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This research aims to analyze the investment efficiency of ESG (Environmental, Social, Governance) in
equity funds during the period from 2018 to 2022. The output variables include annual returns, Jensen's
alpha, and the Sharpe ratio of equity ESG funds. Input variables comprise the average ESG scores of the
top 30 companies within the funds” portfolios. Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) is conducted in two
stages: initially using the overall ESG score and subsequently using Environment (E), Social (S), and
Governance (G) scores as separate inputs. The CCR and BCC models are employed for initial efficiency
assessments, with the super-efficiency CCR model re-evaluating and ranking Decision Making Units
(DMUs) that demonstrate the 100% efficiency. The study focuses on domestic equity funds classified
under ESG, excluding any that were newly established or terminated within the study period, or that
had missing data for returns, Sharpe ratio, or Jensen’s alpha. Key findings are as follows: Equity funds
exhibit varied ESG investment efficiency, which depends on their specific Environment, Social, and
Governance components. ESG investments in these funds were found to be higher than market expectations,
providing valuable insights for formulating ESG investment strategy in equity funds.
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welAl xata gl ofd wel ESG HEd oigt
FAAEY] B ‘:} A vepda giek, dF a4
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o G2 WA =2 AHE 7HE F dva 74
&t} (Abate et al., 2021: Friede et al., 2015:
Sim & Kim, 2022; Park, 2020). ESGel &=
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Uehton, TEZLQ G&4o] ¥ Audes A LS ge MY g4 e TR
AL e 102 YETh Abate et al. (2021)  FYEW(CRS) S 7Hd CCRE 71502 AHslY
& 6347) I=E ESG T7°] < 2153 w2 1 AdA E&45 ndsh] Hal 25 &4 (Super)
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(Figure 1) 24 2§

Korean Management Review Vol .53 Issue.1, February 2024



The Impact of ESG Rating on Investment Efficiency of Equity Funds

(Table 1) #=9|
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(Table 2) 24 chet

g2 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
ESGHE 118 129 162 222 209
A2 19 20 48 70 7
EdE 99 109 114 152 202
FH AR AR &Y=, BAE, AFAE o B4 Ade A9 10 A=Y 2847 89

E AT ESG = HRE =AY LF ESG 10709 A= G848 vlwsiit

T ATt Ak B4 713t A2 AL EA

U a5 $£8, AFZAS, AdGT ghel 25 4.1 20184 ESG £AF 224 B4 Znt

AE 2ot Qe AfoE B4 tadelA A9

o}, A A" ESG HiolHE IFESG7IE=Y 4.1.1 2018 DEA ¥4 A7} Total ESG H4
oAl F7het 2oz A=9] HolH e I FFHE 74

A2 AEAZ QA FZA7te| = ARE o

&3ttt

V. 2o Zah

121 DMUE I‘H’“Oi &2 A Hrtet] £
g 28] sl ZEE%*J CCR 28 (Super-CCR)

3 2o gl 77t A
_<|>_o DMUE 7].7@ _“q_-gxq o] A
H 2 detst= 7|8k (Slack Based) R8s &
ANEGAT HEAES AR S92 Aot
3 DMU (Decision Making Unit) 22 EA3}%

Total ESG A45 T4 AHE3 20184 F
2y Ao ESG FA &84

3T 2o}, PR g £EE 7 CCR 2
ol olahd 997 5 T/ H=o) ESG A 100%
&4 Aoz Yeyth CCR 239 Hi2 0.841
2 Ueht 16.9%9 v g&4o] EAete Aoz U
Ehon, EFAAE 0.0782 A= e 7.8%
o] &4 Aot dE AR AU £EA4
Ha7h 718 B A Ak DMU 482 CCR A7)
0.69%8 2% 31%9] ulz{%ﬂol EAlete Aoz u
Ebskth R tigh o7k 7 e BCC B Y
A= 17709 ESG FA7F 100% &&2Q1 o=
UERSTH BCC B39 H& 0.871% 12.9%9
H g &) EAlete Ao Yehson], EFHA
7F0.0712 9= ol 7.1%9) 884 A7t &
Asts Aoz eyt 584 dA57 7HE v
A€ DMU 318 BCC A7 0.772 23%9

1) A¥e] SAZ 24 7|1z 2 20189% 2022 4 275 AAS. 2019-21d #4 2= Appendixl] A&
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(Table 3) 20184 =

=4 =4 Z1K(Total ESG)

SBM
Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC CCR (super) OCR (Super) | BOC (Super)
1 DMU23 1 1 1 (1/99) (1/99) 1 (4/99)
2 DMU90 1 1 1 (2/99) (2/99) (5/99)
3 DMU22 1 1 1 (3/99) 0.99 (3/99) 0.99 (6/99)
4 DMU25 1 1 1 (4/99) 0.99 (4/99) 0.99 (7/99)
5 DMU97 1 1 1 (5/99) 0.98 (5/99) 0.98 (8/99)
6 DMU24 1 1 1 (6/99) 0.98 (6/99) 0.98 (9/99)
7 DMU96 1 1 1(7/99) 0.98 (7/99) 0.98 (10/99)
8 DMU21 0.99 1 0.99 (8/99) 0.97 (8/99) 0.97 (11/99)
9 DMU20 0.99 1 0.99 (9/99) 0.96 (9/99) 0.96 (12/99)
10 DMU95 0.99 1 0.99 (10/99) 0.96 (10/99) | 0.96 (13/99)
90 DMU36 0.75 0.78 0.75 (90/99) 0.42 (74/99) | 0.42 (74/99)
91 DMU33 0.75 0.78 0.75 (91/99) 0.42 (77/99) | 0.42 (77/99)
92 DMU29 0.75 0.78 0.75 (92/99) 0.41 (78/99) 0.41 (78/99)
93 DMU26 0.75 0.78 0.75 (93/99) 0.4 (79/99) (79/99)
94 DMU32 0.74 0.78 0.74 (94/99) 0.38 (83/99) | 0.38 (83/99)
95 DMU28 0.74 0.78 0.74 (95/99) 0.37 (85/99) | 0.37 (85/99)
96 DMU14 0.74 0.79 0.74 (96/99) 0.49 (67/99) | 0.49 (67/99)
97 DMU47 0.73 0.79 0.73 (97/99) 0.45 (71/99) | 0.45 (71/99)
98 DMU46 0.73 0.79 0.73 (98/99) 0.42 (76/99) | 0.42 (76/99)
99 DMU48 0.69 0.84 0.69 (99/99) 0.04 (99/99) | 0.04 (99/99)
Mean 0.841 0.871 0.841 0.663 0.674
Min 0.690 0.770 0.690 0.040 0.040
Max 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.070
S.D 0.078 0.071 0.078 0.234 0.243
% 1) DMU (Decision Making Unit)& 7H¥ F43 A=
2) CCRE $#9EWMEY, BCCE FUA/MEY, SBM2 #7|¥RY | Superv 284 23§ 9|

