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Summary 

The ongoing debate on the effect on climate change has been more and more linked to 

the financial system. Recent financial turmoil has increased the demand from 

stakeholders of companies to increase ESG (Environmental, Social, Governmental) 

values in their financial management. As an increased part of the financial industry has 

developed these types of investments where the background to the development lies in 

change of the demand from the consumers. 

Most of the previous research includes all parts of the ESG values. More classic 

research focuses on other variables that have been influencing the risk and return in 

companies. The environmental impact could have become a larger part due to the risk of 

high costs, even with small changes in the global eco system. With this study we want 

to examine the environmental value in more depth.  

The purpose of this study is to examine the effect of the CDP Nordic 260 report, 2012, 

and to see if the top performers have a positive relationship for risk and return. Sectors 

proven to have difficulties meeting standards in the field have been examined during the 

period Q1, 2011- Q1, 2013. This study will be limited to the Nordic area within the 

countries of Sweden, Norway, Finland and Denmark and to the sectors Energy, 

Telecom & IT, Material and Industrial. The risk and return from the top 10 scoring 

companies in the CDP report will be evaluated to the corresponding NASDAQ Nordic 

Index where a possible deviation can be confirmed. Since many variables have to be 

significant in order to be able to confirm any direct effect of the higher performance 

score, the purpose lies more in the way of finding a positive relationship on risk and 

return and to see if the sectors relate equally.  

In the last decade, the research in this field has increased and as the Umeå University is 

involved in the SIRP (Sustainable Investments Research Platform) project we have had 

a fortunate source of newly developed research. Many theories have inspired us to the 

study. First, Hamilton (2011), who evaluates how the Nordic region was among the first 

to integrate norm based screening to the management of capital. The study also provides 

a summary of strategies used, which are used for the development of portfolios. Other 

papers address the debate between if the investors have an influence of the carbon 

disclosure or not where Luo et al. (2012) argue that the influence is limited as Cotter & 

Najah (2012) argue for the opposite. 

Derwall et al. (2005), examine the effect on the top eco efficient companies to low eco 

efficient companies in a Fama and French framework and find that the best in class 

performs better on average than the worst in class. Hassel & Semenova (2013) confirms 

that in previous research a weak positive effect on top performing companies are 

proven. 

We have calculated the scores of the top performers and weighted with a higher part of 

the portfolio for companies with higher score. By measuring the risk and return we will, 

with the result, try to provide evidence of the sectors performance and see how it relates 

to the risk.  

The result shows how the return from the portfolios based on the top performing 

companies have a higher return compared to their corresponding index. The risk has 

also shown to be higher on average during the period. This result confirms previous 

research that a weak positive relation can be found in the top performers, even if just 

evaluating the carbon disclosure and not all the ESG values. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Problem background 

A truth that in recent years has become reality is the importance of addressing the threat 

to the Earth's environment. As we all know, greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) are one 

major factor to the environmental threat. Despite the importance of this, the world's 

nations have difficulties to decide on laws and regulations at the international level. 

However, awareness has increased in the individual and have changed human behavior 

where more and more have become environmentally responsible. The individuals have 

then put pressure to corporations to disclose their emissions and become responsible. 

This effect has also applied to the large institutional investors, such as banks, insurance 

companies and mutual funds. Thus, investors and companies have followed the line to 

become responsible. Is this just because they may take a big risk ignoring the pressure, 

or are there actually profitable returns beyond a responsibility, not just in terms of good 

publicity? The economic value of such increased climate impact has been studied in 

depth and provides information about its major impact on the Global GDP just with a 

small increase in temperature (Stern Review, 2006).  

During the last few decades there has been a shift in how consumers invest their money. 

Consumers have chosen to invest in stocks or mutual funds, rather than placing them in 

a bank account (Nilsson et al., 2012, p. 3). The role of the institutional investors has 

therefore become larger and thus a very important stakeholder for firms. There is also a 

change in how the institutional investors have been more concerned about corporate 

social responsibility (CSR), combining their portfolios with more sustainable 

responsible investments (SRI). Environmentalists that have seen opportunities to change 

the environment through private governance and CSR have driven these changes to 

encourage the market to focus on CSR and SRI (Harmes, 2011, p. 105). However, is the 

SRI from these investors made due to the pressure or is there actually returns to collect 

from the impact of this change in values?    

Pension funds, mutual funds, banks and insurance companies have become large 

powerful owners in stock equity. Their SRI is of great importance in the promotion of a 

long-term sustainable development (Hamilton, 2011, p. 112). The influence of these 

investors enables companies to take responsibility for their activities. One strategy used 

by the investors is "investment switching", which means that investors require 

companies to disclose their exposure to climate risk and reputation. If the disclosure 

shows poor responsibility of the company, the investor will give up the investment and 

the company will suffer depreciation. On the other hand, institutional investors can use 

their "environmental voice", which is to put direct pressure to management and demand 

better governance (Harmes, 2011, p. 8). Many investors see opportunities to reduce risk 

in their long-term investment when taking a social responsibility as insurance against 

increasing oil and energy prices, but also eventual liability costs when not following the 

regulations or accidently fail (Kim & Lyon, 2011, p. 2).  

Statistics show that the SRI is growing in the financial market. European SRI Study 

2012 is a study published by Eurosif, having the mission to develop sustainability 

through European financial markets, which among others consist of institutional 

investors.  
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In essence, it describes how SRI has increased and that four out of six SRI strategies 

increased with more than 35%, annually since 2009. The combined growth of SRI is 

growing faster than the total investment. SRI strategies are also to be discussed in the 

literature review, as we will see the differences between value-based, value ensuring 

and financially driven strategy to compare these. These strategies will explain how 

investors consider social, ethical and environmental factors that could be linked to the 

ongoing economic turmoil (European SRI Study, 2012, p. 7). 

This paper will investigate Nordic companies’ environmental activities and see how it 

affects their risk and return. The Nordic countries are interesting for our research as 

these countries are in forefront in environmental activities. By studying the Nordic 

countries we will get a good overview of what impact environmental responsibility will 

have on investor’s return. Since the region is in forefront we imagine that it is the best 

region to study and test it on. Sweden, and the national pension funds have pushed the 

SRI agenda to the companies through a screening model. The screening model is one 

theory that we will use when evaluating the data. This model has created a norm-based 

standard in Sweden (Hamilton, 2011, p. 11) and is therefore relevant for this study. To 

be able to draw any conclusions of data relating to this, the European SRI Study (2012) 

will not be sufficient. Since that report covers a couple of other factors we cannot draw 

any reliable conclusion highlighting only of one of the factors in the report. However, 

the introducing facts of the European SRI Study (2012) tells us that this is a relevant 

topic and it is very interesting to only cover the environmental factor and compare. 

Though, there is a research gap whether this is a beneficial activity for Nordic firms and 

their stakeholders or not, which is what we hope to conclude in this report.  

The combined growth of SRI is growing faster than the total investment. SRI strategies 

are also to be discussed in the literature review, as we will see the differences between 

value-based, value ensuring and financially driven strategy and compare these. These 

strategies will explain how investors take more and more account of social, ethical and 

environmental factors should be linked to the ongoing economic turmoil. (European 

SRI Study, 2012) 

The data will be gathered from the Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) that is a 

consortium of institutional investors focusing on the environment and sustainability. It 

is a non-profitable consortium but unlike Eurosif, a non-governmental. In 2012, the 

consortium had 722 institutional investors with assets amounted to over $87 trillion of 

which among others are members: Barclays Group, Goldman Sachs, Merrill Lynch, 

Morgan Stanley, and UBS (CDP, 2013). They provide a platform for companies to 

disclose their greenhouse gas emissions and their climate change strategies giving firms 

a great opportunity for improving their CSR. Since 2002, the CDP report has been 

published to the public. The report was then based on the 500 largest companies in the 

world where they have been answering a questionnaire and given a score regarding their 

greenhouse gas emissions and future strategies for improvement. The purpose with the 

report publications is to make this change investment behavior as mentioned above 

regarding SRI. Because not all companies chose to participate in the questionnaire we 

will use theories to help us understand the incentives for companies to disclose their 

emissions (Kim & Lyon, 2011, p. 13). This is not our main subject for this study; 

however, it can be one explanatory reason to the outcome of our result.  
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Considering the company’s size, costs for disclosing vs. costs for not disclose, in other 

words, is it worth disclose or not is a question companies needs to consider. Inspired by 

classical financial research such as CAPM (Byström, 2007, pp. 145-158), Fama & 

French (1993) and Carhart (1997) we are going to evaluate the top performs in the 

Nordic CDP report from 2012.   

 “CDP has pioneered the only global system that collects information about corporate 

behaviour on climate change and water scarcity, on behalf of market forces, including 

shareholders and purchasing corporations.”  

Paul Simpson, CEO Carbon Disclosure Project.  

(CDP 2012 report, p. 3) 

Research Question 

 How does the scores from the top companies in the Carbon Disclosure Project 

influence their risk and return? 

1.2 Purpose 

By studying the CDP, Nordic report we want to try to conclude for investors how an 

environmentally friendly investment have an impact on returns and reduced risk. 

Relating to the background of the study we are looking for a relationship where the 

financial market may increase these kinds of investment. Previous research proves 

information about a weak positive relationship to better ESG values. This paper focuses 

in depth on the environmental factor and not all values that are included in the ESG. 

The gap lies in the link between disclosures of carbon information, the valuation and 

risk measured in volatility. The Nordic region is of particular interest since the 

implementation of such values started out early. A link to the profitability of 

investments on companies taking a greater responsibility than their competition may 

both strength their brand and provide the shareholder with an increased return, which 

will attract capital through investors.   

1.3 Stakeholders 

                                                                                                                                                      

As this study is about responsible investments we address this study to investors. 

Relating to the purpose of the paper we want to investigate the positive effects of “green 

investments” as we hope to find a relationship between risk and return to responsibility. 

Investors who have proven to take these values more into account while investing 

would be provided with a frame to increase the use of project such as the CDP to the 

investment process (Hassel & Semenova, 2013, p. 18). 

Investors are constantly seeking for strategies to increase their return and in a long term 

perspective the responsibility of companies could be argued to have a better position in 

the future and therefore may decrease the risk of the investment. As these extra financial 

drivers take some time to be included into the valuation of the company (Hassel & 

Semenova, 2013, p. 4), this type of research could be more interesting to long term 

investors, such as institutional investors than for example short term hedge funds. 
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1.4 Subject choice 

Since the region of research is the Nordic area our data will specifically be taken from 

the CDP Nordic 260 Climate Change Report 2012. By studying the Nordic region we 

will get a great picture of the companies since it is characterized with good 

environmental activity. The conducted Nordic report consists of 260 companies from 

the Nordic countries. More companies were asked to take part of the questionnaire but 

decided not to. However, most of the companies that participated are running their 

business on a global level. Compared to the previous report that was released one year 

ago there have been improvements. More companies are choosing to participate in the 

survey while most of the previous firms are making slow progress on emission 

reductions.  

Our data collection will be based on the top 10 scorers from each chosen sector that has 

been proven harder to meet standards in carbon emission (Nicolosi et al., 2011, p. 10). 

The reason why we chose from different sectors is to make it as unbiased as possible. 

Each sector has their own different economic ups and downs and comparing two firms 

from different sectors would make it hard to draw any conclusion since there are so 

many variables that may influence.   

1.5 Expected outcomes 

 

Earlier research in this topic has not made any clear conclusions if the return on 

investments can be linked to a responsible business. However, what has been concluded 

is that there is a weak positive correlation. The reason why you cannot draw any clear 

conclusion is because there are too many variables and factors to consider. We believe 

that we will get the same result but we also evaluate an area of research that has not 

been discussed before. Most of the previous research in the field focuses on all the 

values in the ESG (Hassel & Semenova, 2013, p. 7), our paper specifically focus in the 

environmental part with a connection to important sectors in the Nordic region. As there 

are many variables and factors to consider we are aware about the importance of using 

theories that allow us to consider the relevant factors where we try to draw an accurate 

conclusion as possible (Fama & French, 1993).  

 

1.6 Definitions 

 

GHG - Greenhouse gas emissions 

CSR - Corporate Social Responsibility, how much a company takes responsibility for its 

activity.  

SRI - Social Responsible Investment, investments that are responsible (ethical, 

environmental, governance) 

CDP - Carbon Disclosure Project, survey providing for companies to disclose their 

carbon emissions. 

ESG – Environmental, Social, Governance, a firm’s responsibility for the society and 

the environment. 

