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Abstract

This study examines how institutional investors adopt and utilize Environmental, Social,
and Governance (ESG) information by integrating the Unified Theory of Acceptance and
Use of Technology (UTAUT). Using the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) with expert-
based pairwise comparisons from 20 senior investment professionals at major South Korean
financial institutions, we identify and weight key determinants influencing ESG informa-
tion use among South Korean institutional investors. The results show that performance
expectancy emerged as the most influential determinant (33.7%), followed by facilitat-
ing conditions (24.6%), social influence (22.8%), and effort expectancy (18.9%). At the
sub-criterion level, usefulness for investment decision-making (11.2%), institutional encour-
agement (10.2%), and utilization of ESG information as a fiduciary duty (9.4%) recorded the
highest global weights, whereas psychological comfort in utilizing ESG information (2.0%)
and practical guidelines and training programs (3.7%) exhibited the lowest. These findings
suggest that ESG adoption has evolved beyond early legitimacy-seeking behavior toward
substantive and performance-driven integration, consistent with UTAUT predictions that
performance expectancy and facilitating conditions gain salience in mature adoption phases,
while effort expectancy and social influence diminish. This weight distribution indicates
that ESG has been internalized as core analytical infrastructure informing investment
decision-making and risk management, rather than functioning as a peripheral compliance
tool. By empirically mapping ESG adoption determinants into a hierarchical structure, this
study contributes to the literature on ESG diffusion, institutional investor behavior, and
adoption theory, offering practical implications for regulators and financial institutions
seeking to deepen substantive ESG integration.

Keywords: AHP; ESG; investment decision-making; institutional investors; sustainable
finance; UTAUT

1. Introduction
Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) frameworks are a novel innovation

created to incentivize sustainable corporate impact on society. Instead of relying on corpo-
rate internal priorities, ESG attempts to obtain sustainable results utilizing standardized
metrics and a desirable level of reliable and valid outputs that society and stakeholders
demand. Institutional investors have been central to the diffusion of ESG, serving as early
adopters who embed ESG considerations into capital allocation and stewardship practices
(Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018; Park & Jang, 2021). The evolution of ESG from its origins
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in socially responsible investment to its current status as core analytical infrastructure is
reviewed in Section 2.1.

Despite growing institutional engagement with ESG, empirical evidence reveals a
persistent gap between stated commitment and substantive integration. Although leading
institutional investors allocate higher proportions of their portfolios to firms with strong
ESG ratings (Lopez-de-Silanes et al., 2024), the majority of institutions remain at the stage
of symbolic holding, with ESG factors weakly reflected in actual portfolio weights and
ownership concentration (Lopez-de-Silanes et al., 2024; Parise & Rubin, 2025). Existing
research has documented this divergence but has not systematically identified the relative
impact of different adoption drivers on institutional investors’ willingness to utilize ESG
information, nor has it revealed the underlying adoption logic through a comprehensive
theoretical framework that accounts for performance expectations, perceived effort, norma-
tive pressures, and organizational enablers simultaneously. This gap limits both theoretical
understanding of ESG diffusion mechanisms and practical guidance for policymakers and
financial institutions seeking to promote substantive ESG integration.

To address this gap, this study applies the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of
Technology (UTAUT), one of the most comprehensive innovation adoption frameworks
explaining over 70% of the variance in adoption intention (Venkatesh et al., 2003), to identify
the core driving factors of institutional investors’ ESG information use and to determine
the relative importance of each factor through a structured hierarchical analysis.