H g &40] EAlehs AoZ Yeyrth. SBM 23 5
TR U FdEHS 73 CCR 237 9
7FAE 7Hg % BCC BgolA = 2709 A=t 284
ol Ao2 Yeytd. SBM CCRY H#< 0.6332
2 36.7%°] vl E&A o] Q0 en, SBM BCC
o Bite 0.674% 32.6%9] BlE&0] AH A},
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Aoy Ab%ivi &4 *(H?J HAr+ CCR,

BCC, SBM 58 BEoA] =& 84S Hol: ut
Holl A skl ﬂzt SBM & 1 A J43] &84
o] Uolr| = EAS Hola 11;} FAAo R AuH

, DMU 233 DMU 902

I_J—L

ZgelA 100%
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(Table 4) 2018 =84 319 107§ DMUS| ESG £2! =84(Total ESG)
Habew
Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC
e & 7V S A 7V
90 DMU36 3.39 1.13 3.52 1
91 DMU33 3.39 1.13 3.52 1
92 DMU29 3.38 1.13 3.52 1
93 DMU26 3.38 1.14 3.52 1
94 DMU32 3.36 1.16 3.52 1
95 DMU28 3.36 1.16 3.52 1
96 DMU14 3.3 1.16 3.52 0.94
97 DMU47 3.26 1.2 3.52 0.94
98 DMU46 3.24 1.22 3.52 0.94
99 DMU48 2.9 1.3 3.52 0.68
Bt 1.173 0.950
F 1) Ve 284 100%5 2487 918 A8 DMU7L Zador sk B89 &
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(Table 5) 2018 =84 24 Zol(H¥ ESG F¢)
SBM
Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC CCR (super)

CCR (Super) BCC (Super)
1 DMU15 1 1 1.09 (1/99) (3/99) 1.06 (2/99)
2 DMU74 1 1 1.04 (2/99) 1.01 (1/99) 1.01 (3/99)

3 DMU23 1 1 1 (3/99) (2/99) 1 (4/99)

4 DMU90 1 1 1 (4/99) (4/99) 1 (5/99)
5 DMU22 1 1 1 (5/99) 0.99 (5/99) 0.99 (6/99)
6 DMU25 1 1 1 (6/99) 0.99 (6/99) 0.99 (7/99)
7 DMU97 1 1 1 (7/99) 0.98 (7/99) 0.98 (8/99)
8 DMU24 1 1 1 (8/99) 0.98 (8/99) 0.98 (9/99)
9 DMU96 1 1 1 (9/99) 0.98 (9/99) 0.98 (10/99)
10 DMU21 0.99 1 0.99 (10/99) 0.97 (10/99) 0.97 (11/99)
90 DMU27 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.81 (90/99) 0.45 (73/99) 0.45 (73/99)
91 DMU36 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.81 (91/99) 0.45 (74/99) 0.45 (74/99)
92 DMU33 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.81 (92/99) 0.44 (76/99) 0.44 (76/99)
93 DMU29 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.81 (93/99) 0.43 (78/99) 0.43 (78/99)
94 DMU26 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.81 (94/99) 0.42 (79/99) 0.42 (79/99)
9 DMU47 0.81 | 0.87 | 0.81 (95/99) 0.47 (71/99) 0.47 (71/99)
9 DMU32 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.81 (96/99) 0.4 (83/99) 0.4 (83/99)
97 DMU28 0.81 | 0.85 | 0.81 (97/99) 0.39 (85/99) 0.39 (85/99)
98 DMU46 0.8 | 0.87 0.8 (98/99) 0.44 (75/99) 0.44 (75/99)
99 DMU48 0.73 | 0.89 | 0.73 (99/99) 0.04 (99/99) 0.04 (99/99)