Institutional investor - Pension funds, mutual funds, banks, and insurance companies.  
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1.7 OUTLINE 

 

 Introduction 

 

The first part of the thesis will sum up the relevant information going into the 

research and why this particular field of finance is of our interest. This gives the 

reader an overview of the following parts of the paper and explains some basic 

concept and definitions in the field that will give a base to stand on to the further 

on. 

 

 Theory 

 

In the theory chapter the previous research related to the study will be presented 

and a discussion in relation to the implications to our paper. This chapter builds 

further on the basic knowledge received in the introduction and equips the reader 

with the knowledge needed to follow the result and analysis part of the research. 

 

 Method 

 

The method chapter is describing the fundamental way of the process of 

gathering and analyzing the data used in the study. Where the research design 

and approach will be explained in depth to give the reader the information 

needed for an evaluation of the process of how values and ethical consideration 

has been handled. 

 

 Result 

 

This chapter will present the result from the data collected both graphically and 

descriptive as a ground for the analyzing of the data. The statistical testing of the 

data will also be presented to see if the variation can be statistically proved or 

not. 

 

 Analysis 

 

Analyzing the data is important to see if the theories presented in previous 

chapter could be explained in this study. The analysis will be based on the 

findings in relation to theories without generating any new, as the study is 

formed in a deductive manner. 

 

 Conclusion 

 

Last, the research will be presented in a summed up way with the general 

findings and relate to the research question. Further research in the field will be 

suggested and implication of improvements to take away from this paper will be 

discussed. 
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2. Theoretical framework 
 

In this chapter we are going to present the theories that could be useful for the 

evaluation of our study.  

As presented in the previous chapter the question to be answered concerns the actual 

value added in disclosing the carbon emission to the CDP. These companies will be 

divided into top performance and then be compared to a benchmark relevant to area of 

business sector. The following part of the theoretical overview will consider the relevant 

factors that are important to understand to be able to draw and conclusion based in the 

later findings. 

2.1 Incentives 

                                                                                                                                                   

In order to understand the result of our study we need theories that can explain certain 

incentives for why companies voluntarily choose to disclose their information.  

Many researchers are contributing to this area in different fields but overall studies are 

based on why companies actually disclose their information regarding GHG emissions. 

There are many factors contributing to why companies want to reveal this kind of 

information to the public or different projects such as the CDP. Some factors are 

playing a larger part than others. Firstly, the findings present that these factors are 

regarding the size of the companies and their sales activities. With sales activity it is 

meant to explain whether a company operates in the domestic or global market (Stanny 

& Ely, 2008, p. 345). Secondly, among the S&P500 the consideration of tradeoff 

between costs of not disclosing information vs. disclosing information. In other words, 

improving the GHG values are costly, while on the other hand, damage to the company 

in terms of bad reputation is also costly. The level of previous disclosure is also a factor 

that has statistical effect on the probability of disclosure. Only 58% of the companies in 

the S&P500 index answered the CDP survey and you want to improve your previous 

disclosure (Stanny & Ely, 2008, p. 347). The argumentation for not answering is also 

that the information provided is not suited for investors and do not provide information 

about the current business risk.  

The table provided below shows how several factors were included in the calculation on 

the probability of companies to disclose their information. Size is calculated in terms of 

asset value.                                                                                                       
Prob(DISCLOSE) = b0 + b1SIZE + b2FT500 + b3CDP4AQ + b4TFSALEP + b5INSTIT + 

b6ASSETAGE + b7CAPIN + b8LEV + b9TobinQ + b10PROFIT + b(11–19)INDUSTRIES + e 

DISCLOSE is one if the firm answered the CDP5 questionnaire and zero if not. 

SIZE is the natural logarithm of total assets at the end of year 2006. 

FT500 is one if part of FT500 for CDP 4 and zero if not. 

CDP4AQ is one if the firm answered CDP4 and 0 if not. 

TFSALEP is foreign sales as percent of net sales for year 2006 net sales. 

INSTIT is the percent of a firm’s common shares held by institutions from January 2007 

to March 2007. 

ASSETAGE is net property, plant and equipment divided by the gross property, plant 

and equipment at the end of year 2006. 

CAPIN is capital spending divided by total sales revenues for year 2006. 

LEV is total debt divided by total assets at the end of year 2006. 



 

7 
 

TobinQ is the market value of common equity plus liabilities divided by book value at 

the end of 2006.                                                                                                              

PROFIT is the income at end of 2006 divided by total assets at end of 2005. 

INDUSTRIES is all the sectors used and are indicator variables, one if operating in 

GICS economic sector and otherwise zero. 

 

Figure 1. Result presenting the relationship between variables to carbon disclosure 

(Stanny & Ely, 2008, p. 345) 

Another article presents further incentives to disclose information. Luo et al. (Luo et al., 

2012, p. 116) present the direct economic consequence of emission related activities 

when investigating the 500 largest companies. One of their conclusions is also that 

larger companies need to care for the social responsibility. The study suggests that 

investors and shareholders do not have an observe influence on why companies disclose 

information about their carbon emission. They argue that the general purpose of a 

disclosure is to impress the public and government rather than provide this information 

to share and stakeholders internally.  

Of the global 500 companies examined 25% of these did not disclose their information, 

which is remarkable as they are supposed to have the most transparent and supreme 

areas of governance and financial reporting. The authors argue that the market does not 

play a large role to influence the companies to reveal this kind of information. The later 

study from Cotter & Najah (2012) is quite contradictory to the previous studies 

presented and investigates if the stakeholders’ engagements are positively related to 

climate change disclosure.  

They find that the extent and quality of climate change disclosures are to be linked with 

three indicators of corporate responsiveness to institutional investor expectations about 

the disclosure of information (Cotter & Najah, 2012, p. 28)    

 Completion and publication of the CDP questionnaire on CDP‟s website,  

 Indications in corporate communications that CDP activities have influenced 

climate change disclosures, 

  The extent and quality of climate change information provided in CDP 

questionnaire responses. 

 

These past two articles are taking two different sides; this kind of information provided 

from the CDP has an effect on the Nordic market and is relevant to be considered to our 

study. The information from the CDP Nordic Report covers mostly large companies 

with a global approach, which fits into the above research. To be able to draw any 
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conclusion based on the information that companies provide, an understanding in the 

research behind the factors involved is important. 

2.2 Regulations 

                                                                                                                                                   

The actual effects on the ESG (Environmental, Social, Governmental) values have also 

been considered in previous research (Kim & Lyon, 2011, p. 22). As presented in the 

introduction, our study is going to focus on the E in the ESG, which stands for 

Environmental. The study by Kim & Lyon (2011) is similar to ours in the sense of 

actual trying to link this specific project to the actual value in the shares of these 

companies.  

The companies that were examined are the Global500 and the result is connected to the 

release of the report in different windows with amount of days. No clear connection to 

the actual release of the report can be made but they found that CDP participants are 

treated better when the likelihood of regulation caused by exogenous events increased. 

Such events were identified using the Kyoto protocol and Russia´s ratification, which 

were to increase the pressure on the US and other countries to take action against 

climate change. Their findings conclude that institutional investors focus towards 

climate change can increase the shareholder value when the business environment 

becomes more climate sensitive.  

The UN has also taken an initiative to increase the integration of such ESG factors to 

the investment process. The size of the SRI market in 2012 is estimated to be around 

11-14 % in United States and Europe, and has been growing at around 35 % annually 

since 2009 (Eurosif, 2012, p. 7). Moreover, the study by Eurosif 2010 shows how the 

European SRI market has double between years 2008-2010 even during the financial 

crisis. (Eurosif, 2010, p. 46) 

 

This is interesting to our paper because the business climate in the Nordic countries has 

been among the first to include regulation towards such standards in the management of 

capital (Hamilton, 2011, p. 2). If these types of values have a significant effect on the 

share value in the Nordic countries it could be argued that it will be because of a longer 

tradition to include these in the regular capital management. Hamilton (2011) also 

mentions the screening model, which could be defined as a model with the primary 

objective to minimize risk in terms of reputation and the image of the brand as a norm 

based screening. It was firstly implemented by the state pension funds in Sweden. The 

pension funds rejected companies that did not fulfill the requirements to the screening 

model in their portfolio. Thus, these companies sooner adapted these new moral 

standards. The model is also called the Scandinavian model since it was first used in 

Scandinavia and thus a theory useful to our study.  

The different strategies used in the evaluation when using the screening model are first, 

the Value based, which excludes certain companies due to their activities, such as 

weapons etc. Secondly, Value ensuring strategy, which can be taken from a manager’s 

point of view with using their position in the company to engage and influence the 

management to value these kinds of questions. Lastly, the Financially driven, which 

best can be described as a “best in class” strategy where the best companies, highest 

value or rating will be chosen to be a part of the portfolio.  
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Figure 2. Different RI Strategies used in money management (Hamilton, 2011, p. 5) 

2.3 Scandinavia 

                                                                                                                                                          

The Nordic countries are of particular interest just because the history of being in 

forefront in the regulation and development of standards in this particular sector of 

financial management (Hamilton, 2011, p. 2). As shown in figure 3 below, the physical 

impact on the climate change is quite high in the region. The main sectors in the Nordic 

region are the export of materials, industrial equipment, energy and the telecom and IT 

sector. (CIA World Fact book, 2013) 

Nicolosi et al. (2011) discuss these sectors and their abilities to meet industry standards 

when it comes to the environment (Nicolosi et al., 2011, p. 10). This provides us with a 

gap in the research where we are going to evaluate these sectors on the last two years 

because of the time lag in the extra financial values added (Hassel & Semenova, 2013, 

p. 9). The information will be used to see if the Nordic area is pricing in these values 

from the information of the CDP scores with an increased share price.  

According to the fundamental of finance many variables are to be considered to get an 

exact value of a company. If it is to be directly linked to the carbon disclosure this thesis 

takes a more general approach to the question and is going to take the top 10 scorers in 

each of these sectors and compared to the Nordic benchmark index and see if there are a 

higher return or not.  
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Figure 3. The expected physical effects on climate change in the Nordic region (CDP 

Nordic 260 report 2011, p. 28) reprinted with permission 

Similar to the Fama and French framework explained in the next part the companies are 

going to be put into groups and for our research according to sector, country and the 

performance score presented in the 2012 Nordic CDP report.  

 

2.4 Empirical formulas 

                                                                                                                                                     

Hassel & Semenova (2013) conclude that the ESG values are creating an extra financial 

driver for companies and their share price. They argue that the effect on such behavior 

will be included in the valuation of the company in a longer-run due to the effect on 

taxes and similar events. Furthermore, they express the complexity of the relationship 

that is dependent on the company size and industry. The effects on abnormal returns are 

to be considered hard to prove because of the non-exclusive information these kinds of 

returns are hard to exploit from markets being inefficient. The relationship to ESG 

values are increasing market value and creating a positive but weak return relationship 

to investor that starting to take such variables into account in a broader sense. 
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Greenwald (2010) has also done empirical tests on the scores of companies in ESG data 

and their financial performance. The result implies that the higher scoring companies 

have announced earnings above estimates compared to the lower scorers in the US 

market during the period 2005-2009. This in a market situation give the shares a boost 

due to the higher than expected earnings and could be interesting to our study of the 

Nordic market with an direct connection to the return of the shares (Greenwald, 2010, p. 

2). 

The framework in the Hassel and Semenova (2013) report is the Ohlson model that is 

commonly used to show the extra financial impact on ESG performance (Hassel & 

Semenova, 2013, p. 17). 

 

EMV = β0 + β1BVE + β2NI + β3ESG + ε 

 

EMV is the market value of common equity. The book value of common equity is the 

variable BVE. The net income of the company for the period is NI. Models used to 

examine the portfolio and the market return to ESG performance have the background 

in the asset pricing theory commonly known as the capital asset pricing model (CAPM) 

(Byström, 2007, p. 145) and the Fama and French (1993) models also the Carhart 

(1997) four factor model can be used but this is more advanced and looks at the risk 

relationship to investment approach. 

 

Rit – Rft = αi + β0i(Rmt – Rft) + β1iSMBt + β2iHMLt + β3iMOMt + ε 

 

It looks similar to the CAPM but also includes extra variables defining the size of the 

company in the portfolio. SMB, which stands for the return difference between the 

small cap and large cap portfolios. HML stands for the return difference between high 

and low book to market stocks.  Fama and French uses SMB (Small Minus Big) which 

is the average return on the three small portfolios minus the average return on the three 

big portfolios, SMB = 1/3 (Small Value + Small Neutral + Small Growth) - 1/3 (Big 

Value + Big Neutral + Big Growth). HML (High Minus Low) is the average return on 

the two value portfolios minus the average return on the two growth portfolios, HML 

=1/2 (Small Value + Big Value). (Fama & French, 1993, p. 9) The result provides 

information that the test was made with the SMB and HML factors included the 

explained percentage of the return that was 90% compared to 70% with CAPM. 