Originally developed to explain technology adoption, UTAUT has been extended to
non-IT organizational practices including e-government (Carter & Bélanger, 2005) and policy
innovation (Pierce, 2014), and recent studies confirm its applicability to ESG adoption contexts
(Bouteraa et al., 2022; Hrnjica et al., 2024; Neves et al., 2025; Park & Oh, 2022; Thanki et al.,
2022). Accordingly, this study applies all four UTAUT determinants to institutional investors’
ESG information usage intentions: performance expectancy reflects the perceived value of
ESG information in enhancing risk-adjusted financial outcomes (Friede et al., 2015); effort
expectancy embodies the perceived complexity of utilizing non-standardized ESG metrics
and distinguishing credible disclosures from greenwashing (Park & Jang, 2021; Parise &
Rubin, 2025); social influence represents normative and reputational pressures from regulatory
frameworks and global ESG initiatives (UNPRI, n.d.); and facilitating conditions refer to the
organizational infrastructure, dedicated resources, and institutional support structures that
enable ESG integration into investment decision-making (W. Sun et al., 2019).

This study makes several important contributions to the literature on ESG investment,
technology adoption, and institutional decision-making. First, this research advances the
ESG literature by reframing ESG information use as an innovation adoption problem rather
than solely a normative or ethical choice. By systematically applying UTAUT to institutional
investors’ ESG information utilization, this study provides a structured and theory-driven
explanation of how ESG adoption occurs within professional investment organizations.
This approach responds to recent calls for more micro-founded and behaviorally grounded
analyses of ESG integration beyond descriptive or outcome-based studies (Amel-Zadeh &
Serafeim, 2018; Eccles & Stroehle, 2018).

Second, this study attempts to estimate the stage of adoption by logically interpret-
ing priority weights of adoption motivators, offering empirical evidence that ESG use
among institutional investors has moved beyond early legitimacy-seeking behavior to-
ward substantive and routinized integration, consistent with predictions from UTAUT
and diffusion theory (Rogers, 1983; Venkatesh et al., 2003). The results are also consistent
with institutional theories describing how practices evolve from legitimating responses
into taken-for-granted and technically rational systems (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer
& Rowan, 1977). This insight suggests that technology adoption frameworks should be
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interpreted dynamically, with determinant salience contingent on the stage of diffusion
and institutionalization.

Finally, the study offers practical implications for investors, firms, and policymakers.
For institutional investors, the results highlight the importance of allocating dedicated
human and financial resources to ESG analysis in order to realize its strategic benefits. For
corporations, the findings underscore the need to provide ESG disclosures that are finan-
cially material and analytically usable, rather than purely symbolic. For policymakers, the
evidence suggests that effective ESG regulation should move beyond disclosure mandates
toward policies that strengthen internal utilization capabilities, including standardization,
training, and organizational capacity-building within financial institutions.

This study focuses on South Korea as an empirical context due to its unique position
as a rapidly institutionalizing ESG market. Compared to more mature markets such as
the European Union, ESG integration in South Korea has evolved within a relatively
compressed timeframe, driven by regulatory initiatives such as the Korean Stewardship
Code and the growing participation of institutional investors.

This transitional context offers a valuable analytical setting to examine ESG adoption
dynamics as they shift from early-stage legitimacy-seeking behavior to more substantive
and operational integration. While the findings are grounded in the Korean market, the
underlying adoption mechanisms identified in this study are theoretically relevant to other
institutional contexts undergoing similar processes of ESG institutionalization.

Therefore, this study should corroborate global evidence that institutional ESG adop-
tion advances as investors gain analytical capability and as market infrastructures and
regulatory norms evolve (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018; Christensen et al., 2021). Taken
together, this study contributes to a more nuanced understanding of ESG adoption as a ma-
ture, infrastructure-like component of institutional investment practice, bridging behavioral
adoption theory with the evolving role of ESG in modern financial markets.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Past, Present, and Future of ESG
2.1.1. The SRI Era and the Emergence of ESG (1990s–2000s)

The integration of responsibility into investment practice first gained prominence
through Socially Responsible Investment (SRI) in the late 1990s, which primarily relied
on exclusionary screening of firms engaged in socially undesirable activities (Renneboog
et al., 2008). While SRI represented an important normative shift, it remained largely
value-driven and weakly integrated into formal financial risk–return analysis.