Mean 0.892 | 0.924 0.686 0.695

Min 0.730 | 0.820 0.040 0.040

Max 1.000 | 1.000 1.010 1.070

S.D 0.067 | 0.058 0.237 0.245
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30.4%9] ¥ &&o] Flx Ut}
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(Table 6). ¥4 A%}, 374 F&o tis CCR B8 49.1%<] vlE&A 0] EAske 222 Uehson,
< 3 0.8724, BCC 23L& Ht 0.63280] 7+ FTHARE 0.1400.2 A= 7holl= 14.0%9] 584
27bsd A1o' YEytom ALgl Fio] tiajie Aelrt Sle AR It B84 At HE
CCR E3& H1 1.0627, BCC 28L& #Hit 0.725 s AlskE DMU 112€ CCR #4771 0.408 =
Hol #arbsd AR Yyt A7z %“-Eﬂ 60%°] HEeAo] EAlste 2R Ueyth =
#aiA = CCR 238< W 0.955%, BCC 28 o tiak #j7bi3 7148 BCC B3 dA = 15709
< 37 0.618" 0] FHarksd Aoz eyt ESG FA7F 100% 28491 Aoz Yeith BCC
2ol HiF& 0.598% 40.2%9] HlE&A ] &4
(Table 6) 20184 =24 59 1071 DMU2| ESG £ E24(ESG 7ig F¢))
3 T8 AavtsE AtE BE ATV A2 BE a7
Rank No. of CCR BCC CCR BCC CCR BCC
DHy 2ak ﬁ-'}‘\‘ 2ak ZJLZ‘\‘ 2xak ﬁ-'}‘\‘ HT ek 7‘}5\‘ 2k 7“}‘/'5 Bak 74‘5\‘
R i 1 D i A D B B B 1 B R A R B i
90 DMU27 | 3.58 | 0.83 | 3.75 | 0.67 | 3.75 | 1.01 | 4.03 | 0.73 | 3.42 | 0.96 | 3.72 | 0.66
91 DMU36 | 3.58 | 0.83 | 3.75 | 0.67 | 3.75 | 1.01 | 4.03 | 0.73 | 3.42 | 0.96 | 3.72 | 0.66
92 DMU33 | 3.58 | 0.83 | 3.75 | 0.67 | 3.74 | 1.02 | 4.03 | 0.73 | 3.42 | 0.96 | 3.72 | 0.66
93 DMU29 | 3.58 | 0.84 | 3.75 | 0.67 | 3.74 | 1.02 | 4.03 | 0.73 | 3.41 | 0.97 | 3.72 | 0.66
94 DMU26 | 3.57 | 0.84 | 3.75 | 0.67 | 3.72 | 1.03 | 4.03 | 0.73 | 3.41 | 0.97 | 3.72 | 0.66
95 DMU47 | 3.47 | 0.83 | 3.74 | 0.56 | 3.8 | 0.93 4.09 | 0.64 | 3.5 | 083 | 3.77 | 0.56
96 DMU32 | 3.56 | 0.85 | 3.75 | 0.67 | 3.7 | 1.05 | 4.03 | 0.73 | 3.39 | 0.99 | 3.72 | 0.66
97 DMU28 | 3.55 | 0.86 | 3.75 | 0.67 | 3.7 | 1.06 | 4.03 | 0.73 | 3.39 | 0.99 | 3.72 | 0.66
98 DMU46 | 3.46 | 0.84 | 3.74 | 0.56 | 3.79 | 0.95 | 4.09 | 0.64 | 3.49 | 0.85 | 3.77 | 0.56
99 DMU48 | 3.10 | 1.17 | 3.76 | 0.51 | 3.16 | 1.54 | 3.84 | 0.86 | 2.93 | 1.07 | 3.56 | 0.44
B 0.87 0.63 1.06 0.73 0.96 0.62
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(Table 7) 20224 &

S M

24 =4 Z1H(Total ESG)

No. of SBM
sl DMU COR BCC | CCE (Supen) CCR (Super) BCC (Super)
1 DMU306 1 1 1 (1/202) (1/202) (3/202)
2 DMU305 1 1 1 (2/202) (2/202) 1 (4/202)
3 DMU313 1 1 1 (3/202) (3/202) (5/202)
4 DMUS310 1 1 1 (4/202) 1 (4/202) (6/202)
5 DMUS312 1 1 1 (5/202) 0.9 (5/202) 0.99 (7/202)
6 DMU302 1 1 1 (6/202) 0.99 (6/202) 0.9 (8/202)
7 DMU309 1 1 1 (7/202) 0.99 (7/202) 0.99 (9/202)
8 DMU307 1 1 1 (8/202) 0.99 (8/202) | 0.99 (10/202)
9 DMU304 1 1 1 (9/202) 0.99 (9/202) | 0.99 (11/202)
10 DMU301 0.99 1 0.99 (10/202) | 0.98 (10/202) | 0.98 (12/202)
193 | DMU044 0.42 056 | 0.42 (193/202) | 0.16 (193/202) | 0.16 (193/202)
194 | DMUO08Y 0.42 049 | 0.42 (194/202) | 0.32 (116/202) | 0.32 (116/202)
195 | DMUI01 0.41 05 | 0.41 (195/202) | 0.27 (159/202) | 0.27 (159/202)
196 | DMUI11 0.41 051 | 0.41 (196/202) | 0.27 (162/202) | 0.27 (162/202)
197 | DMU118 0.41 049 | 0.41 (197/202) | 0.28 (153/202) | 0.28 (153/202)
198 | DMU292 0.40 0.50 | 0.40 (198/202) | 0.26 (164/202) | 0.26 (164/202)
199 | DMU291 0.40 050 | 0.40 (199/202) | 0.26 (165/202) | 0.26 (165/202)
200 | DMU289 0.40 0.50 | 0.40 (200/202) | 0.26 (166/202) | 0.26 (166/202)
201 | DMU290 0.40 0.50 | 0.40 (201/202) | 0.25 (167/202) | 0.25 (167/202)
202 | DMUII2 0.40 051 | 0.40 (202/202) | 0.15 (194/202) | 0.15 (194/202)
Mean 0509 | 0.598 0.367 0.372
Min 0400 | 0.470 0.040 0.040
Max 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 1.100
SD 0140 | 0.123 0.191 0.203
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(Table 8) 20224 &84 st 107§ DMUS| ESG £2 &&4(Total ESG)

ESG #&7be®
Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC
558 | faobed | FEY | fh bed

193 DMU044 1.87 2.54 2.47 1.94
194 DMU089 2.12 2.9 2.47 2.55
195 DMU101 2.02 2.87 2.47 2.43
196 DMU111 2.01 2.86 2.47 2.41
197 DMU118 2.05 2.96 2.47 2.54
198 DMU292 2.01 2.95 2.47 2.49
199 DMU291 2.00 2.95 2.47 2.49
200 DMU289 2.00 2.95 2.47 2.49
201 DMU290 1.99 2.96 2.47 2.49
202 DMU112 1.92 2.91 2.47 2.36