 

Carhart (1997) add the momentum factor, which can be seen in the equation above. The 

study analyzes persistence in mutual fund performance and whether persistence reflects 

superior stock-picking skills in equity funds from 1962-1993. All returns are net of 

costs and the data free of survivorship bias. Each year he sorts mutual funds into 

portfolios based on the previous year‘s return and check for persistency of returns over 

the next year. He then, estimates the performance relative to CAPM and a four-factor 

model consisting of the three Fama-French factors plus a momentum factor. A portfolio 

of the best performing 1/30th of funds last year outperforms a portfolio of the worst 

performing 1/30th funds by 1% per month. The market betas of the top and bottom 

funds are almost identical so CAPM fails to explain the cross-section of mutual fund 

returns. Past winning funds load positively on the momentum factor. Past losing funds 

load negatively on the momentum factor.  
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Another study tries to link the eco-efficiency premium puzzle with the older theories in 

finance such as Fama and French (1993) and Carhart (1997) to the performance of the 

companies in their return from shares (Derwall et al., 2005, p. 56).  

Their result provides evidence that the portfolio that is most eco-efficient outperforms 

the less eco-efficient even with the presence of transaction costs. On average, the best in 

class portfolio outperforms the worst in class by 6%. They consider in evidence of 

including environmental criteria’s in the investment process to be of substantial benefit. 

 

Inspired by these papers, we are going to use the leaders in the CDP for the basis of our 

data. Comparing the performance will take a similar approach as in the Fama and 

French (1993) model by choosing companies based on their performance score and later 

put a weight equivalent to their contribution to the overall score.  

Considering the Ohlson model the ESG variables in the equation will tried to be 

explained to some extent with comparing the top performers in the CDP Nordic report. 

More how this will be performed will be explained in the next chapter. 

 

As said before we are going to focus on CDP data in our thesis and not all the variables 

in the ESG factors. CDP is a unique set of data used to the carbon disclosure of the 

firms participating and we can also see in programs as Bloomberg terminal how this 

report is a part of the data available for screening and evaluation of companies.  

 

There are other rating firms in the area but they have a larger scope and do not have the 

survey-based evaluation. They are just focusing on the reports developed by the 

companies and try to make sense of data for investors and put ratings to their ESG 

performance (Hassel & Semenova, 2013, p. 9). Such rating firms are for example KLD, 

Sustanalytics, Trucos, GES, Vigeo, ASSET4, and Calvert where KLD ratings are 

among the earliest and most popular in the US market. In 2009, the conclusion of the 

information took place and were all put together for the broader range of user such as 

investors, analysts and researchers. 

 

2.5 Hypotheses 

 

Scandinavian model shows how the Nordic countries are especially concerned with the 

reputation of the company’s brand (Hamilton, 2011, p. 17). This fact could then be 

argued to have a larger effect for the share price than other areas because of the 

increased risk minimizing of these kinds of values. One study of Canadian firms in the 

CDP concludes that the first companies involved in disclosing information are those 

who have less pollution activities and that the institutional investors have influence on 

the decision (Wegener et al., 2013, p. 69). On the other hand, some (Luo et al., 2012, p. 

116) conclude from the global context that the investor has no influence, where the 

actual reasons beyond the voluntarily disclosing activities are to satisfy the government 

and the public stakeholders, rather than satisfying the investors.  

 

These facts make it hard to conclude if the disclosure is a request from the public or the 

investor and will by that have a major impact to if the share price will be effected or not. 

Our contribution will try to focus on this dilemma to the Nordic market and see if we 

can find a relation to the CDP, which in its core tries to influence the investors to take 

action in the question.  
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The sectors we have chosen to look further into are the ones that are said to be more 

climate sensitive with the higher exposure to risk linked to the climate change (Nicolosi 

et al., 2011, p. 10). The authors also use a similar structure to what we will base our 

study, high and low portfolios based on the CSR values created with inspiration of the 

older Fama & French (1993). Compared to this thesis we are going to see if the highly 

ranked portfolios perform better than the broader sector index, which is in line the 

financial driven strategy only the top performers are chosen (see figure 2). Why we 

have chosen the first quarter to start with and not the beginning of the year is because 

the report from CDP is released in the beginning of the year with no specific date but 

within the first quarter.  

 

According to the Efficient Market Hypothesis theory (Byström, 2007, p. 159), the 

values of a company are to be set to all information available in the market. This theory 

should also provide grounds for an effect of the CDP score towards the share price in a 

positive manner if an investor values such information, which is in line to our 

assumptions of the result. The efficient market hypothesis usually lies between all 

information priced in (strong) or a “random walk” (weak). The first presents how the 

price moves with all information available where the knowledge of investors has no 

higher value than a private individual, who theoretically would achieve the same result. 

The second presents how the price of yesterday has no effect on the price today. 

 

Above leads to our first hypothesis: 

 

The top 10 scorers in the 2012 CDP report from each of the sector Industrials, 

Material, Energy and Telecom/IT have a higher return compared to the equivalent 

NASDAQ OMX Nordic index during the period Q1 2011- Q1 2013. 

 

The contribution to the field of SRI investments with the focus on climate change will 

be useful, though, just the environmental part. Furthermore, we limit the scope of the 

study to important sectors, to countries in a specific region and link the present research 

to disclose information to the public (Luo et al., 2012, p. 117). Also, the combination of 

the governmental influence in the Nordic area and the CDP, which are provided for the 

investor to see if they both, together can provide for such values and give them an extra 

financial drive to the company valuation (Hassel & Semenova, 2013, p. 4). 

 

The key research in financial economics with CAPM presents how the increased risk 

(volatility) will increase the possible return if no arbitration is possible. Higher volatility 

will make it possible to get a higher return; this tradeoff has to consider some other 

factors as the risk free rate, the beta and the risk premium. This also has its limits, where 

the true market portfolio is hard to find. As the assumption of the normal distribution of 

the return considering that no transaction cost or taxes are included in the model (Roll, 

1977, p. 175). 

 

With previous research in our mind in mind, the academic battle in the subject whether 

investors influence or not, we are going to go forward with the research presented. To 

some extent use the models and theories to conclude if the CDP project has a general 

effect on the share price under the past 2 years.  
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The physical dimension of the soft values is a big challenge for the community of social 

responsible investors in all its forms. To create something that could add value to the 

companies and reduce the risk, in a sense “push” the capital in direction for companies 

that are more responsible in their operations.  

 

Moreover, the risk involved in operations negative to the climate should increase the 

risk measured in volatility for the share price of the companies. CAPM provides 

information about higher volatility is a sign of higher potential return and following the 

first hypothesis the risk should be higher based on CAPM but lower if following the 

decreased operational risks. In a similar approach as the study by Derwall et al. (2005) 

our sector leadership portfolio will be based on the top scorers.  The second hypothesis 

is suggesting that the volatility should be lower but could lead to an interesting 

discussion if it is rejected as Carhart (1997) has proven limitations to the CAPM model. 

 

Above leads to our second hypothesis: 

 

The top 10 scorers in the 2012 CDP report form the sectors Industrials, Material, 

Energy and Telecom/IT will have lower average volatility compared to their NASDAQ 

OMX Nordic index during the period of Q1 2011-Q1 2013  

 

Concluding the chapter, we can see many different views in the area of the investors’ 

contribution to the disclosure of climate change information and if the information can 

be proven to actually provide some extra value to the company shares. Our general 

approach is going to look at patterns in the shares during the last two years and see if 

the CDP could add value. Our sample will be divided into sectors where this type of 

specific risk can be excluded from the variation. We understand that if the result were to 

be that the leaders in the specific sectors across Nordic companies have a higher return, 

the significance of such result would not fully be explained to the higher score in the 

CDP. 

 

To be able to fully understand the variation of a stock price an undefined number of 

variables need to be considered. Previous research presented above, have not been able 

to prove the change in price due to its complexity. Likewise, the same results are 

presented in previous studies when examined the effect of ESG values where reviews 

have concluded a weak positive result but not significant. Higher engagement in the 

climate change management in a company should have a positive effect according to 

our assumption. The differences across countries have shown a quite different view of 

evaluating these values and then tend to be larger in those areas that have been working 

with the integration to a larger extent (Hamilton, 2011, p. 4).  

  

This thesis will contribute with a link between the top performers and their 

corresponding sector index to be general approach for further more advance studies in 

the relationship between the values created through disclosing carbon information for 

interested parties. Our research will provide a unique insight to the Nordic area and 

evaluated the effect of return and risk compared to a broader index.  
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“CDP is to the future of business what the X-ray was to the then future of medicine. 

Without it we would never see the inside of the patient’s health.” 
 

Christiana Figueres, Executive Secretary, 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (CDP, 2013) 

The quotation above describes CDP in a philosophical way. Our interpretation of this 

quote is that CDP works as a tool for investigating companies’ business. In an indirect 

way, the CDP reveals how bad businesses have to change their behavior or operate with 

a bad reputation. Christiana Figueres is the Executive Secretary at UN Framework 

Convention on Climate Change where her profession could give reliability and 

underline the importance of this topic for our research. 
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3. Research Methodology 
 

3.1 Pre-understandings  

                                                                                                                                                   

The authors of this paper are bachelor students in Business and Administration with 

international orientation at Umeå University, Sweden. We have studied subjects in 

business, economics, and law and are currently in the 6th semester.  Our shared interest 

in finance makes this thesis the main topic with previous work experience in the 

pension fund industry, which have provided an insight how these values are considered 

in financial companies day-to-day activities. We both share the background of exchange 

studies from the previous semester, where one went to Zurich, Switzerland and the other 

to Taipei, Taiwan. 

Both of our experiences abroad have provided an insight in various companies 

presenting the importance of ESG values in today’s business environment. A summary 

of guest lectures and seminars state the importance of how businesses in the future can 

stay competitive. The possibility of growth lies in much of the awareness and 

responsibility for a sustainable development.  

We believe that the increased awareness in companies’ responsibility in the past 10 

years are due to the recent, and ongoing financial turmoil. This has been affected by a 

changed consumer behavior and in order to be successful in the future, companies need 

to be ready to adjust and establish more sustainable operations.  

3.2 Ontological and Epistemological considerations 

                                                                                                                                                         

We have to make clear what our view of the world is, in terms of what we perceive as 

knowledge and our surrounding society when analyzing and interpreting our results. 

This is of importance, as the reader needs to interpret the result in the same manner as 

we do. Epistemological and ontological considerations will be chosen accordingly with 

a quantitative research. We will have positivism as an epistemological position 

respectively, objectivism as ontological position (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27). 

Positivism allows us to apply the theories from scientific models as knowledge and use 

it to the evaluation and analysis of our results. Since we base this research on existing 

theories trying to answer our hypothesis we accept the science as knowledge and we try 

to not judge, criticize and interpreting it in an unnatural way. The main part of the study 

evaluates the relation between the result from the CDP top scorers and their financial 

performance and not the development of theories. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15) 

Objectivism is our chosen standpoint in the ontological consideration to the reason that 

secondary sources are not influenced by the social interactions. Since we have 

secondary data our result needs to be viewed and interpreted in an objective way. Our 

view to the data collected needs to be interpreted in and objective way and as 

researchers we are confident in the data provided by CDP. Drawbacks with this decision 

are that we have to rely on the CDP Nordic Report. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 21) 
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3.3 Research approach  

                                                                                                                                                    

Based on our assumptions of the theories presented in this paper we have provided 

hypothesis that will investigate the acceptance or rejection of the theories. Those will be 

tested from the secondary data gathered from the CDP 260 Nordic Report and the 

financial information from Bloomberg terminal and Six Edge. Further, the analysis 

section will include an analysis and evaluation of the results. In order to test the theories 

with our data collection we have come up with an own equation that makes it possible 

for us to get a proper result to our hypothesis. The equation however, is needed in order 

to account for the certain variables that we have to account for. 

Although, we have our own calculation for the portfolios we will still be using a 

deductive theory as a research approach, which is described above. The deductive 

theory makes it possible for us to use existing theories and test them to our result. These 

theories will be explanations to the findings and be included in the discussion. The 

choice of research approach was very obvious for us since we are not mathematicians 

and the deductive theory allows us to use existing theories. Meanwhile, within this 

subject there are also plenty of theories and we believe it is the best suitable way to 

answer our research question. Without the presented theories we would not have 

nothing to base our assumptions on, which means this research approach is the most 

appropriate one to this paper. 