A structural transition occurred in the early 2000s with the emergence of Environ-
mental, Social, and Governance (ESG) criteria. The concept was formalized in the United
Nations Global Compact report “Who Cares Wins (2004),” which explicitly reframed
sustainability issues as financially material to long-term firm value. This approach was
institutionalized through the launch of the United Nations Principles for Responsible In-
vestment (PRI) in 2006, encouraging institutional investors to embed ESG considerations
into investment analysis and ownership practices. Unlike CSR and SRI, ESG represents
an investor-oriented and measurable framework that integrates non-financial factors into
financial decision-making and risk management (Friede et al., 2015).

The core driver underlying this transition from SRI to ESG was the growing recognition
that exclusionary screening alone could not adequately address the financial materiality of
sustainability factors. SRI’s binary inclusion-exclusion logic lacked the analytical granular-
ity required for systematic risk–return assessment, limiting its integration into institutional
portfolio management. The reframing of sustainability issues as financially material, cat-
alyzed by the UN Global Compact’s “Who Cares Wins” report (2004) and the subsequent
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launch of PRI (2006), provided the conceptual foundation for ESG as a quantifiable and
investor-oriented governance framework (Friede et al., 2015; Renneboog et al., 2008).

2.1.2. Financialization and Standardization of ESG (2010s)

During the 2010s, ESG became increasingly financialized and standardized through the
development of proprietary scoring systems by major rating agencies, enabling cross-firm
comparison and portfolio integration (Berg et al., 2022). Institutional investors, particularly
pension funds and asset managers, began incorporating ESG metrics into portfolio construc-
tion, stewardship, and risk assessment (Krueger et al., 2020). However, empirical evidence
indicates substantial heterogeneity in ESG implementation, with concerns that ESG often
remains symbolic and weakly reflected in portfolio weights or ownership concentration
(Berg et al., 2022; Park & Jang, 2021). These findings suggest that ESG remains an evolving
institutional innovation rather than a fully stabilized investment paradigm.

The primary driver of this phase was the development of standardized scoring systems by
rating agencies, transforming ESG from a qualitative concept into a quantifiable input amenable
to portfolio-level integration. However, persistent divergence across ESG rating methodologies
(Berg et al., 2022) and evidence of symbolic rather than substantive adoption (Park & Jang,
2021) revealed the limitations of voluntary, market-driven standardization, creating a critical
impetus for the regulatory interventions that characterize the subsequent phase.

2.1.3. Regulatory Enforcement and Institutional Mandates (Late 2010s–2020s)

Recent literature indicates that ESG is entering a new phase characterized by stronger
regulatory involvement and institutional enforcement. Regulatory initiatives such as the
EU Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) and the EU Taxonomy Regulation
mandate ESG-related disclosures and define sustainable economic activities, signaling
a shift from voluntary adoption toward rule-based governance (Cochran et al., 2025).
As ESG criteria become embedded in fiduciary duty interpretations, risk supervision,
and capital market regulation, ESG increasingly functions as a market-level governance
infrastructure shaping investor behavior and corporate conduct (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim,
2018; Christensen et al., 2021; Eccles & Stroehle, 2018).

The transition to regulatory enforcement was driven by two interrelated factors. First,
persistent rating inconsistency and symbolic adoption demonstrated that market-driven
mechanisms alone were insufficient for reliable ESG disclosure (Berg et al., 2022). Second,
the growing recognition of ESG factors as sources of systemic financial risk prompted
regulators to reinterpret fiduciary duty frameworks to encompass long-term sustainability
considerations (Christensen et al., 2021; Eccles & Stroehle, 2018). These mandates function
as catalysts that reduce information asymmetry and establish the institutional infrastructure
necessary for ESG’s operational maturation.