B 2.885 2.419
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(Table 9) 20224 =&

M

24 =M ZDHESG 7HY FL)

Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC CCR (Super) SBM
CCR (Super) BCC (Super)
1 DMU306 1 1 1 (1/202) (1/202) (3/202)
2 DMU305 1 1 1 (2/202) (2/202) 1 (4/202)
3 DMU313 1 1 1 (3/202) (3/202) (5/202)
4 DMU310 1 1 1 (4/202) 1 (4/202) 1 (6/202)
5 DMU312 1 1 1 (5/202) 0.99 (5/202) 0.99 (7/202)
6 DMU302 1 1 1 (6/202) 0.99 (6/202) 0.99 (8/202)
7 DMU309 1 1 1 (7/202) 0.99 (7/202) 0.99 (9/202)
8 DMU307 1 1 1 (8/202) 0.99 (8/202) 0.99 (10/202)
9 DMU304 1 1 1 (9/202 0.99 (9/202) 0.99 (11/202)
10 DMU301 0.99 1 0.99 (10/202 0.98 (10/202) 0.98 (12/202)
193 DMU231 0.51 0.66 0.51 (193/202) | 0.23 (181/202) | 0.23 (181/202)
194 DMU065 0.51 0.66 0.51 (194/202) | 0.23 (182/202) | 0.23 (182/202)
195 DMU063 0.51 0.66 0.51 (195/202) | 0.23 (183/202) | 0.23 (183/202)
196 DMU259 0.51 0.68 0.51 (196/202) | 0.17 (195/202) | 0.17 (195/202)
197 DMU066 0.51 0.66 0.51 (197/202) | 0.23 (184/202) | 0.23 (184/202)
198 DMU229 0.51 0.66 0.51 (198/202) | 0.23 (185/202) | 0.23 (185/202)
199 DMU253 0.51 0.66 0.51 (199/202) | 0.22 (186/202) | 0.22 (186/202)
200 DMU111 0.51 0.63 0.51 (200/202) | 0.32 (160/202) | 0.32 (160/202)
201 DMU064 0.51 0.66 0.51 (201/202) | 0.22 (192/202) | 0.22 (192/202)
202 DMU112 0.49 0.63 0.49 (202/202) | 0.18 (194/202) | 0.18 (194/202)
Mean 0.606 | 0.711 0.420 0.425
Min 0.490 | 0.610 0.050 0.050
Max 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.100
S.D 0.120 0.095 0.190 0.199
2 3 atRd W3 soewds 7@ CCR 2 BCC, SBM 28 EFo|A e E%*é & Bole
3 5OIPME BT BCO THANE 2 08 el 91 A SEM DR e 4
7 100% BEAQ ASE el SBUOCR 0] s 301 e 1405 aan
o] 2 0.4202 58.0%< HE&4 o] gls . DMU 305, 306, 210, 3132 2E ZE3lA
o

on SBM BCC9 Hite 0.425% 57.5%2] H]
£o] 15}
Aoz AvEd 884 39H d=& CCR,
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20t 9 AlAME

r-1m

2 A7E 749 A9 BSG T4 £88E
Na}7] g8 2018135 E 2022d714)9] ESG A=
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9 F H]3o] =2 49 307] 719 = ESG £3¢
u 7I9E9 B ESG 565 FUHUSFE A
DEAEZ A&ttt 228 DEA & 13k&
Ay dgeslon 22
TSt T

22207 BCC 2&& 7|¥ wgor ALgslgion], 849

grol 191 DMUE o2 84S A 37lsto]

5 R3] Y &84 CCR 28 (Super-

CCR)= AHEatth FUET AR tigh 7o

(Table 10> 20224 =84 st9 1070 DMU2| ESG F¢ Z24(ESG 7ie £¢l)
37 B8 pate TR A7z B8 Vs
Rank | No- of CCR BCC CCR BCC CCR BCC

P |egy| B2 lagg| B2 lnga| 92 logyl 42 logg| 22 |agq) 42

E V| V| Ve V| Ve 7V

193 | DMU231 | 2.15 | 2.14 | 2.78 | 1.52 | 2.67 | 2.51 | 3.44 | 1.74 | 2.11 | 2.07 | 2.72 | 1.46
194 | DMUO065 | 2.15 | 2.14 | 2.78 | 1.52 | 2.67 | 2.52 | 3.44 | 1.74 | 2.11 | 2.08 | 2.72 | 1.46
195 | DMUO063 | 2.15 | 2.14 | 2.78 | 1.52 | 2.67 | 2.52 | 3.44 | 1.74 | 2.11 | 2.08 | 2.72 | 1.46
196 | DMU259 | 2.11 | 1.99 | 2.78 | 1.33 | 2.62 | 2.52 | 3.44 | 1.69 | 2.07 | 1.96 | 2.72 | 1.31
197 | DMUO066 | 2.15 | 2.15 | 2.78 | 1.52 | 2.67 | 2.52 | 3.44 | 1.74 | 2.11 | 2.08 | 2.72 | 1.46
198 | DMU229 | 2.15 | 2.15 | 2.78 | 1.52 | 2.66 | 2.52 | 3.44 | 1.74 | 2.11 | 2.08 | 2.72 | 1.46
199 | DMU253 | 2.15 | 2.15 | 2.78 | 1.52 | 2.66 | 2.52 | 3.44 | 1.74 | 2.1 | 2.08 | 2.72 | 1.46
200 | DMU111 | 2.27 | 2.46 | 2.78 | 1.95 | 2.81 | 2.67 | 3.44 | 2.04 | 2.22 | 2.3 | 272 | 1.8
201 | DMUO064 | 2.14 | 2.16 | 2.78 | 1.52 | 2.65 | 2.53 | 3.44 | 1.74 | 2.1 | 2.09 | 2.72 | 1.46
202 | DMU112 | 2.16 | 2.44 | 2.78 | 1.83 | 2.68 | 2.78 | 3.44 | 2.02 | 2.12 | 2.42 | 2.72 | 1.81
B 2.20 1.58 2.56 1.79 2.12 1.51
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| Bla) &2 A FdH L e X*olu} F
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g o2 Uehe whdd] golE 18 d SBM-CCR
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[e]