3.4 Quality criteria – validity, reliability, replicability 

                                                                                                                                                       

We want to make this research paper with as high quality as possible and therefore we 

want to emphasize on the methodological criteria. Since secondary data will be used to 

this research we have given our confidence to CDP and their report as our secondary 

source for data collection. As presented in the introduction section, CDP consists of 722 

institutional investors with total assets amounting to over $87 trillion. In our opinion, 

this information tells us that we can rely to this report. The CDP is always striving for 

improvement in the financial market when it comes to the environment and with the 

many stakeholders involved in this project we feel confident with their report (CDP, 

2013). 

The CDP Nordic Report is reliable since the questionnaire is handed out to Nordic 

companies in the 1st quarter of each year. Thus, with the same data there would be the 

same results in their ranking of companies’ GHG emissions. As long as the same 

grading criteria are used and the method is the same every year’s report can be 

comparative to each other. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 41) 

The research design that CDP uses is a cross-sectional design and according to Bryman 

& Bell (2011) it is characterized by good replication where the researcher must explain 

the sampling selection, location, self-completion questionnaire (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 

p. 56). CDP release their reports with an appendix that in detail describes how the 

survey has been performed. That means the survey can be executed and it fulfills good 

replication. However, CDP is such a great stakeholder for corporations and they have 

more influence in the market than us. Meaning that if we would like to replicate their 

survey we believe we would not get the same response and not as many answers 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, pp. 41-42). We do not see this as a disadvantage to our study 

because it means that our data collection is of superiority. 
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Furthermore, validity is the third quality criteria where the internal validity is usually 

weak in cross-sectional studies. But we would like to argue that the CDP has strong 

validity, which means that the conclusions that are made in the research have 

truthfulness.  

The sample is chosen by company size and the questionnaire is sent out each year 

implying that the sample is chosen but everyone knows which it is. When doing a 

random sampling the validity becomes questionable. The same applies to the choice of 

location, in this case all companies in the Nordic region. 

What can be questioned to our analysis of the CDP data compared to the Nordic Index 

is the validity. As we want to compare the best scoring companies in the project with 

the share price of respective company from Index we also want to conclude that this 

may be due to the ranking in the CDP. However, there are many variables to consider 

that can have an impact on the current share price.  

As we want to conclude that a high and attractive share price is due to good 

environmental responsibility it will be difficult to be 100 % certain. There are many 

other explanatory reasons to why a share price is high and this is a drawback with our 

research and our data. Meanwhile, we have also seen previous research encountered this 

problem (Derwall et al., 2005, p. 61) 

3.5 Research strategy 

                                                                                                                                                     

The research strategies that can be conducted are either qualitative or a quantitative. 

Qualitative research is more based on the depth of the information and tries to answer 

the question “why” rather than “if”. Quantitative research characterizes mostly numbers 

rather than words, trying to see relationships between variables, not generate new 

theories based on the result from the research. As the CDP in our cased is based on a 

survey sent out to various companies the qualitative part of the data is already 

accomplished and our paper is just a secondary analysis of the data published in 

connection to the share price. 

Furthermore, the quantitative strategy is more appropriate for this paper due to the use 

of secondary data to answer the hypothesis and not go in depth to why the result is as it 

is. However, the result will be analyzed and some of the theories presented in the 

previous chapter will be analyzed but without the further development of our own 

theories or criticism.  

There are different research designs that can be used for a thesis in business and 

administration. In our thesis the most appropriate to use would be the comparative or 

the cross sectional design due to the variables and structure of the data collected. The 

longitude, case study and experimental study are not appropriate due to the design of 

just multiple observations, one case or experimental design. As described, the paper is 

of quantitative nature and the hypothesis stated are going to evaluate a possible 

connection between the performance and volatility of the top scorers in the CDP Nordic 

report divided into sectors to their corresponding benchmark. The data will be collected 

at one occasion and put into groups to corresponding countries and sectors, therefore the 

design used is more in line with the comparative and cross sectional designs. According 

to (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 45) the differences between the comparative and the cross 

sectional designs are that the later mostly use more variables in the data that is collected 

at a certain point in time. While a comparative design seeks to compare two or more 
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cases, like in our study, the comparison of top performers in the CDP Nordic report to 

their benchmark.  

Different approaches can be used in the execution of a comparative design, such as 

cross-cultural and intercultural (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 64). The cross-cultural 

approach is used in common cases such as comparing nation’s management systems. 

An example of when the intercultural approach is used is when comparing the 

interaction between the individual and the organization from different national and 

cultural backgrounds. The comparison of the top performers in the CDP Nordic report 

to the Nordic index lies more in the area of comparing the different results. The level of 

analysis in the comparative design focuses on certain individuals, groups or 

organizations, such as the companies in our study. Since our study is based on the 

comparison of our top performers to the corresponding index we argue that the best 

research design is the comparative design.  

However, the comparative design has some drawbacks as well, which can be argued 

from the social factors involved in the process of data collection. As our secondary data 

is received over the Internet it will not explain any social factors. Although, the criteria 

fits more into a qualitative study which is not the intended purpose of this paper. 

Regardless of this fact, we understand that the quality criteria explained earlier are 

heavily dependent on the quality of the data used from CDP. The validity of a non-

experimental research is exposed to various threats and later; the process of data 

collection will explain how we have tried to minimize such threats.  

3.6 Data collection 

                                                                                                                                                           

The data collection is mainly based on the CDP report and was found from their website 

where it is available for the public. The inspiration to the CDP came from a seminar at 

University of Zurich, where a global leader of business information from Bloomberg 

presented the use of such information in their dataset used by global investors. The 

collection of articles that concerns the theoretical framework are gathered from the 

major database EBSCO, which is one of the largest providers of scientific articles in the 

academic world. Searches on words as CDP, Carbon Disclosure Project, ESG and SRI 

were used to narrow it down to relevant articles to fit our research. The articles used are 

all peer reviewed and it gives us more trust to our theoretical framework where it 

enables us to increase the credibility to the paper.  

The second way of gathering knowledge in the subject was to use the already existing 

project at the Umeå University called SIRP (Sustainable Investment Research Platform) 

that is a platform for a number of Universities in Europe to share, and publish, research 

in the area of sustainable investments. Some of the articles we have used are working 

papers and are not published at its entirety at the moment. However, they are still 

reliable due to the expertise of the authors in the platform in the field of sustainable 

investments. The research used from this platform is also the newest research in the area 

that gives an updated source of information to use in our study. The decision in using 

articles for our theoretical framework instead of books are based on the fact that the use 

of values as in the CDP report are quite newly introduced to research. Books published 

of values influence the share price are mostly focusing on all the factors such as CSR 

and ESG where the scope of our report is based on just the environmental part with 

carbon disclosure.  
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However, a book in finance by Byström (2007) is used as a reference describing the 

fundamentals used in the data process and discussion about the efficient market 

hypothesis and CAPM.  

Criticism to our sources could be that the articles used are specified in the field of 

carbon disclosure and not a broader introduction to the area of ESG values. Most of the 

articles are on the other hand based on the basics. Using these articles gives us an 

exposure to previous research if they have the correct facts behind their research, which 

is a risk, needed to consider. As previously mentioned, the articles used are peer 

reviewed which are already revised the published material. Another critic for the 

sources used is that the working papers from the SIRP platform are not finished and not 

peer reviewed, meaning that some information could be questionable. The sources used 

are in a way crossing each other, where some are from SIRP and some from EBSCO. 

This gives the fact that the working papers and their original source would be reliable.  

 

3.6.1 CDP Questionnaire 

  

The questionnaire is built on a range of categories such as Governance, Strategy, 

Targets and initiative, Communication, Climate change risks, Climate change 

opportunities, Emission methodology, Emission data and the Energy used in the 

companies’ operations. 

“Performance points are awarded for evidence provided in the CDP response of actions 

considered to contribute to climate change mitigation, adaptation and transparency. 

Actions considered to be more fundamental to progress on combating climate change 

are awarded more points. External verification/assurance of emissions data is rewarded 

under the performance scoring as it is considered that this potentially increases the 

usefulness of the information to decision makers and can act as a pre-qualifier of the 

data submitted that should be recognized when evaluating performance.” 

(CDP Scoring Methodology, 2012, p. 5) 

 

Based on what response companies will give to the questionnaire there will be points 

distributed and if more fundamental answers are given, more points will be awarded. 

This gives the CDP the power to interpret the result in combination with the suggestion 

by researches that, even if all carbon risks are disclosed, mainstream investors are 

unlikely to incorporate them due to the weakness of the specific business case (Harmes, 

2011, p. 108). 

 

It has been proven hard to make a meaningful comparison of these kind of values across 

sectors because of the risk related to climate change can be very individual. The 

information presented in the survey is also argued to not fit the investors’ needs and 

therefore it is hard to take the information and compare to other firms (Sullivan & 

Gouldson, 2012, p. 64). The retail sector in the UK is concluded to not be satisfied by 

the information provided. There is no study about the needs from some of the Nordic 

sectors that has been done before, so the result is hard to provide any general view of 

the report. 
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3.6.2 Empirical data collection 

 

To be able to answer our hypothesis we need to get access to the performance rating in 

order to be able to divide the companies into sectors and countries. To be able to 

compare these sectors we have written down every single score by hand into an excel 

file. The data is also double checked to minimize the risk of possible human errors. 

Then the data is cleared from the score in the form of latter. As the CDP also provides a 

range in ranking from A-E in additional to the performance score 1-100 which our 

sorting is based on.  The data from the 2012 Nordic report provides information about 

the response from the companies previous year in this case 2011. We are only 

considering companies that have the status AQ (Answered Questionnaire) in the report, 

which gives us the possibility to look at the share price and volatility for the period Q1 

2011 – Q1 2013. The letter after the score in the CDP report is similar due to the 

corresponding range where the performance score lies within. The performance score 

represents how well the companies have been able to provide information about their 

disclosure. The letters after the performance score in the CDP report are how well the 

companies are setting goals and achieving emission reductions. We have chosen to use 

the performance score, which gives us the selection of companies that should be used in 

our later top performing portfolios. The energy sector will only contain eight companies 

due to the lack of respondents in the report; the result will not be affected in a large 

extent due to the calculation of the weight related to the score. We understand that this 

is not the optimal solution due to the other portfolios have 10 companies each but 

considering the weight used to calculate the return the effect will be limited.  

We have contacted CDP’s Nordic Project Manager and gained permission to use their 

information from the used reports. We were also given directives how to interpret the 

information that is provided and we have considered this carefully.   

However, some other variables are needed for the evaluation of the stock performance 

and volatility which is the share price and the 30 day volatility which were collected 

through the use of Bloomberg terminal (Bloomberg terminal, version 2013) and Six 

edge (Six Edge v4.2, 2013), which are international well known software in the finance 

industry giving us a reliability behind the data that we used. The access to these 

programs were based on trial versions in connection to be able to use the program and 

see if this was something that could be of interest to use at Umeå University. This is not 

connected to the purpose of the paper rather than one of the authors has been in contact 

to these companies before and got access to trial versions. 

The indexes that we have chosen to compare are the corresponding sectors in the 

NASDAQ OMX Nordic index series: 

 Energy (NASDAQ OMX Nordic Energy, NOMXNEN) 

 Telecom & IT (NASDAQ OMX Nordic Telecom & Infotech, NOMXNTI) 

 Material (NASDAQ OMX Nordic Materials, NOMXNMA) 

 Industrials (NASDAQ OMX Nordic Industrials, NOMXNIN)  

To be able to compare the companies to their benchmark index the staring value have to 

be set in a similar way. Giving the portfolio and the index a starting value of 100 is used 

to later present and analyze the result in a clearer way. The calculations of the day-to-

day return where the first thing to do for just comparing the values of the days divided 
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by the day before and so on. After the returns of each of the company’s shares were 

completed the portfolio return needed to be calculated. We have in this part decided to 

put a weight on each of the top 10 performers that correspond to their performance 

score from the CDP divided to the sum of all the top performers in each sector.  

The weight on the scores will give us a more accurate way of analyzing the result and 

more accurate representation of the effect of the CDP. The best companies will by that 

have a higher percentage in the portfolios and therefore have a higher impact on the 

total return. 

𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑁𝐿𝐼 = 𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑁𝐿𝐼𝑡−1 ∗∑(1 + (𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑡1𝑡 ∗ 𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑡1𝑊 +. . 𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑡10𝑡 ∗ 𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑡10𝑊 )) 

𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑁𝐿𝐼 = (CDP Nordic top 10 portfolio specific sector) 

𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑡1𝑡= (CDP top 1 performance score return at time t) 

𝐶𝐷𝑃𝑡1𝑊 = (CDP top 1 performance score divided by sum of all scores) 

This formula will provide us with the return each day for the CDPNLI for each of the 

sectors analyzed which will be used to compare to corresponding benchmark index.  

The volatility of the companies are calculated in a similar way but without the factor 

used to consider the previous value the day before just taking the weight of each 

company related to the performance score and sum it up. The 30-day volatility for each 

day and company is calculated using the standard deviation, which is calculated using 

the average price over the period of 30 days. Thereafter, the difference between the 

average and the actual price and square it then sum it up and divide by 30. The numbers 

used are presented nominal but reflect the percentage change of the annualized standard 

deviation of the price change for the 30 most recent trading days. Further, just take the 

square root of the standard deviation that is representing the 30-day volatility. We have 

chosen to use the 30-day volatility rather than the 90-day because of the scope of the 

data used which represent the last two years and therefore the shorter seems more 

appropriate for our study (Investopedia, 2013).  

The data will be analyzed through SPSS (SPSS version 2012) with descriptive statistics 

and the one sample t-test to find the relationship between the variables. The basic 

evaluation lies in the development of the portfolios and the graphical result of higher, or 

lower return/volatility for the sectors compared to their benchmark index. As argued 

before, the actual explanation behind the share price has an undefined number of 

variables to take into consideration. To be able to explain the variation to this research 

we provide a general consideration connected to theory exploring if such disclosure can 

be considered one of the factors contribution to a higher valuation. We are looking to 

find patterns in the data but not aiming to find a 100% explanation behind the 

movement of company’s shares. But we will use a one-sample t-test to consider the 

statistical significance of the result. This will give us a statistical background to the 

result and see if the variation can be statistically proven to be different from zero and 

thus see the relationship from the examined data providing a picture of the general 

sample.  

One way to compare the difference between the returns in index and the top performers 

in the CDP is to use a one-sample t-test, to see if the changes are statistically significant. 

The negative aspects of the one sample t-test are that type one and type two errors can 

be present. Type one error is where the null hypothesis is rejected when it is actually 
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true and type two error, if accepting the null hypothesis when it should be rejected. 

Using a probability level of 95% the chance of a type one error is higher compared to a 

type two error (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 354).  

3.7 Ethical considerations 

                                                                                                                                              

Ethical concerns are important where the most common are represented in four main 

areas of ethical principles. These principles are described in Bryman & Bell (2011): 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 128) 

 

 Harm to participants 

 Lack of informed consent 

 Invasion of privacy 

 Deception 

As the study is mainly using already published information, the process of gathering 

data is not exposed to the influence of harm or invasion of privacy. Lack of informed 

consent would also have the same non-exposure due to that the data is public. Last point 

is deception were the researcher tries to represent their research as something other than 

what it actually is. Our data is secondary but as companies are involved and have 

already agreed to the data to be public we have a responsibility to be objective and not 

influence personal reasons into why some companies are chosen compared to others. 

Our research is an open process where the reader is able to follow the way the tasks are 

managed and all decisions try to be argued with both benefits and drawbacks. The 

ranking of the companies is already developed and we have taken a systematic approach 

to the grouping of top performers without the influence of personal values.  

Additionally, the thesis in its field represents an area of high level of ethical 

considerations and is one of the factors during financial turmoil, which have gathered 

investors to consider alternative financial drivers.  
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4. Results 
 

4.1 Graphical 

                                                                                                                                                       

The outcome of the result is to be presented in this chapter. Each sector is presented 

visually with graphs to see the general result where in the second chapter the result is 

tested, using the one sample t-test to see if the result is statistically significant.  

The result is based on four different sectors, in order to minimize the sector specific 

change where each portfolio is examined separately. This allows us to see more clear 

relationships. As described in the method, the companies in the CDP report are large 

and have operations globally, which is important to have in mind for the analysis. 

Throughout the chapter, the blue line will relate to the sector portfolio and the orange 

line will represent the corresponding index. 

In the second part where the descriptive statistics and statistical test will be presented, 

the most important values will be highlighted in bold text 

For correlation of the different variables in each sector and the companies including in 

the selection see Appendix 2 & 4. The description of the variables will be limited and 

further description will be found in the appendix as well (see Appendix 1). 
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ENERGY country sector score 2011 ans weight

Neste Oil Fi EGY 79 AQ 0,142599

DNO International No EGY 76 AQ 0,137184

Statoil No EGY 75 AQ 0,135379

Lundin Petroleum Se EGY 72 AQ 0,129964

Solstad Offshore No EGY 71 AQ 0,128159

Petroleum Geo-Services No EGY 66 AQ 0,119134

DOF No EGY 60 AQ 0,108303

Seadrill Management No EGY 55 AQ 0,099278

4.1.1 Energy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Return Energy portfolio to index        Figure 5. Risk Energy portfolio to index 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Companies included in the Energy top performance portfolio 

 

To the left in Figure 4 we can see the movement in price of the Energy portfolio in blue 

and the index representing the orange line. The general development of the portfolio 

compared to the index is quite highly correlated as the return only differs with some 

percentages in the last three quarters where it ends with a higher return. The index is as 

mentioned in the method chapter the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Energy, (NOMXNEN) 

Figure 5 represents the 30-day volatility in the portfolio in blue and index in orange. A 

similar pattern can be spotted in this graph but it is quite clear that the risk measured in 

volatility is higher in all days measured. 

Furthermore, the companies of what the portfolio consists of are from Finland, Norway 

and Sweden and no one is from Denmark. As described earlier, this portfolio only 

consists of eight companies due to the sector that only had eight disclosures, which had 

the answer AQ (Answered Questioner) in 2011. This gave us the possibility to see a 

long-term effect. It will not affect to a large extent due to the calculation using the 

weights where the better companies get a higher weight. 

As we can see, Norway represents a large part of the portfolio with six out of eight 

companies and the rest are from Sweden and Finland where each has one representative. 

The scores are relatively low compared to the other portfolios and provide a picture of a 

sector that has problems to perform better in carbon disclosure.   
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TELE,IT country sector score 2011 ans weight

Nokia Group Fi IT 98 AQ 0,122961

Tieto Fi IT 96 AQ 0,120452

Elisa Fi TCOM 89 AQ 0,111669

Atea No IT 86 AQ 0,107905

Telenor Group No TCOM 76 AQ 0,095358

Ericsson Se IT 74 AQ 0,092848

Vaisala Fi IT 74 AQ 0,092848

TeliaSonera Se TCOM 69 AQ 0,086575

Millicom International Cellular Se TCOM 68 AQ 0,08532

Bang & Olufsen Dk IT 67 AQ 0,084065

4.1.2 Telecom & IT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Figure 7. Return Tele/IT portfolio to index     Figure 8. Risk Tele/IT portfolio to index 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Companies included in the Telecom & IT top performance portfolio 

 

The graphs take the same form as the previous portfolio and will continue to do so for 

the rest of the results presented. Figure 7 represents the price of the calculated portfolio 

in blue and the index in orange. Figure 8 visualizes how the 30-day volatility has been 

changed during the tested period.  

The index used to compare against the portfolio is NASDAQ OMX Nordic Telecom & 

Infotech, (NOMXNTI) and as we can see the portfolio outperforms this index from the 

fourth quarter of 2011 until the end and has a higher return compared to the index. 

Figure 8 displays a higher volatility of the portfolio in most of the trading days with 

some exceptions in the third quarter of 2011. The portfolio and Index seem to have low 

correlation according to the outcome of the graph.  

Because of the construction of the index, both the Telecom and IT companies will be 

compared in the same portfolio. As we can see there are four telecom companies and six 

IT companies in the portfolio. Country wise all Nordic countries are represented were 

four are from Finland, three from Sweden, two from Norway and one from Denmark. 

The scores in this sector have higher top performers with Nokia in the top, with a score 

of 98 and Tieto not far behind with 96. 
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4.1.3 Material 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Return Material portfolio to index      Figure 11. Risk Material portfolio to                                                                                                                                                                                   

index  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                   Figure 12. Companies included in the Material top performance portfolio 

 

Firstly, our result of the top 10 scoring companies in the material sector presents that the 

portfolio correlates well with the Nordic Index when looking at the return. As figure 10 

presents the return, we can tell that the return in the portfolio is slightly higher than the 

used index, which is the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Materials (NOMXNMA) in the end of 

2012. However, the index performed better in the beginning of the testing period or 

more to the equal with each other and almost perfect correlation.  

When looking at figure 11 we can see how the both portfolios behave in terms of 

volatility. You can tell that the volatility for the material portfolio is higher than the 

index. This means that the risk is higher for the material portfolio but it also confirms 

the principle that the higher return you demand, the more risk you have to accept. 

Finish companies with 6 out of 10 dominate the division of countries in the portfolio. 

Three companies represent Sweden, one from Denmark and no one represents Norway.   

 

 

 

MATERIAL country sector score 2011 ans weight

UPM-Kymmene Fi MAT 99 AQ 0,117857

Novozymes Dk MAT 94 AQ 0,111905

Holmen Se MAT 91 AQ 0,108333

Boliden Group Se MAT 85 AQ 0,10119

SCA Se MAT 84 AQ 0,1

Outokumpu Fi MAT 84 AQ 0,1

Stora Enso Fi MAT 84 AQ 0,1

Metsä Board Fi MAT 77 AQ 0,091667

Kemira Fi MAT 72 AQ 0,085714

Rautaruukki Fi MAT 70 AQ 0,083333
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INDUSTRIAL country sector score 2011 ans weight

Metso Fi IND 97 AQ 0,108623

Rockwool International Dk IND 93 AQ 0,104143

Outotec Fi IND 93 AQ 0,104143

SAAB Se IND 92 AQ 0,103024

Finnair Fi IND 92 AQ 0,103024

D/S NORDEN Dk IND 90 AQ 0,100784

Kone Fi IND 90 AQ 0,100784

Scania Se IND 83 AQ 0,092945

Skanska Se IND 82 AQ 0,091825

Peab Se IND 81 AQ 0,090705

4.1.4 Industrial 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. Return Industrial portfolio to index     Figure 14. Risk Industrial portfolio to 

index  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15. Companies included in the Industrial top performance portfolio 

 

The result from the industrial sector shows good correlation to the corresponding index, 

NASDAQ OMX Nordic Industrials (NOMXNIN). In figure 13 we see how return has 

changed during the period. There are two small deviations, one between the 3rd and 4th 

quarter of 2011 and the other in the end of 2012 where industrial portfolio gave a higher 

return. Interesting findings presented in figure 14 is that the volatility in the Nordic 

index is higher than industry in the end of 2011, whereas the return is higher in the 

portfolio compared to the Nordic index.  

Excluding the small deviations, we see that in the beginning of 2013 the return is higher 

in the portfolio and the volatility higher. However, we see that the industry portfolio 

also seems to follow the relationship to the Nordic index as the other sectors we have 

looked in to. 

The portfolio consists of a mix between the countries Finland, Sweden and Denmark 

with the first two representing four companies each and the last two are Danish. The 

performance score is overall high compared to the other sectors with a range of 97-81. 
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4.2 Statistical test 

                                                                                                                                                            

By using the t-test we will try to conclude if the result can be statistically proven. 

The hypotheses of the tested values are: 

𝐻0 : The tested variable is not different from zero. 

𝐻1 : The tested variable is different from zero. 

Each of the four sectors is going to be presented with the relevant descriptive statistics 

and the result from the one sample t-test. The variables in each table are starting with 

the word CDP or INDEX which indicate of it is the portfolio or the INDEX used in the 

data. After the definition the name of the sector will be shown and last the letter “r” or 

“v” which stands for return (r) or volatility (v) (see Appendix 1) 

Two variables in each sector are named “diff”, which stands for the difference between 

the CDP and index for return and volatility. If the result from the t-test shows a value 

below 0,05 the 𝐻0 will be rejected and 𝐻1 accepted explaining that the difference 

between the portfolio and index are different from zero. The result from the t-test can 

then with 95% confidence confirm a positive relationship related to the return. If the 

value is above 0,05 a positive relationship cannot be confirmed. 