2.1.4. Operational Maturation of ESG (Present)

ESG is now widely conceptualized as a structured and quantifiable system through which
sustainability-related risks and governance factors are incorporated into investment analysis
and capital allocation (Christensen et al., 2021). As the principal users of ESG information, insti-
tutional investors have moved beyond early adoption behavior toward routinized integration,
employing ESG data to assess long-term risk exposure, governance quality, and regulatory
vulnerability as part of standard analytical practice (Krueger et al., 2020).

Recent literature shows that institutional investors’ effective use of ESG information
depends critically on facilitating conditions such as data availability, internal analytical
capacity, regulatory clarity, and organizational resources. Investors with dedicated ESG
teams, standardized data access, and decision support systems are significantly more likely
to integrate ESG substantively rather than symbolically (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018).
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However, persistent inconsistency across ESG ratings constrains deeper integration, leading
investors to rely disproportionately on governance indicators, which are perceived as more
reliable and financially material than environmental or social metrics when data compa-
rability is weak (Berg et al., 2022). In this context, regulatory initiatives and mandatory
disclosure frameworks function as key facilitating conditions by reducing information
asymmetry and reinforcing ESG’s legitimacy as a financially material input (Christensen
et al., 2021; Flammer, 2021). Overall, the maturation of ESG reflects a cumulative process in
which standardized scoring systems, regulatory mandates, and organizational capacity-
building have collectively transformed ESG from a voluntary, normatively driven practice
into core analytical infrastructure within institutional investment.

In summary, the evolution of ESG can be characterized by a progressive shift in
dominant drivers: from normative values and ethical screening (SRI era), through market-
driven financialization and rating standardization (2010s), to regulatory enforcement and
institutional mandates (late 2010s–present), and ultimately toward operational maturation
characterized by organizational embedding and performance-driven integration. Each
transition was precipitated by the limitations of the preceding stage, creating successive
demands for more structured and institutionally supported frameworks.

2.2. Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT)
2.2.1. UTAUT

UTAUT was developed to synthesize fragmented findings from prior technology
adoption models and to explain individual and organizational acceptance of new systems
in a parsimonious yet comprehensive manner (Venkatesh et al., 2003). While there is a
more popular and simpler model, the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), UTAUT is
known to explain more than 70% of adoption intention (Venkatesh et al., 2003) compared to
TAM’s 30 to 40% (Holden & Karsh, 2010). Furthermore, through the integration of multiple
user acceptance models including TAM, UTAUT variants are the most encompassing and
robust theoretical approach available to researchers understanding the adoption of novel
innovations (Wang et al., 2009).

Drawing on eight foundational theories, including the Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM), Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), and Diffusion of Innovations, UTAUT identifies
four core determinants of adoption: performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social
influence, and facilitating conditions. Subsequent studies have consistently validated the
explanatory power of these constructs across organizational, public-sector, and consumer
contexts (Williams et al., 2015).

Performance expectancy, the belief that system use enhances outcomes, is consis-
tently identified as the strongest predictor of adoption, particularly in professional settings
(Dwivedi et al., 2019). Meta-analytic evidence confirms that performance expectancy exerts
the largest effect size across diverse adoption contexts, and its predictive power increases
in professional and organizational settings where system use is directly linked to perfor-
mance evaluation (Blut et al., 2022; Dwivedi et al., 2019; Venkatesh et al., 2003). Effort
expectancy captures perceived ease of use and is most influential during early adoption
stages (Venkatesh & Bala, 2008). As users accumulate experience with an innovation, the
explanatory power of effort expectancy diminishes, reflecting a learning effect in which ini-
tial perceived complexity is progressively reduced through repeated interaction (Venkatesh
et al., 2003; Venkatesh & Bala, 2008). Social influence reflects normative and legitimacy
pressures, while facilitating conditions capture the organizational and technical infrastruc-
ture required for sustained use (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Social influence’s effect is strongest
in mandatory adoption contexts and during early diffusion stages when the practice’s
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value remains uncertain; as innovation legitimacy becomes established, its incremental
explanatory power tends to decline (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

The original UTAUT demonstrates that as users gain experience with an innovation,
the effect of facilitating conditions on use behavior increases, because experienced users are
better positioned to leverage available support resources (Venkatesh et al., 2003). This mod-
erating pattern implies that facilitating conditions gain salience as innovations transition
from initial experimentation to routinized practice (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Blut et al., 2022).