jue
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TS dgste FAREY &5 2547 &
oA vehd A3 o doH, = ESGel 4=
ARl 71950 B 7S A Aolge 7U7t Al
& Antol] FAEHA ESG FAF 55°] =2 79
Az d Aoz Fgd(Dycket al., 2019:
Friedeet al., 2015; Geczy et al., 2003). w}t
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(Appendix)
1. 20194 24 A}
(§=-Table-1) 20194 284 &4 Z3}(Total ESG)
Rank | No. of DMU CCR BCC CCR (super) S
: CCR (Super) BCC (Super)
1 DMUO023 1 1 1.01 (1/109) 1 (1/109) 1 (3/109)
2 DMUO022 1 1 1 (2/109) 0.99 (2/109) 0.99 (4/109)
3 DMU025 1 1 1 (3/109) 0.99 (3/109) 0.99 (5/109)
4 DMU097 1 1 1 (4/109) 0.99 (4/109) 0.99 (6/109)
5 DMU024 1 1 1 (5/109) 0.99 (5/109) 0.99 (7/109)
6 DMUO096 1 1 1 (6/109) 0.99 (6/109) 0.99 (8/109)
7 DMUO021 0.99 1 0.99 (7/109) 0.98 (7/109) 0.98 (9/109)
8 DMUO020 0.99 1 0.99 (8/109) 0.97 (8/109) 0.97 (10/109)
9 DMU091 0.99 1 0.99 (9/109) 0.97 (9/109) 0.97 (11/109)
10 DMU095 0.99 1 0.99 (10/109) 0.97 (10/109) 0.97 (12/109)
100 DMUO10 0.73 0.82 0.73 (100/109) 0.46 (100/109) 0.46 (100/109)
101 DMUO002 0.73 0.82 0.73 (101/109) 0.46 (101/109) 0.46 (101/109)
102 DMUO012 0.73 0.82 0.73 (102/109) 0.46 (102/109) 0.46 (102/109)
103 DMU004 0.73 0.82 0.73 (103/109) 0.45 (103/109) 0.45 (103/109)
104 DMUO001 0.73 0.82 0.73 (104/109) 0.45 (104/109) 0.45 (104/109)
105 DMUO008 0.73 0.82 0.73 (105/109) 0.44 (105/109) 0.44 (105/109)
106 DMU100 0.72 0.82 0.72 (106/109) 0.43 (106/109) 0.43 (106/109)
107 DMUO15 0.68 0.81 0.68 (107/109) 0 (109/109) 0 (109/109)
108 DMUO089 0.66 0.79 0.66 (108/109) 0.14 (108/109) 0.14 (108/109)
109 DMUO13 0.61 0.72 0.61 (109/109) 0.15 (107/109) 0.15 (107/109)
Mean 0.812 0.872 0.647 0.654
Min 0.610 0.720 0.000 0.000
Max 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.010
S.D 0.085 0.070 0.177 0.186
£E-Table-2) 20194 E24 st2 1070 DMUS| ESG £¢ =24 (Total ESG)
BESG #&7ls%
Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC
B e The® A e The®
100 DMUO010 3.17 1.18 3.55 0.79
101 DMU002 3.17 1.18 3.55 0.79
102 DMUO012 3.17 1.18 3.55 0.79
103 DMU004 3.16 1.18 3.55 0.79
104 DMUO001 3.16 1.19 3.55 0.79
105 DMUO008 3.16 1.19 3.55 0.79
106 DMU100 3.15 1.2 3.55 0.79
107 DMUO15 2.96 1.43 3.55 0.83
108 DMU089 3 1.51 3.55 0.96
109 DMUO013 3.02 1.91 3.55 1.37
it 1.315 0.869
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(£2-Table-3) 20194 84 24 HIHESG ¥ F2)