The t-test will determine if the tested sample of the return in the portfolio and the 

change in volatility can be proven to be significant at a 95% confidence interval, which 

is a common interval used in measuring a significant difference between variables.  

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 354).  

The statistical test could be carried out considering the risk adjusted return by using the 

Jensen’s alpha or Sharpe ratio. However, we can tell that the risk does not differ a lot so 

calculating this would not change too much. Therefore, we have decided to separate the 

risk and return not use the above stated ratios that are concerning the actual risk 

adjusted return. Risk adjusted return means that the risk in order to achieve higher 

return is considered in the calculations. However considering further research on this 

topic this could be interesting for results where the risk fluctuates more.  

Given the preliminary result shown in the first part of this chapter the returns will differ 

from the ones presented below. These differences are due to the calculations that are 

based on the previous day closing in the graphs and not in the statistics where they are 

simply summed together. 
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4.2.1 Energy 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
N Range Minimum 

Maximu
m Sum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Varianc
e 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic Statistic 

CDPenergyr 499 ,1578 -,0939 ,0639 ,1911 ,000383 ,0007412 ,0165569 ,000 

INDEXenergyr 499 ,1224 -,0704 ,0520 ,1247 ,000250 ,0007393 ,0165155 ,000 

CDPenergyv 499 49,55 22,66 72,22 19124,13 38,3249 ,52796 11,79370 139,091 

INDEXenergyv 499 42,57 10,59 53,16 12550,37 25,1510 ,44646 9,97324 99,466 

diffenergyr 499 ,1836 -,0953 ,0883 ,0664 ,000133 ,0009679 ,0216207 ,000 

diffenergyv 499 19,24 4,35 23,59 6573,76 13,1739 ,16235 3,62653 13,152 

Valid N 
(listwise) 

499 
        

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables in the Energy sector 

 

In the Energy sector the result provided with a summed up return, which is positive at 

6,64% (19,11%-12,47%). The volatility is positive during the entire period with a low 

point at just a difference of 4,35, but still positive. The mean of the return is also 

positive but weak with just fraction of a percentage.  

 

One-Sample Test 

 

Test Value = 0                                        

t Df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

diffenergyr ,137 498 ,891 ,00013 -,0018 ,0020 

diffenergyv 81,147 498 ,000 13,17386 12,8549 13,4928 

 

Table 2. One-Sample Test of the variables in the Energy sector 

 

The important number in this table is the significant level which if under 0,05 the 

alternative hypothesis 𝐻1 will be accepted and within a normal distribution the value 

differs from zero. The significance of the volatility is very low and provides statistical 

explanation that the values are to be above zero and the risk higher for the sector 

leadership portfolio compared the index. 

 

The return of the difference between the portfolio and the index has a high significance 

number that tells us that a higher return in the portfolio cannot be proven statistically.  
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4.2.2 Telecom & IT 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
N Range 

Minimu
m 

Maximu
m Sum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Varianc
e 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic Statistic 

CDPteler 499 ,0641 -,0311 ,0331 ,1163 ,000233 ,000434
1 

,0096960 ,000 

INDEXteler 499 ,1036 -,0514 ,0522 ,0910 ,000182 ,000643
7 

,0143800 ,000 

CDPtelev 499 23,83 22,92 46,76 15587,6
5 

31,2378 ,23880 5,33441 28,456 

INDEXtelev 499 29,14 11,76 40,90 11280,7
3 

22,6067 ,27643 6,17505 38,131 

diffteler 499 ,0932 -,0447 ,0485 ,0253 ,000051 ,000679
1 

,0151702 ,000 

difftelev 499 18,80 -2,15 16,65 4306,92 8,6311 ,15486 3,45925 11,966 

Valid N 
(listwise) 

499 
        

 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the variables in the Telecom & IT sector 

 

 

The numbers in this portfolio provide us with similar result compared to the previous 

one with higher summed up returns for the portfolio compared to the index and also a 

higher volatility. The minimum point in the difference of the volatility is -2,15 at a 

given point, which provides information that the risk in some point was lower compared 

to the index but with a mean of 8,63 higher. 

 

 

One-Sample Test 

 

Test Value = 0                                        

t Df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

diffteler ,075 498 ,940 ,00005 -,0013 ,0014 

difftelev 55,736 498 ,000 8,63109 8,3268 8,9353 

 

Table 4. One-Sample Test of the variables in the Telecom & IT sector 

The significance of this portfolio is not low enough to prove that the portfolio has 

statistical grounds for a higher return compared to the index. The volatility, on the other 

hand, has a low number which states that the risk in the leadership portfolio for 

Telecom & IT is significantly higher than the index. 
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4.2.3 Material 

 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
N Range 

Minimu
m 

Maximu
m Sum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Varianc
e 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic Statistic 

CDPmaterialr 499 ,1544 -,0745 ,0799 ,1089 ,000218 ,000912
9 

,0203933 ,000 

INDEXmaterial
r 

499 ,1262 -,0693 ,0569 -,0769 -,000154 ,000762
2 

,0170265 ,000 

CDPmaterialv 499 45,62 21,13 66,75 17764,9
5 

35,6011 ,51895 11,59247 134,385 

INDEXmaterial
v 

499 37,80 12,21 50,01 13034,7
0 

26,1216 ,41155 9,19322 84,515 

diffmaterialr 499 ,2040 -,0804 ,1236 ,1858 ,000372 ,001116
0 

,0249298 ,001 

diffmaterialv 499 23,80 -1,11 22,69 4730,25 9,4795 ,19493 4,35445 18,961 

Valid N 
(listwise) 

499 
        

 

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of the variables in the Material sector 

 

This portfolio has a higher return of 18,58% during the analyzed period. Considering 

the volatility the mean is 9,47 higher for the portfolio but has as the previous one a 

minimum point, which is negative. 

 

One-Sample Test 

 

Test Value = 0                                        

t Df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

diffmaterialr ,334 498 ,739 ,00037 -,0018 ,0026 

diffmaterialv 48,630 498 ,000 9,47947 9,0965 9,8625 

 

Table 6. One-Sample Test of the variables in the Material sector 

A higher return in the portfolio cannot be proven at the 95% interval with the high score 

of 0,739 but the volatility is statistically significant which ones again state that the 

portfolio has higher risk in terms of volatility compared to the corresponding Nordic 

index. 
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4.2.4 Industrial 

 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 
N Range Minimum 

Maximu
m Sum Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Varianc
e 

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic Statistic 

CDPindustryr 499 ,0980 -,0489 ,0491 ,1528 ,000306 ,0006038 ,0134885 ,000 

INDEXindustry
v 

499 ,1600 -,0865 ,0735 ,1755 ,000352 ,0009101 ,0203290 ,000 

CDPindustryv 499 38,50 19,17 57,67 15711,33 31,4856 ,41502 9,27074 85,947 

INDEXindsutry
v 

499 47,80 12,63 60,43 15355,54 30,7726 ,55332 12,36023 152,775 

diffindustryr 499 ,1844 -,0827 ,1018 -,0227 -,000045 ,0010387 ,0232027 ,001 

diffindustryv 499 25,24 -14,99 10,24 355,79 ,7130 ,19118 4,27064 18,238 

Valid N 
(listwise) 

499 
        

 

Table 7. Descriptive statistics of the variables in the Industrial sector 

 

This portfolio has a different result compared to the others with a negative difference 

between the returns -2,27% and volatility, which as a minimum of -14,99 and a mean of 

low 0,7130. It seems that the risk is almost the same in the portfolio and index but with 

a slightly lower return during the measured period. 

 

 

 

One-Sample Test 

 

Test Value = 0                                        

t Df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

diffindustryr -,044 498 ,965 -,00005 -,0021 ,0020 

diffindustryv 3,730 498 ,000 ,71301 ,3374 1,0886 

 

Table 8. One-Sample Test of the variables in the Industrial sector 

Testing the significance of the result is similar to the others, with a high number on the 

difference of the return but significant when it comes to the volatility. This leaves the 

portfolio with an almost identical return but with some additional risk. 
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5. Analysis 
 

Based on the result given in the previous chapter this part is going to evaluate the 

outcome by using the theoretical framework presented in the second chapter. The higher 

return is not statistically proven according to the one sample t-test. However, this 

chapter will analyze the relationship that can be supported. 

Considering the outcome that is partly in line with our expectations, the portfolios 

achieved a higher return compared to the indexes with an exception of the Industrial 

portfolio, which had a similar development as its index. The volatility was higher in all 

portfolios but again, the industrial portfolio was close to unchanged from the index but 

an overall higher risk measured in volatility seen in the portfolios of top scores in the 

CDP compared to their index. 

In connection to the theories addressed, the Nordic sector seems to have been influenced 

to disclose carbon emissions due to the extra financial driver that can be added. The 

relation cannot be proven statistically but supports the evidence of higher risk and 

returns in all portfolios during the measuring period. This argues for that investors have 

been an important actor where they tend to demand pushing the capital towards 

companies getting higher scores in responsibility. By investing in these types of 

companies the responsibility can be reflected in the share price.  

As mentioned numerous times throughout the paper, the whole explanation of the 

changes in price are not fully explained by the higher CDP score. Our contribution was 

trying to see if the pattern could be made for the higher scores to their valuation. Taking 

a comparative approach against the indexes, the specific sector change was worked 

around and where all the sectors have a quite similar result it will strength the argument 

of an effect for responsible activities from companies. Past studies (Kim & Lyon, 2011, 

p. 22) have also tried to link the financial performance to the scores in the CDP with 

result providing incentives to believe that higher possibility of regulation increases the 

carbon disclosure as a financial driver. However, the research does not provide any 

direct connection to events that could lead to an increased possible regulation during the 

measured period.  

5.1 Risk & Return 

                                                                                                                                                    

Building on to the discussion about how to explain the return from shares, CAPM has 

about 70% explanatory power, and with the introduction to the SML and HML of Fama 

and French 90% was explained. These studies are relatively old and as most of the 

strategies used in finance have a tendency to be useless where a larger part of the active 

individuals in the market become aware of strategies to exploit market imperfections 

(Byström, 2007, pp. 40-43). Furthermore, the expectations of a lower risk in the 

portfolios were not proven to be accurate.  

According to the result, all of the portfolios had a higher volatility during the measured 

period. One can argue that the limits of CAPM with its assumption of normal 

distribution and no transaction costs and taxes have to be in mind when trying to 

evaluate the performance of the return. Taking the Fama and French model, the 90% of 

explanatory power has additional 10% of the variation that could not be explained by 

the model.  
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As mentioned, the research is performed some years ago and the result is not set to be 

the same in the future but, as the models of CAPM (Byström, 2007, p. 145) and Fama & 

French (1993) are important for the historical field in trying to explain the variation of 

returns, these models need to adapt. While the Ohlson model has included the ESG 

factor into the model and similar to our report. CDP attempts to attach the soft to hard 

values with the reports as a forum for investors who are constantly increasing to the 

project. Meanwhile, companies contribute with information regarding their emissions. 

These incentives are to highlight and show awareness, as there is a desire to improve 

brand image to the reason that it may increase returns. 

Addressing the two different sides, whether the change in companies only comes from 

their intention to impress the government and the public, or that the shareholders 

request it. Based on our findings, the disclosure provided from the top performers have 

a higher return compared to the broader index. This would be a reason for the 

shareholders to engage and try to influence the awareness of these values. 

From the theories provided, we found in the evaluation of the ESG criteria’s to be due 

to a financially driven strategy, which approach is to choose the best in class to be part 

of the portfolio. As today’s economic system is built on the fractional banking and fiat 

currency the best way to address the problems in the depletion of the environment are 

the incentives that generate income and return. A financial driven theory where 

corporations are working towards a better environment that still turns out to be lucrative 

for their business is a win-win for the firms and the environment. Taking responsibility 

for the environment may be costly for corporations but as our result tells us that there is 

a weak positive trend we believe companies should disclose and improve their carbon 

emissions for the long run.  

The limitations to our result are like CAPM, where our calculations do not consider the 

transaction cost or taxes of the possible returns from the strategy (Roll, 1977, p. 175). 

The normal distribution assumption of both CAPM and the volatility are factors that are 

not realistic in the dynamic environment in the financial markets. However, the result of 

the graphs that are indicating return and volatility of the portfolios measured are more in 

line with the theories around CAPM, than other approaches where the risk in the 

portfolios taking actions to limit the exposure to climate change would decrease. 

Examine the return and volatility during an increased timespan would maybe display 

another result to the risk and the article discussed does not provide a time span for 

where this values becomes a part of the valuation. Also, the increased numbers of 

companies in index compared to the portfolios make the volatility to decrease due to the 

diversifications effect. If more companies are used in the portfolio, the variation of the 

return would be lower due to the effect of diversifying the portfolio and not placing all 

the risk in a small number of companies. 