Overall, the UTAUT literature emphasizes that technology adoption is a multi-
dimensional process shaped by expected performance outcomes, perceived effort, social
context, and institutional support. Meta-analyses confirm that these determinants jointly
explain a substantial proportion of variance in both adoption intention and usage behavior,
outperforming earlier single-theory models (Dwivedi et al., 2019; Williams et al., 2015).
Importantly, the relative importance of each determinant varies across contexts, stages
of adoption, and levels of voluntariness, underscoring UTAUT’s flexibility as a general
theory of system acceptance. This stage-contingent variation in determinant salience, where
performance expectancy and facilitating conditions dominate in mature adoption phases,
while effort expectancy and social influence carry greater weight in early stages, provides
the theoretical foundation for interpreting the empirical findings of this study.

2.2.2. UTAUT and ESG

Although originally developed to explain technology adoption, UTAUT’s theoret-
ical architecture is not inherently limited to technological innovations. Venkatesh et al.
(2012) themselves extended the framework to consumer contexts in UTAUT2, and subse-
quent research has successfully applied UTAUT to non-technological domains including
e-government service adoption (Carter & Bélanger, 2005), policy innovation acceptance
(Pierce, 2014), sustainability practices (Al-Emran, 2023), and healthcare delivery (Rouidi
et al., 2022). ESG information utilization represents a non-technological innovation in
that its adoption does not involve new hardware or software systems but rather the or-
ganizational acceptance of a novel evaluative framework. Different from technological
innovation, ESG adoption involves new cognitive models, data interpretation practices,
and organizational routines rather than technical interfaces. Nevertheless, the core mecha-
nisms captured by UTAUT’s four constructs operate analogously in both technological and
non-technological adoption processes.

To explain how individuals and organizations adopt new systems, UTAUT identi-
fies four central constructs—performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence,
and facilitating conditions—that collectively shape behavioral intentions and actual usage
(Venkatesh et al., 2012). These constructs map directly onto the main categories of ESG
information adoption: institutional investors adopt ESG frameworks because they expect
improved risk management and long-term value creation (performance expectancy), re-
quire standardized and interpretable data to reduce cognitive burden (effort expectancy),
respond to regulatory and peer pressures (social influence), and depend on organizational
infrastructure and resources to operationalize ESG practices (facilitating conditions).

A central driver of innovation adoption is performance expectancy (Rogers, 1983).
Within UTAUT, this refers to the belief that a system enhances outcomes. Information
systems are adopted because they promise efficiency, accuracy, and improved decision
quality (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Institutional investment decisions are fundamentally driven
by risk–return considerations (Cumming & Johan, 2007); ESG evaluation is adopted for
similar reasons: investors expect it to improve risk management, predict long-term value,
and enhance corporate legitimacy (Friede et al., 2015; Galeone et al., 2025). In both cases,
adoption is motivated by the expectation of superior performance and decision outcomes.
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However, whereas performance expectancy in technology adoption primarily concerns
operational efficiency and task productivity, in the ESG context it centers on long-term
risk mitigation, portfolio resilience, and capital cost optimization, reflecting the distinct
performance dimensions relevant to institutional investment decision-making.