Rank | No of DMU | CCR | BCC | CCR Gwen) [—om eyl BoG Goe
1 DMU048 1 1 1.01 (1/109) 1 (2/109) 1.02 (1/109)
2 DMUO023 1 1 1.01 (2/109) 1.01 (1/109) 1.01 (2/109)
3 DMUO022 1 1 1 (3/109) 0.99 (3/109) 0.99 (5/109)
4 DMU025 1 1 1 (4/109) 0.99 (4/109) 0.99 (6/109)
5 DMU097 1 1 1 (5/109) 0.99 (5/109) 0.99 (7/109)
6 DMU024 1 1 1 (6/109) 0.99 (6/109) 0.99 (8/109)
7 DMU096 1 1 1 (7/109) 0.99 (7/109) 0.99 (9/109)
8 DMUO021 0.99 1 0.99 (8/109) 0.98 (8/109) 0.98 (11/109)
9 DMUO020 0.99 1 0.99 (9/109) 0.97 (9/109) 0.97 (12/109)
10 DMU091 0.99 1 0.99 (10/109) | 0.97 (10/109) | 0.97 (13/109)
100 DMUO16 0.81 0.86 | 0.81 (100/109) | 0.57 (87/109) | 0.57 (87/109)
101 DMU100 0.81 0.88 | 0.81 (101/109) | 0.44 (106/109) | 0.44 (106/109)
102 DMUO087 0.81 0.86 | 0.81 (102/109) | 0.57 (88/109) | 0.57 (88/109)
103 DMU085 0.80 0.86 | 0.80 (103/109) | 0.56 (90/109) | 0.56 (90/109)
104 DMU115 0.80 0.86 | 0.80 (104/109) | 0.55 (92/109) | 0.55 (92/109)
105 DMU084 0.80 0.86 | 0.80 (105/109) | 0.55 (93/109) | 0.55 (93/109)
106 DMU104 0.80 0.82 | 0.80 (106/109) | 0.69 (39/109) | 0.69 (54/109)
107 DMUO015 0.73 0.87 | 0.73 (107/109) 0 (109/109) 0 (109/109)
108 DMUO089 0.72 0.84 | 0.72 (108/109) | 0.14 (108/109) | 0.14 (108/109)
109 DMUO13 0.70 0.80 | 0.70 (109/109) | 0.15 (107/109) | 0.15 (107/109)
Mean 0.881 0.925 0.668 0.722
Min 0.700 0.800 0.000 0.000
Max 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.020
S.D 0.074 | 0.059 0.180 0.211
(22-Table-4) 2019 284 59l 107§ DMU2| ESG £ £84(ESG ¥ £)
T2 E Gl B FE P T | ANTE FE BT
il P | Dl P = o Nl P = 4 ol P 4 Dl 2 Nl -
100 DMUO16 3.0810.7613.28]1055] 4 10.96]4.25]0.72|3.55]0.85]3.76 | 0.64
101 DMU100 2991094 ] 34 [053[384]092] 4.2 10.56|3.46|0.85] 3.8 |0.51
102 DMUO087 3.0710.7613.28]055] 4 [097]4.25]0.72]3.54]0.86|3.76|0.64
103 DMUO085 3.0710.7713.2810.55[3.99]0.98]4.25]0.72|3.53]0.87|3.76 | 0.64
104 DMU115 3.0610.78 | 3.28 1 0.55]13.98]0.99 |4.25]0.72 | 3.53 | 0.87 | 3.76 | 0.64
105 DMU084 3.06 10.78 13.2810.55[3.98]0.99]4.25]0.72|3.52]0.88 |3.76 | 0.64
106 DMU104 3.0411.36]3.12]1.28[4.29]1.07]4.39]|0.98|3.47|0.87|3.54]0.79
107 DMUO15 2.6311.47]13.17]1093]365[1.3814.36/068| 3 |1.14|3.58|0.56
108 DMUO089 27711.3613.34]0.79]13.67]1.3914.26,081|3.19[1.21] 3.7 | 0.7
109 DMUO13 2.831207]1341]11.49]3.69|1.61|4.22]1.08]|3.27|1.43]3.74]0.96
B 1.105 0.777 1.126 0.771 0.983 0.672
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2. 20204 M Zn}
FE-Table-b) 20204 24 4 Z1(Total ESG)

Rank | No. of DMU CCR BOC | CCR (super) —som (Suen) S Gone)
1 DMU207 1 1 1.01 (1/114) 1.01 (1/114) 1.01 (1/114)
2 DMU205 1 1 1(2/114) 0.99 (2/114) 0.99 (3/114)
3 DMU206 1 1 1(3/114) 0.99 (3/114) 0.99 (4/114)
4 DMU204 0.99 1 0.99 (4/114) 0.99 (4/114) 0.99 (5/114)
5 DMU048 0.99 1 0.99 (5/114) 0.5 (110/114) 1 (2/114)

6 DMU109 0.94 0.97 0.94 (6/114) 0.91 (5/114) 0.91 (6/114)
7 DMU106 0.94 0.97 0.94 (7/114) 0.91 (6/114) 0.91 (7/114)
8 DMU110 0.94 0.97 0.94 (8/114) 0.91 (7/114) 0.91 (8/114)
9 DMU203 0.94 0.97 0.94 (9/114) 0.91 (8/114) 0.91 (9/114)
10 DMU108 0.94 0.97 0.94 (10/114) 0.91 (9/114) 0.91 (10/114)

105 DMU202 0.74 0.84 0.74 (105/114) |0.55 (105/114) | 0.55 (106/114)

106 DMU062 0.73 0.84 0.73 (106/114) | 0.55 (108/114) | 0.55 (109/114)

107 DMU112 0.73 0.83 0.73 (107/114) | 0.55 (107/114) | 0.55 (108/114)

108 DMUO059 0.73 0.84 0.73 (108/114) | 0.54 (109/114) | 0.54 (110/114)

109 DMU119 0.73 0.81 0.73 (109/114) | 0.57 (101/114) | 0.57 (102/114)

110 DMU101 0.73 0.81 0.73 (110/114) | 0.57 (100/114) | 0.57 (101/114)

111 DMU118 0.69 0.80 0.69 (111/114) |0.49 (111/114) ]0.49 (111/114)

112 DMUO089 0.67 0.81 0.67 (112/114) |0.43 (112/114) ]0.43 (112/114)

113 DMUO013 0.61 0.77 0.61 (113/114) |0.27 (113/114) |0.27 (113/114)

114 DMUO015 0.60 0.85 0.60 (114/114) |0.01 (114/114) |0.01 (114/114)

Mean 0.808 0.874 0.674 0.680
Min 0.600 0.770 0.010 0.010
Max 1.000 1.000 1.010 1.010
S.D 0.072 0.048 0.136 0.140
(RE-Table-6) 20204 E24 5t 107§ DMU2| ESG F& &84 (Total ESG)
ESC #avls®
Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC
BEET [ g2 1o | EZXF | 0A 157
105 DMU202 3.4 1.22 3.88 0.75
106 DMU062 3.4 1.23 3.88 0.75
107 DMU112 3.43 1.25 3.88 0.81
108 DMUO059 3.38 1.24 3.88 0.75
109 DMU119 3.48 1.28 3.88 0.88
110 DMU101 3.47 1.3 3.88 0.89
111 DMU118 3.37 1.48 3.88 0.98
112 DMUO089 3.23 1.57 3.88 0.92
113 DMUO013 3.07 1.98 3.88 1.18
114 DMUOQ15 2.72 1.85 3.88 0.69
At 1.440 0.860
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(£2-Table-7) 20203 Z8A A%l 107§ DMU 24 ZIHESG 74 £2)