The Nordic region has been discussed to be of importance due to the forefront in the 

regulation and awareness to the subject. Sectors proven to have harder to meet standards 

are the ones chosen to base our portfolios on. The result proves us with a pattern of the 

return, which is higher in all the portfolios compared to their index and gives us an 

indication to not prove, but rather, examine more in depth if the environmental part of 

the ESG values have a larger effect compared to others. As seen in our findings, most of 

the increased return is larger in the later quarters of the measuring period with the 

inclusion of the participation of CDP. This of course cannot be proven to be due to the 

disclosing of carbon emission information but is seen as a pattern that could be 
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evaluated further because we believe there is a rising trend, however, we cannot prove it 

statistically but we believe it is not just random.  

The efficient market hypothesis can be discussed and lies between all information 

priced in (strong) or a “random walk” (weak) (Byström, 2007, p. 159). The market 

seems not to be efficient enough to price in some of the values the top performers have 

compared to their sector competitors. Considering the result, the higher return in the 

second part of the data could indicate an increased integration in the values of carbon 

disclosure by institutional investors.  

The difference between the relationship and statistical significance of our findings are of 

importance. As we have previously discussed, the result is not statistically significant 

but rather supports if the investment would be performed in reality. Assumptions behind 

both risk and possible return are built on normal distributions as most of the statistical 

models developed. The complexity of many variables is far more advanced and this is 

why it is important to take a critical approach to the result provided from such models. 

This criticism to our self and the findings are something that can be looked into in 

further studies. How can a more accurate conclusion and significance be proven on one 

variable, meanwhile one cannot even measure what types of variables that have an 

effect on the stock return.  

5.2 Incentives 

                                                                                                                                                         

The companies in the CDP report are both large and have international operations as 

presented in the theory (Stanny & Ely, 2008, p. 345). Therefore, there is a larger 

incentive to disclose carbon information. This factor gives the result some meaning in 

the sense of understanding the value that lies behind the disclosure. Companies that 

perform well in such reports have understood that the increased knowledge of soft 

values have turned all the way to investors in which corporations are highly dependent 

on. 

Considering the sectors chosen, the emissions from these are in larger proportions 

compared to other sectors. Therefore, there is an increased pressure from outside to 

these companies to disclose their carbon emissions (Nicolosi et al., 2011, p. 10). The 

incentives for companies to disclose their carbon emissions could be due to that they 

have pressure from a larger demand and amount of stakeholders. Because of the 

increased risk emerging from among all, environmental catastrophe such as oil spill, or, 

financial costs due to not following regulations are not lying in the stakeholders’ 

interests.  

However, the people considering CSR to be important would not invest at all in these 

industries since they have problems to meet the standards, but the positive effect of the 

investment would not be as great. 

5.3 Regulation 

                                                                                                                                                   

As presented in the theory chapter, we believe that one factor contributing to the change 

in investment behavior is regulation. Like we mentioned the Scandinavian model as a 

screening model where the state funds basically rejected investing in companies running 

irresponsible businesses. Also, how institutional investors today, are using different SRI 

strategies for screening the market (Hamilton, 2011, p. 2).  
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This has come to a rise due to the increasing CSR involvement and we have to consider 

that institutional investors are also companies striving for the CSR agenda. We believe 

that pressures from the individuals are leading to these changes and as individuals may 

reveal and report bad reputation we also believe that in the long run an irresponsible 

firm will suffer greater loss than it costs for taking responsibility. For example, the costs 

to change manufacturing process and the supply chain may be an example of such costs.    

Some of the contribution to the result could be in line with the increased awareness of 

these values and as the study´s preliminary focus does not lie in the explanation of all 

variation, than the effect of regulation could have a direct connection to investor’s 

values. A general analysis can be drawn from the evaluation of the factors, such as 

sectors and region to the increased return. Regulation in this sense could have a positive 

effect for the companies due to social pressure from government to become responsibly 

in society. We earlier mentioned that regulation has increased with the Kyoto protocol 

(Kim & Lyon, 2011, p. 22). In order to achieve goals agreed in the protocol government 

needs to regulate this. 

Thus, previous regulation we believe to have had an impact in Scandinavia as we have 

mentioned in Sweden the biggest pension funds used the Scandinavian model for 

screening their portfolios (Hamilton, 2011, p. 17). However, it is not a regulation but the 

pension fund is a state fund and the government determined its rules. We would argue 

that this is of indirect regulation towards the larger companies in Sweden. This could be 

an explanation for the increased return within the Nordic area as a long-term investment 

starting to become lucrative. However, if all companies in the Scandinavian market 

follow regulations it may be one reason for the weak positive relationship as no one 

would be superior in this field of governance.  

5.4 Scandinavia 

                                                                                                                                                     

Next the Scandinavian model has provided us with the knowledge to believe that 

companies in the Nordic market have to a higher extent integrated these values into their 

business models and this due to minimizing negative effects on brand image and 

reputation in the business.  

In a combination between the regulation incentives and the Scandinavian model the 

argument behind the result are strength and as understood the complexity no actual 

direct effect can be drawn but rather summing up factors that have been played out in 

line with previous research in the field. The focus on the Nordic market with sectors 

proven to have direct problems in the integration process of environmental issues 

should be the ones having the largest increase in return if the case of valuing soft values 

has a direct effect (Nicolosi et al., 2011, p. 10). 

We would like to stay in connection to previous research and as this paper follows a 

deductive approach we are not intended to create new theories and models. However, 

old models may need to be updated at some time. This is why the result is not to be 

proven in a statistical sense and as we can see most theories have its assumption that is 

more or less realistic, but the contribution still has a value of adding up factors and 

looking at pattern giving us incentives to believe that the result are just not a random 

phenomenon.  

Concluding the answer whether if the regulations, or the investor have the largest 

influence on the disclosure of carbon information the answer would be both as they are 

contributing in different ways. If the regulation in a country or region decides to 
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decrease the target for emissions, for example to make the company force to take action 

in the question will push the pressure direct to the shareholder as an increased cost if 

major change is needed meet the standards. Therefore, the influence will be mutual and 

as on the governmental level the decision regarding emission has been a very difficult 

topic to agree upon a the global or regional level, investors seek to organization such as 

the CDP to get evaluation of companies performance and integrate this values to the 

management of capital.  

As many can agree, the future as we can see now will most definitely put a negative 

value in the destruction of the environment in a larger extent than we currently do. As 

investors staring to understand this fact they will try to minimize the exposure to the 

risk of such events and value the long-term sustainable companies. A cross sectional 

approach to the area of economics and the environment is needed and the integration of 

such variables into the already existing models in the financial system is the path to go 

which is proven to be hard but definitely possible. 

As discussed throughout the chapter there is not a statistical value that can prove that 

our result is a relationship that will mirror the future. Though, we think it is likely to 

happen and to statistically prove something within finance is not easy as there are many 

variables to consider, which makes it hard to measure such relationship. There are 

however, indications that support this weak positive relationship in line with theory 

such as Derwall et al. (2005) and Hassel & Semenova (2013), between investments and 

environment in other words a win-win.  

Summing up the analysis on the result the following points can be made: 

 It is in line with the research of a weak positive relation. 

 That investors influence the decision on disclosure. 

 The risk follows the CAPM where higher risk provides possible higher return. 

 The result is not statistically proven but supports a relationship.  

 This is an important variable to use as a financial driver. 
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6. Conclusion 

 

The discussion from our analysis leads us back to answering our research question,  

How does the scores from the top companies in the Carbon Disclosure Project influence 

their risk and return? 

We have already touched upon this answer by saying that it is not statistical but 

practical proven that it is a weak positive relationship. It is not fully practically positive 

since our calculations are not including factors such, taxes and transaction costs but not 

even the main theory in finance, CAPM (Byström, 2007, pp. 147-148) includes these 

factors. It is hard to draw a statistical conclusion in finance since there are such many 

variables to consider but we can provide support for concluding that our first hypothesis 

is confirmed with a higher return in the examined portfolios.  

Based on previous research we can conclude that the result is similar with a weak 

positive relationship. Meanwhile, the risk is also on average higher in the testing period, 

which rejects our second hypothesis. The main theory in finance, CAPM, confirms this 

relationship as well.  

Furthermore, theories that relate to investment behavior will also explain this 

relationship. We have mentioned incentives for voluntarily disclose emissions, 

screening model used by investors, and regulations that have an impact on this change 

in behavior.  

With incentives we have discussed that there is a reason to why companies want to 

disclose their carbon emissions. These incentives are based on the pressure from 

stakeholders whereas the result from our study confirms that stakeholders want high 

return and it would then be beneficial to be involved in such project. Institutional 

investors are also companies and as CSR is increasing this have also encouraged such 

companies to put pressure on their investment criteria.  

One example of such change in behavior is the norm based screening model, also 

known as the Scandinavian model presented in our paper. Scandinavia is our main area 

and is to relevance as Scandinavia was the first region in implementing this type of 

indirect regulation towards the companies. This could be one factor that we can see a 

higher return in our findings since Scandinavia has been early in implementing 

responsible governance. Our study involves the environmental part of the ESG values 

and previous research have looked into all values and also found a weak positive 

relationship. Meanwhile our study has looked into the environmental part and that we 

can conclude a similar relationship.  

CDP has provided us with our data and is data that can be reliable. We have not 

executed a cross-sectional study by our own since that would bring implications to our 

result by saying we would not fulfill the quality criteria. Furthermore, this proves that 

our findings are also being reliable. Since all sectors in our result are similar and in line 

with previous research but only one value has been evaluated. We would like to 

emphasize on that this is not a random pattern since not only numbers have been 

included. We have complemented our data with region and sectors, which can be related 

to what our theoretical framework suggests. 
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Summing up this paper, we want to conclude that, for firms it may be costly in the short 

run to take responsibility for the environment and disclose carbon emissions, but in the 

long run we believe that it is beneficial. By looking at the graphs, we see the increasing 

positive return. The same applies to investors who are looking for long-term 

investments. In a concluding sentence we would like to say that there is a win-win 

situation for the firms and society, where firms can be economical and sustainable.  

6.1 Further research 

                                                                                                                                         

For further research we suggest that this study could be examined in more detail like 

Derwall et al. (2005) did but just including the environmental values such using the data 

from CDP. We also suggest that other regions and sectors could be examined during a 

longer or shorter time span. Another aspect could be to look into risk adjustments in the 

returns and see if the weak positive result is still valid. One example for doing this is to 

calculate the risk adjustments with Jensen’s alpha or the Sharpe ratio.  

Moreover, one can look into the total effect of the result. As our hypothesis are limited 

to the specific sectors chosen, we suggest that the total effect of the result can be 

analyzed by combining all industries in the CDP report compared to the entire Nordic 

OMX Index. It allows for evaluations of the total effects when disclosing carbon 

emissions.  

In the ESG values we believe that “Environmental” is valuable to consider and we have 

tried to find a relationship. Although, it is hard to find this relationship to a specific 

variable we believe this research can be done in other different ways. One suggestion is 

to compare firms participating in the CDP with firms that do not participate instead of 

the entire index. Also, one region could be compared to another since the world’s 

regions are on different basis when it comes to the development of environmental 

awareness whereas this could explain, or not explain, if the “environmental” value has 

an effect on share price.  