Effort expectancy, or ease of integration, is another critical similarity. Information
systems must be user-friendly and compatible with existing workflows to be accepted.
Likewise, ESG evaluation requires standardized metrics, accessible data, and interpretabil-
ity to be integrated into investment analysis (Ioannou & Serafeim, 2015). Adoption in
both cases depends on whether the new evaluative framework can be managed without
excessive complexity or cognitive burden. Unlike technological innovation, where effort
expectancy focuses primarily on technical operation difficulty and interface usability, the
effort expectancy of ESG information use centers on the standardization of non-financial
data, the comparability of ESG ratings across providers, and the cognitive burden of distin-
guishing credible disclosures from greenwashing. Despite this domain-specific difference,
the core logic that perceived cost of integration inversely affects adoption intention remains
highly consistent with the UTAUT framework.

Social influence plays an important role in ESG investment. Information system adop-
tion is often shaped by peer organizations, industry norms, and managerial expectations
(Venkatesh et al., 2012). ESG evaluation is similarly reinforced by social influences such
as market sentiment, regulatory encouragement, and peer practices (Dyck et al., 2019). In
both applications, adoption is not solely a matter of utility but is also driven by normative
and coercive pressures within the broader institutional environment. Notably, while social
influence in IT adoption primarily operates through intra-organizational channels such as
supervisor expectations and colleague practices, ESG adoption is shaped by a broader set
of institutional pressures including global initiatives (e.g., PRI), evolving fiduciary duty
interpretations, regulatory mandates, and inter-organizational mimetic behavior, reflect-
ing the more diffuse and multi-layered normative environment surrounding ESG as a
non-technological innovation.

Facilitating conditions further underscore the adaptability of UTAUT in ESG infor-
mation adoption. Information systems require infrastructure, training, and organizational
support to be successfully implemented. ESG evaluation likewise depends on specialized
staff, internal systems, and regulatory frameworks (Eccles & Klimenko, 2019). Adoption in
both domains is contingent on the availability of resources and institutional support that
enable integration into organizational routines. However, whereas facilitating conditions
for IT adoption primarily refer to hardware, software, and technical helpdesk availability,
ESG facilitating conditions encompass a qualitatively different set of organizational and
institutional enablers: dedicated ESG departments and personnel, budgetary allocations for
sustainability analysis, internal policy mandates, and the broader regulatory infrastructure
that legitimizes and supports ESG integration within investment organizations.

Finally, both processes encounter resistance and costs. Information system adoption
often faces organizational inertia and resource demands, while ESG evaluation may be
resisted by stakeholders accustomed to purely financial metrics. In both cases, adoption
requires overcoming skepticism, reallocating resources, and managing uncertainty.

Collectively, while ESG information adoption shares the fundamental adoption mech-
anisms captured by UTAUT’s four constructs—performance expectancy, effort expectancy,
social influence, and facilitating conditions—it also exhibits important domain-specific
characteristics as a non-technological innovation. The perceived costs, normative pressures,
and organizational enablers operate through distinct channels compared to IT adoption.
Recognizing both the structural parallels and the domain-specific differences strengthens
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the theoretical justification for applying UTAUT to ESG adoption and provides a more
nuanced foundation for the subsequent empirical analysis.

3. Research Methodology and Materials
AHP is well suited for decision contexts in which judgments are shaped by human

perception, experience, and long-term expectations (Bhushan & Rai, 2004). In expectancy-
based evaluations, decision-makers are often subject to cognitive bias and implicit heuristics.
AHP addresses this issue by structuring judgments through systematic pairwise compar-
isons and by aggregating diverse perspectives into a coherent priority structure. The
resulting weights reflect a negotiated consensus rather than isolated individual opinions.

In the context of this study, AHP enables the integration of institutional investors’
perceptions regarding the relative importance of performance expectancy, effort expectancy,
social influence, and facilitating conditions. It is particularly effective given the limited
number of expert respondents and the qualitative nature of the underlying constructs. The
analysis proceeds through the following five steps: Current section focuses on Steps 1 and 2
of the AHP.

Step 1: Identify expectancy-related factors discussed in the literature and use experts’
opinion to finalize factors

Step 2: Construct a hierarchical decision structure consisting of the four core intention-
forming dimensions and their sub-factors.

