessment matrix: objective scoring criteria, justifications, and entity-level results (2021-2024)

fund reports.

into time series.

complete time series.

o - PR ~ PR ™ sge o ae < AP
. . P - - Justification Justification Justification Justification
Dimensions S Objective criteria S S S S
a ~ for scores I for scores ~ for scores N for scores
T L ) ’ Formalized ESG
Structured institutional Institutionally consistent Formalized ESG
; ) . ; ; ; ; ; governance structure,
Governance, i reporting, with consolidated and transparent i governance structure, with transparent
i Transparency, i sustainability policies at the reporting, although i ensuring consistency ) P
GTQRNF ) P20 e 2 ) : R reporting and clear
i and Quality of : i 7 i group level, but with limited : little differentiation in between corporate L
H T i ESG governance + structured and i . ) H ) coordination between
i ESG reporting i 3 ) ) operational translation at i terms of effective fund governance and
: : i auditable reporting : : R corporate governance
i the asset management level. management. sustainability. o
e ettt e e ..andsustainability.
ESG Index 0,80 1,60 2,60 2,80
Entity C
fo No reference to ESG in the investment Formal integration of
........... PONCY e ESG principles described
Generic reference to ESG, with no consistently. The report Integration of ESG
ESG 14 . L o v por Formal integration of grat
L impact on the decision-making process highlights the incorporation o . N ) criteria across
Integration in it P PR T R ESG principles. Specific Cross-cutting integration )
Partial ESG integration (exclusions, of ESG criteria into L T investment processes,
INESG Investment 2 ) ) . 2 ) 2 application to the 3 ¢ of ESG criteria, reflected : 3 . )
o basic screening, reference to scoring) investment processes, albeit o aligned with group
Policies and ~ rdmrmmmem s R e e R ) ; Portuguese market takes in investment processes. - A
. ) in a standardized manner ) policies and responsible
Processes i Systematic integration (ESG ; A ) a standardized form. H )
) A ; o that is not particularly management practices.
3 ‘incorporated into selection, monitoring o !
A specific to the national
and stewardship)
context.
Absence of SFDR disclosure High degree of formal Classification of funds I
Voluntary and structured - ) ) Clear classification of
e ; ; . ) compliance with the under Articles 8 and 9 of )
) Classification Article 8, without disclosure of ESG practices, . . funds under Articles
Compliance 2 . ) SFDR, with clear and the SFDR, with regulatory
ReSFDR ; detailed PAI 1 prior to the mandatory 2 3 : . 3 8 and 9 of the SFDR,
¢ with the SFDR i Jrrase e e e P AR i L i complete regulatory disclosures consistent )
: : i Articles 8/9 with Principal Adverse : application of the SFDR. The : ; - : : with full regulatory
H H H . H L disclosure at the level i with the then applicable : .
i 3 ilmpacts, Regulatory Technical : focus remains institutional. ) ) H H disclosures.
H H . H required in 2022. H RTS. H
Standards and full disclosures oo HOTTTToToS oo oo AOTooToE T N
The approach to - e
; AR I ) ppl Implicit approach . Identification and
Generic reference to materiality i sustainability focuses - Generic reference to )
. P ; to materiality, s analysis of ESG
Adoption of : predominantly on the . materiality and ESG ) S :
- i i ) ) . predominantly from a P . R financial risks, with
the Principle : financial perspective, ) . . : i risks, without an explicit : .
DM : : 0 - 1 financial perspective, @ 1 P2 limited reference to
of Double : ) : i without explicit assessment . . : methodology for
. ; i Two-way assessment (impacts + : : - without explicit N . ; the assessment of
Materiality : 3 . L ; of the environmental and : ) o : i bidirectional assessment : :
H i financial risks) HE . . i operationalization of the : i ) : i environmental and
: i i social impacts of investmen H ) . : of impacts and risks. .
P . impact dimension. social impacts.
Lo decisions. B T
Absence of metrics i Reference to the group’s L . e )
S : group Quantitative ESG : Disclosure of quantitative : Disclosure of
Use of ESG i i internal ESG ratings and L ) i ) T i L
. P A R indicators used in i ESG metrics, still without : quantitative ESG
metrics and : metrics, still without C : : : - .
MET T 1 ) o 1 a limited and non- 2 formal targets or 2 iindicators, even without
quantitative . systemaficand verifiable systematic mannerin : i systematic integration : formal targets or
indicators i 3 :KPls+targets + time series reporting at the level of ¥ ¥ € &

individual funds.
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Table A3 (cont.). ESGindex assessment matrix: objective scoring criteria, justifications, and entity-level results (2021-2024)