If this can be proven in more detail it would be incentives for investors worldwide to 

consider this value when screening the financial market to increase their portfolio 

performance. In turn, this leads to an increasing awareness, not only among investors 

but companies and societies as well.  
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Appendix 1 - SPSS Variable definitions  
 

ENERGY 

CDPenergyr = Return from the top companies of the Energy portfolio 

INDEXenergyr = Return from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Energy index, NOMXNEN 

CDPenergyv = 30 day volatility from the top companies of the Energy portfolio 

INDEXenergyv = 30 day volatility from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Energy index, 

NOMXNEN 

diffenergyr = The return from CDPenergyr minus the return from INDEXenergyr 

diffenergyv = The volatility from CDPenergyv minus the volatility form 

INDEXenergyv 

TELECOM & IT 

CDPteler = Return from the top companies of the Telecom & IT portfolio 

INDEXteler = Return from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Telecom & Infotech index, 

NOMXNTI 

CDPtelev = 30 day volatility from the top companies of the Telecom & IT portfolio 

INDEXtelev = 30 day volatility from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Telecom & Infotech 

index, NOMXNTI 

diffteler = The return from CDPteler minus the return from INDEXteler 

difftelev = The volatility from CDPtelev minus the volatility form INDEXtelev 

MATERIAL 

CDPmaterialr = Return from the top companies of the Material portfolio 

INDEXmaterialr = Return from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Materials index, 

NOMXNMA 

CDPmaterialv = 30 day volatility from the top companies of the Material portfolio 

INDEXmaterialv = 30 day volatility from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Materials index, 

NOMXNMA 

diffmaterialr = The return from CDPmaterialr minus the return from INDEXmaterialr 

diffmaterialv = The volatility from CDPmaterialv minus the volatility form 

INDEXmaterialv 
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INDUSTRIAL 

CDPindustryr = Return from the top companies of the Industrial portfolio 

INDEXindustryr = Return from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Industrials index, 

NOMXNIN 

CDPindustryv = 30 day volatility from the top companies of the Industrial portfolio 

INDEXindustryv = 30 day volatility from the NASDAQ OMX Nordic Industrials index, 

NOMXNIN 

diffindustryr = The return from CDPindsutryr minus the return from INDEXindustryr 

diffindustryv = The volatility from CDPindsutryv minus the volatility form 

INDEXindsutryv 
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Appendix 2 - Correlations 
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Appendix 3 – Bloomberg Terminal & Six Edge 
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Appendix 4 - CDP Nordic 2012 companies 
 

 

 

Company Name Country Sector 2012 score 2011 response status

A.P. Moller - Maersk Dk IND 80 AQ

Aarhuskarlshamn Se CS DP NR

Addtech Se IND NR X

AF Gruppen No IND NR X

AGR Group No EGY NR X

Ahlstrom Fi MAT 63 AQ

Aker No EGY IN DP

Aker Solutions No EGY DP DP

Aktia Bank Fi FIN NR NR

Alfa Laval Group Se IND DP DP

Algeta No HC DP DP

Alk-Abello Dk HC DP NR

Alliance Oil Company Se EGY NR NR

Alma Media Fi CD 79 AQ

Ambu AS Dk HC DP NR

Amer Sports Fi CD 54 AQ

Archer No EGY NR X

Arendals Fossekompani No UTIL NR NR

Assa Abloy Se IND 38 AQ

Atea No IT 86 AQ

Atlas Copco Se IND 76 AQ

Atrium Ljungberg Se FIN 66 AQ

Auriga Industries Dk MAT 23 AQ

Austevoll Seafood No CS NR NR

Autoliv Se CD DP DP

Avanza Bank Holding Se FIN NR NR

Axfood Se CS 62 AQ

Axis Communications Se IT DP DP

Bakkafrost Dk CS NR DP

Bang & Olufsen Dk IT 67 AQ

Beijer Alma Se IND NR NR

Betsson Se CD NR NR

Bilia Se CD NR X

Billerud Se MAT NR NR

BioGaia Se HC NR X

Boliden Group Se MAT 85 AQ

Bonheur No EGY NR NR

Brinova Fastigheter Se FIN DP X

BW Offshore No EGY NR DP

Cargotec Fi IND 60 AQ

Carlsberg Breweries Dk CS 69 AQ

Castellum Se FIN 53 AQ

CDON Group Se CD NR X

Cermaq No CS 74 AQ

Chr. Hansen Holding Dk MAT 59 AQ

Citycon Fi FIN 60 AQ

Clas Ohlson Se CD 70 AQ

Coloplast Dk HC 72 AQ
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Copeinca No CS NR X

Copenhagen Airports Dk IND 58 AQ

Cramo Fi IND DP X

D/S NORDEN Dk IND 90 AQ

Danske Bank Dk FIN 66 AQ

Det Norske Oljeselskap No EGY 27 X

DFDS Dk IND DP NR

Diös Fastigheter Se FIN NR X

DNB No FIN 68 AQ

DNO International No EGY 76 AQ

DOF No EGY 60 AQ

DSV Dk IND 55 AQ

Duni Se CD DP X

Ekornes No CD 82 AQ

Electrolux Se CD 86 AQ

Electromagnetic Geoservices No EGY NR X

Elekta Se HC 78 AQ

Elisa Fi TCOM 89 AQ

Ericsson Se IT 74 AQ

EVRY No IT 78 NR

Fabege Se FIN DP DP

Fagerhult Se IND DP X

Farstad Shipping No EGY NR NR

Fastighets AB Balder Se FIN NR X

FastPartner Se FIN NR X

Fenix Outdoor Se CD 49 X

Finnair Fi IND 92 AQ

Finnlines Fi IND DP X

Fiskars Corporation Fi CD 30 NR

FLSmidth & Co. Dk IND 75 AQ

Fortum Fi UTIL 98 AQ

Fred. Olsen Energy No EGY DP NR

Frontline Ltd No IND 73 AQ

F-Secure Fi IT 8 NR

G & L Beijer Dk IND NR X

Ganger Rolf No EGY NR NR

Genmab Dk HC 19 AQ

Getinge Se HC 68 AQ

Gjensidige Forsikring No FIN 59 X

GN Store Nord Dk HC NR NR

Golar LNG Limited No EGY NR X

Greentech Energy Systems Dk UTIL NR X

H&M Hennes & Mauritz Se CD 61 AQ

Hafslund No UTIL 64 AQ

Hakon Invest Se CS 83 AQ

HEBA Fastighets Se FIN NR X

Hexagon Se IND DP DP

Hexpol Se CD 51 AQ

HKScan Fi CS NR NR

Holmen Se MAT 91 AQ
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Hufvudstaden Se FIN 92 AQ

Huhtamäki Fi MAT 28 AQ

Husqvarna Se CD 67 AQ

Höegh LNG Holdings No EGY NR X

Höganäs Se MAT IN IN

IC Companys Dk CD DP NR

Industrial & Financial Systems Se IT 17 X

Industrivärden Se FIN 66 AQ

Indutrade Se IND NR DP

Intrum Justitia Se IND NR NR

Investment AB Kinnevik Se FIN 58 AQ

Investment AB Latour Se FIN NR NR

Investment AB Öresund Se FIN NR NR

Investor Se FIN 79 AQ

Jeudan Dk FIN NR NR

JM Se IND 78 AQ

Jyske Bank Dk FIN NR NR

Kemira Fi MAT 72 AQ

Kesko Fi CS 88 AQ

Klövern Se FIN NR NR

Kone Fi IND 90 AQ

Konecranes Fi IND 62 AQ

Kongsberg Gruppen No IND 62 AQ

Kungsleden Se FIN 74 AQ

Kvaerner No EGY NR X

Lassila & Tikanoja Fi IND 54 AQ

Lemminkainen Group Fi IND 80 AQ

Lerøy Seafood Group No CS DP NR

Lindab Se IND 67 AQ

Loomis Se IND NR NR

Lundbeck Dk HC 78 AQ

Lundbergs Se FIN NR NR

Lundin Petroleum Se EGY 72 AQ

Marine Harvest Group No CS DP AQ

Meda Se HC 73 AQ

Medivir Se HC NR X

Mekonomen Se CD NR DP

Melker Schörling Se FIN 7 AQ

Metso Fi IND 97 AQ

Metsä Board Fi MAT 77 AQ

Millicom International Cellular Se TCOM 68 AQ

Modern Times Group MTG Se CD 81 AQ

NCC Se IND 78 AQ

Neste Oil Fi EGY 79 AQ

Net Entertainment NE Se IT NR X

NIBE Industrier Se IND DP DP

NKT Holding Dk IND 67 AQ

Nobia Se CD 66 AQ

Nokia Group Fi IT 98 AQ

Nokian Tyres Fi CD 32 IN
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Nordea Bank Se FIN 91 AQ

Nordic Mines Se MAT NR X

Nordic Semiconductor No IT 64 NR

Nordnet Se FIN 55 AQ

Norsk Hydro No MAT 53 AQ

Northland Resources S.A Se MAT NR X

Norwegian Air Shuttle No IND DP NR

Norwegian Property No FIN 64 NR

Novo Nordisk Dk HC 90 AQ

Novozymes Dk MAT 94 AQ

O P Pohjola Group Fi FIN 56 NR

Odfjell SE No IND 68 AQ

Olav Thon Eiendomsselskap No FIN NR NR

Olvi Fi CS DP X

Opera Software No IT NR NR

ORC Group Se IT NR X

Oriflame Cosmetics Se CS 68 AQ

Oriola-KD Fi HC NR NR

Orion Fi HC DP AQ

Orkla No IND 70 AQ

Outokumpu Fi MAT 84 AQ

Outotec Fi IND 93 AQ

Pandora Dk CD DP DP

Peab Se IND 81 AQ

Petroleum Geo-Services No EGY 66 AQ

PKC Group Fi IND 5 X

Pronova BioPharma No HC NR DP

Pöyry Plc Fi IND 68 DP

Raisio Fi CS NR NR

Ramirent Fi IND NR NR

Rapala VMC Fi CD NR X

Ratos Se FIN DP AQ

Rautaruukki Fi MAT 70 AQ

REC Group No IND 81 DP

Rieber & Son No CS NR X

Rockwool International Dk IND 93 AQ

Royal Unibrew Dk CS DP DP

SAAB Se IND 92 AQ

Salmar No CS DP AQ

Sampo Fi FIN NR NR

Sandvik Se IND 57 AQ

Sanoma Fi CD DP AQ

SAS Se IND 69 AQ

SCA Se MAT 84 AQ

Scania Se IND 83 AQ



 

52 
 

 

Dk Denmark Fi Finland Se Sweden No Norway 

 

CD Consumer Discretionary CS Consumer Staples EGY Energy FIN Financials HC Health Care IND 

Industrials IT Information Technology MAT Materials TCOM Telecommunications UTIL Utilities 

AQ Answered Questionnaire AQ(L) Answered Questionnaire Late (after analysis cut off date of July 1, 

2012) DP Declined to Participate IN Provided Information NR Not Responded NP Non Public  

SA See Another X Not requested to respond in 2011 

 

Schibsted No CD 70 AQ

Schouw & Co Dk FIN NR NR

Seadrill Management No EGY 55 AQ

SEB Se FIN 80 AQ

Seco Tools (see Sandvik) Se IND AQ(SA) DP

Securitas Se IND 77 AQ

Siem Offshore No EGY NR X

SimCorp Dk IT NR NR

Skanska Se IND 82 AQ

SKF Se IND 79 AQ

Skistar Se CD NR DP

Solar AS Dk IND 59 AQ

Solstad Offshore No EGY 71 AQ

Songa Offshore No EGY DP DP

Sponda Plc Fi FIN 40 NR

SSAB Se MAT DP AQ

Statoil No EGY 75 AQ

Statoil Fuel and Retail (see Statoil)No CD AQ(SA) X

Stockmann Fi CD 87 AQ

Stora Enso Fi MAT 84 AQ

Storebrand No FIN 82 AQ

Subsea 7 No IND DP DP

Sweco Se IND NR DP

Swedbank Se FIN 77 AQ

Swedish Match Se CS 63 AQ

Swedish Orphan Biovitrum Se HC NR NR

Svenska Handelsbanken Se FIN 71 AQ

Sydbank Dk FIN NR NR

Systemair Se IND DP NR

TDC Dk TCOM 65 AQ

Tele2 Se TCOM IN AQ

Telenor Group No TCOM 76 AQ

TeliaSonera Se TCOM 69 AQ

TGS-NOPEC Geophysical CompanyNo EGY NR NR

Tieto Fi IT 96 AQ

Tikkurila Fi MAT DP X

Tivoli AS Dk CD NR NR

Tomra Systems No IND 70 AQ

Topdanmark Dk FIN 65 AQ

Trelleborg Se IND 74 AQ

Tryg Dk FIN 82 AQ

United International Enterprises LimitedDk CS NR DP

UPM-Kymmene Fi MAT 99 AQ

Uponor Fi IND 73 AQ

Vacon Fi IND 50 IN

Vaisala Fi IT 74 AQ

Wallenstam Se FIN 74 AQ

Veidekke No IND 72 AQ

Vestas Wind Systems Dk IND 78 AQ

Wihlborgs Fastigheter Se FIN 68 AQ

Viking Line Fi CD DP NR

Wilh. Wilhelmsen No IND IN IN

William Demant Holding Dk HC 55 AQ

Volvo Se IND 56 AQ

Wärtsilä Corporation Fi IND 75 AQ

Yara International No MAT AQ(L) DP

Yit Fi IND 72 NR

ÅF Se IND 75 AQ



 

 
 

 