Rak | No of DMU | CCR | BCC | OCR Gswer) [—som syl BOG Goe
1 DMU048 1 1 1.05 (1/114) 1 (2/114) 1 (1/114)
2 DMU207 1 1 1.01 (2/114) 1 (1/114) 1(2/114)
3 DMUZ206 1 1 1 (4/114) 0.99 (4/114) 0.99 (4/114)
4 DMU205 1 1 1 (3/114) 0.99 (3/114) 0.99 (3/114)
5 DMUZ204 0.99 1 0.99 (5/114) 0.99 (5/114) 0.99 (5/114)
6 DMU109 0.96 1 0.96 (6/114) 0.90 (6/114) 0.90 (6/114)
7 DMU106 0.96 1 0.96 (7/114) 0.90 (7/114) 0.90 (7/114)
8 DMU110 0.96 1 0.96 (8/114) 0.90 (8/114) 0.90 (8/114)
9 DMUZ203 0.96 1 0.96 (9/114) 0.90 (9/114) 0.90 (9/114)
10 DMU108 0.96 1 0.96 (10/114) 0.90 (10/114) | 0.90 (10/114)
105 DMUZ202 0.78 0.91 0.78 (105/114) | 0.56 (106/114) | 0.56 (106/114)
106 DMU062 0.91 0.78 (106/114) | 0.55 (109/114) | 0.55 (109/114)
107 DMUO059 0.91 0.78 (107/114) | 0.54 (110/114) | 0.54 (110/114)
108 DMU119 0.88 0.77 (108/114) | 0.57 (102/114) | 0.57 (102/114)
109 DMU112 0.89 0.77 (109/114) | 0.55 (108/114) | 0.55 (108/114)
110 DMU101 0.88 0.77 (110/114) | 0.58 (101/114) | 0.58 (101/114)
111 DMU118 0.85 0.72 (111/114) | 0.49 (111/114) | 0.49 (111/114)
112 DMUO089 0.71 0.88 0.71 (112/114) | 0.43 (112/114) | 0.43 (112/114)
113 DMUO013 0.64 0.85 0.64 (113/114) | 0.27 (113/114) | 0.27 (113/114)
114 DMUO15 0.62 0.90 0.62 (114/114) | 0.01 (114/114) | 0.01 (114/114)
Mean 0.839 | 0.919 0.682 0.684
Min 0.620 0.850 0.010 0.010
Max 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
S.D 0.069 | 0.036 0.136 0.138
(22-Table-8) 2020 £84 59l 107§ DMU2| ESG £ £84(ESG ¥ £)
3 BT 4akee W RE GAFed | AWTE BT AAFeR
Rl P 1 Bl P o Wil P Bl 3 Wl P - Wil e -
105 DMU202 3 11.33] 33 (1.03]3.86|1.38|4.48]0.76|3.46]0.97]4.04]0.39
106 DMU062 3 11.33] 33 [1.03]3.85]|1.38|4.48|0.76 | 3.46 |0.98 | 4.04 | 0.39
107 DMUO059 2991134] 33 |1.03[383| 14 [4480.76|344| 1 [4.04]0.39
108 DMU119 3.06 1564 33 | 1.3 [395]1.3514.48]0.82|3.55|1.05|4.040.56
109 DMU112 3.031134] 3.3 |1.06[3.89|1.37[4.480.79| 3.5 |1.04|4.04]0.49
110 DMU101 3.0561149] 3.3 [1.23]1394[1.39]|4.48]0.86|3.54|1.06|4.04|0.56
111 DMU118 29911711 33 | 1.4 [3.81]1.46]4.48]0.79|3.41|1.32|4.04|0.69
112 DMUO089 29 1167 33 126|364 1.7 1448 10.86|3.26|1.34]4.04]0.56
113 DMUO013 2791228 | 33 |1.76 34312131448 11.09|3.07| 1.7 {4.04]0.72
114 DMUO15 2391148 ] 3.3 10.56[3.09]1.91]4.48]0.52|2.77|1.83|4.04|0.56
B 1.551 1.166 1.547 0.801 1.229 0.531
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3. 20214 &M Z1}
(§E-Table-9) 20214 284 &4 Z3}(Total ESG)
Rank | No. of DMU CCR BCC CCR (super) SIE]
CCR (Super) BCC (Super)
1 DMU207 1 1 1.01 (1/152) 1 (1/152) 1 (2/152)
2 DMU205 1 1 (2/152) 1 (2/152) 1 (3/152)
3 DMU206 1 1 1 (3/152) 1 (3/152) 1 (4/152)
4 DMU204 1 1 1 (4/152) 0.99 (4/152) 0.99 (6/152)
5 DMU109 0.96 1 0.96 (5/152) 0.96 (5/152) 1 (1/152)
6 DMU106 0.96 0.99 0.96 (6/152) 0.96 (6/152) 0.99 (5/152)
7 DMU110 0.96 0.99 0.96 (7/152) 0.96 (7/152) 0.99 (7/152)
8 DMU203 0.96 0.98 0.96 (8/152) 0.96 (8/152) 0.97 (8/152)
9 DMU108 0.96 0.97 0.96 (9/152) 0.96 (9/152) 0.97 (9/152)
10 DMU105 0.96 0.96 0.96 (10/152) 0.95 (10/152) 0.95 (10/152)
143 DMUO010 0.84 0.87 0.84 (143/152) 0.78 (142/152) 0.78 (142/152)
144 DMU215 0.84 0.87 0.84 (144/152) 0.78 (143/152) 0.78 (143/152)
145 DMUO002 0.84 0.87 0.84 (145/152) 0.78 (144/152) 0.78 (144/152)
146 DMUO012 0.84 0.87 0.84 (146/152) 0.78 (145/152) 0.78 (145/152)
147 DMU004 0.84 0.87 0.84 (147/152) 0.78 (146/152) 0.78 (146/152)
148 DMUO001 0.84 0.87 0.84 (148/152) 0.78 (147/152) 0.78 (147/152)
149 DMUO008 0.84 0.87 0.84 (149/152) 0.78 (148/152) 0.78 (148/152)
150 DMU214 0.84 0.87 0.84 (150/152) 0.78 (149/152) 0.78 (149/152)
151 DMU213 0.83 0.87 0.83 (151/152) 0.78 (150/152) 0.78 (150/152)
152 DMU254 0.58 0.98 0.58 (152/152) 0.02 (152/152) 0.02 (152/152)
Mean 0.899 0.935 0.837 0.838
Min 0.580 0.860 0.020 0.020
Max 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
S.D 0.045 0.037 0.084 0.085
(82-Table-10) 2021d 84 st 107 DMU2| ESG £¢ =84 (Total ESG)
ESG #a7le¥
Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC
SX% A 7V Zxe A 7V
143 DMUO010 4.4 0.85 4.56 0.69
144 DMU215 4.4 0.85 4.56 0.69
145 DMU002 4.4 0.85 4.56 0.69
146 DMUO012 4.4 0.85 4.56 0.69
147 DMU004 4.39 0.85 4.56 0.69
148 DMUO001 4.39 0.85 4.56 0.69
149 DMUO008 4.39 0.86 4.56 0.69
150 DMU214 4.39 0.86 4.56 0.69
151 DMU213 4.38 0.87 4.56 0.69
152 DMU254 2.69 1.95 4.56 0.07
3t 0.964 0.628
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(§2-Table-11) 2021 Z24 A9l 1074 DMU &4 ZBH(ESG 7Y F2))