] - Justificati ~ e s . ps s < e e
. . P A o ustification Justification Justification Justification
Dimensions S Objective criteria S S S S
a ~ for scores ~ for scores ~ for scores ~ for scores
0. Absence of ESG framework Consolidated ESG
Governance 1 iffuse responsibilities Robust and formalized ESG Solid ESG governance Consolidated ESG governance structure,
{ Trans arenc, governance architecture i structure at the group | governance structure, i with formal policies,
GTQRNF | and QEIaHt ;/f P2 at the international group 2 ilevel, with consistentbuti 3 {  with clear reporting 3 | defined responsibilities
£SG re ort:n 3 SG governance + structured and level, with consistent and poorly disaggregated aligned with group and a high level of
: P ! uditable reporting structured reporting. reporting. practices. transparency in
......................... reporting.
ESG Index 1,20 1,60 2,40 2,60
Entity D
0 i No reference to ESG in the investment
H i - Th t tai .
pg!lg\/,lw, ST The report highlights © rfepor contains Generic reference to
H ESG Generic reference to ESG, with no L ) . generic references to ) )
: . 1. - ) No explicit reference is an initial phase of N ) the consideration of
i Integration in impact on the decision-making process . . L sustainability, without )
i S e T R made to the integration of recognition of ESG i ) ) ESG factors, without
INESG Investment Partial ESG integration (exclusions, o , 1 o . 1 evidence of effective 1 )
o 2 ) ) ; ESG criteria into the funds principles, without : . . i evidence of operational
Policies and basic screening, reference to scoring) . ) L integration of ESG : : A
AP R e e R investment processes. formal integration into L integration in
Processes ystematic integration (ESG . criteria in investment .
) . investment processes. investment processes.
ncorporated into selection, processes.
bsence of SFDR disclosure i LT
\ Absence of structured Minimum compliance Minimum disclosure Classification of funds
) Classification Article 8, without disclosures regarding with SFDR, with a under Article 6 of )
i Compliance 2 ) ) : i L under Article 6 of the
ReSFDR @ detailed PAI sustainable investment 1 prevalence of funds 1 the SFDR, limited to 1 ) .
W|th the SFDR : e T e e . X o K : i - SFDR[ W|th minimum
H H i Articles 8/9 with Principal Adverse or ESG practices in asset classified under Article : formal compliance with ’ )
H H . H ) required disclosure.
mpacts, Regulatory Technical management. 6. : regulatory requirements
tandards, and full disclosures & & : T
. N licit ref .
I S Ry SO No explicit reference O explicit rererence Absence of explicit
Adoption of . to the concept or i
the Principle to the application application of the i reference to the concept
DM p Not reported. 0 of the principle of 0 pp . 0 or application of the
of Double . L H principle of double T
L H wo-way assessment (impacts + double materiality was L principle of double
Materiality 3 - - . materiality was L
nancial risks) identified. ) . materiality.
....................... Ident]ﬁed . .
Use of ESG : L -
mZiriocs and O Absence of reported i Absence of quantitative : No quantitative ESG
MET - AUYE Of 3P Not reported. 0 quantitative ESG ESG metrics in the 0 i metrics were identified
quantitative uantitative ESG KPIs . .
L metrics. analyzed report. in the analyzed report.
.................. indicators . . . i
Generic references ) ) Existence of institutional
) - Existence of generic
Governance, to corporate social Incipient ESG S references to
i Transparenc responsibility, without overnance structure | institutional references, © sustainability, without a
GTQRNF p Y oL nRerMal Bl SUTUCIUNE p Y, 1 g 1 without a formal ESG 1 Y,

and Quality of :

SG governance + structured and

formal framing in ESG

and underdeveloped

i governance structure or

i formal ESG governance

ESG reporting uditable reporting govern:::;:aag;;;:rl]i::tto asset reporting. systematic reporting. structli;epziézsgtemaﬁc
020 0,60 0,60 ) 060
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