Rank No. of DMU CCR BCC CCR (super) CCR (Super) SBMBCC @)
1 DMU207 1 1 1.01 (1/152) 1 (1/152) 1 (1/152)
2 DMU109 1 1 1 (2/152) 1 (2/152) 1 (2/152)
3 DMU106 1 1 1 (3/152) 1 (3/152) 1 (4/152)
4 DMU110 1 1 1 (4/152) 1 (4/152) 1 (5/152)
5 DMU203 1 1 1 (5/152) 1 (6/152) 1 (6/152)
6 DMU108 1 1 1 (6/152) 1 (7/152) 1 (7/152)
7 DMU205 1 1 1 (7/152) 1 (5/152) 1 (8/152)
8 DMU105 1 1 1 (8/152) 0.99 (10/152) 1 (9/152)
9 DMU206 1 1 1 (9/152) 1 (8/152) 1 (12/152)
10 DMU204 1 1 1 (10/152) 0.99 (9/152) 0.99 (13/152)
143 DMUO010 0.88 0.9 0.88 (143/152) | 0.78 (131/152) | 0.78 (131/152)
144 DMU215 0.88 0.9 0.88 (144/152) | 0.78 (132/152) | 0.78 (132/152)
145 DMUO002 0.88 0.9 0.88 (145/152) | 0.78 (133/152) | 0.78 (133/152)
146 DMUO012 0.88 0.9 0.88 (146/152) | 0.78 (134/152) | 0.78 (134/152)
147 DMU004 0.88 0.9 0.88 (147/152) | 0.78 (141/152) | 0.78 (141/152)
148 DMUO001 0.88 0.9 0.88 (148/152) | 0.78 (142/152) | 0.78 (142/152)
149 DMUO008 0.88 0.9 0.88 (149/152) | 0.78 (143/152) | 0.78 (143/152)
150 DMU214 0.88 0.9 0.88 (150/152) | 0.78 (144/152) | 0.78 (144/152)
151 DMU213 0.88 0.9 0.88 (151/152) | 0.77 (150/152) | 0.77 (150/152)
152 DMU254 0.59 0.99 | 0.59 (152/152) | 0.02 (152/152) | 0.02 (152/152)
Mean 0.931 | 0.955 0.838 0.852
Min 0.590 | 0.900 0.020 0.020
Max 1.000 | 1.000 1.000 1.000
S.D 0.046 | 0.033 0.087 0.098
(F=-Table-12) 20214 E24 st9l 107§ DMU2| ESG £ E24(ESG 71 F2))
3 EE Favts# AZ BE favbs® Atz EE fFavbsd
Rank | No. of DMU CCRﬂi BCCﬂi CCRﬂi BCCﬁi CC};&_ BCCﬂi
gk H gk M e H Dyxar| H myxak| H gk H
SR o IS V- I -4 R o M - I s
143 DMUO010 3.9211.1114.07[10.96|14.99|0.68| 5.1 |0.57]4.36|0.74|4.59]0.51
144 DMU215 3.9211.1114.07[10.96|14.99|0.68| 5.1 |0.57]4.36|0.74|4.59]0.51
145 DMU002 3.9211.11 1407096499068 | 5.1 |0.57]4.36|0.74|4.59]0.51
146 DMUO012 3.9211.1114.07[1096 499|068 | 5.1 |0.57]4.35|0.75|4.59]0.51
147 DMU004 3.9211.11 14071096 |4.98|0.68| 5.1 |0.57]4.35|0.75|4.59]0.51
148 DMUO001 3.9211.1114.0710.96 498068 | 5.1 |0.57|4.35|0.75|4.59]0.51
149 DMUO008 3.9211.1214.0710.96 4981069 | 5.1 |0.57]4.35|0.75|4.59]0.51
150 DMU214 3.9211.1214.0710.96 4981069 | 5.1 |0.57]4.35|0.75|4.59]0.51
151 DMU213 3.911.13,14.0710.96[4.97] 0.7 | 5.1 [ 0.57]4.34|0.76 |4.59]0.51
152 DMU254 24 11.8614.07]0.19]3.05| 2.1 |5.12]0.03|2.66|1.93|4.57|0.02
At 1.189 0.883 0.826 0.516 0.866 0.461
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