Step 3: Design and administer pairwise comparison questionnaires to domain experts.
Step 4: Evaluate the consistency of expert judgments.
Step 5: Derive priority weights and assess the results.

3.1. Identification of Expectancy-Related Factors Discussed in the Literature

Before identifying candidate factors for sub-categories of respective UTAUT determi-
nants, each of the determinants is defined based on existing literature (Dyck et al., 2019;
Eccles & Klimenko, 2019; Friede et al., 2015; Galeone et al., 2024; Ioannou & Serafeim, 2015;
Venkatesh et al., 2003, 2012).

The first step was to review existing literature on institutional and individual investors’
adoption and motivational factors. Particular attention was given to constructs that recur
across expectancy-based and institutional decision-making studies, and they were orga-
nized explicitly under four UTAUT determinants until saturation is achieved. Section 3.2
discusses sub-category factors derived from the existing literature.

To enhance the transparency and replicability of the factor identification process, this
study adopts a structured two-stage approach combining a systematic literature review
with expert-based refinement.

In the second step, semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted with five
domain experts specializing in ESG investment and financial analysis. The expert panel
consisted of three academic researchers and two senior institutional investment profes-
sionals, each possessing more than 15 years of academic and industry experience. The
interviews were conducted between October and November 2025, with each session lasting
approximately 90 min.

The interview process followed three sequential steps. First, experts evaluated the
practical relevance of the preliminary factors identified from the literature in the context of
real-world investment decision-making. Second, conceptually overlapping factors were
consolidated and reclassified to improve conceptual clarity and parsimony. Third, experts
identified potentially omitted determinants, particularly those related to organizational
infrastructure and ESG operationalization. To further improve conceptual rigor, this study
explicitly decomposes ESG regulation into multiple functional dimensions rather than
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treating it as a single construct. Specifically, ESG regulation is interpreted across UTAUT
dimensions as follows: (i) under effort expectancy, regulatory clarity reduces uncertainty
and psychological burden; (ii) under social influence, regulatory pressure and evolving
fiduciary expectations promote ESG adoption; and (iii) under performance expectancy,
enhanced disclosure reliability improves the analytical usefulness of ESG information.

Considering that the institutionalization of ESG in investment organizations is rel-
atively recent, existing literature has not yet fully identified all relevant determinants
influencing ESG information adoption. Accordingly, additional factors such as dedicated
ESG expertise, organizational support structures, and training programs were incorporated
under facilitating conditions.

Finally, the resulting factors across the four UTAUT-aligned categories were cross-
evaluated for conceptual validity and internal consistency. Following this two-step
procedure—literature-based identification and expert-based refinement—the final frame-
work of institutional investors’ UTAUT categories for ESG information use intention was
established and is presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Hierarchy for AHP.

To assign relative importance to the four expectancy dimensions and their sub-factors,
this study adopts a judgment-based weighting approach, which is widely used when
decision criteria are perception- and context-dependent (Chen & Delmas, 2011; Garefalakis
& Dimitras, 2020). Among alternative schemes, including equal weighting, expert-driven
weighting, and survey-derived weighting, the present research employs expert survey-
based weighting. This approach is consistent with UTAUT research, which conceptualizes
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expectancy constructs as subjective beliefs best captured through informed judgment rather
than objective measurement.

The AHP is employed to translate expert evaluations into quantitative priority weights.
Originally proposed by Saaty (1980), AHP is a multi-criteria decision-making technique that
decomposes complex problems into hierarchical structures and derives relative weights
using eigenvalue-based calculations. The method is particularly suitable for integrating
qualitative judgments with quantitative rigor and for analyzing perceptual constructs such
as expectations, perceived effort, and social influence (Saaty, 2003).

3.2. Extraction of Sub-Factors for Each Dimension of UTAUT

As outlined in Section 3.1, the sub-categories were derived by synthesizing recur-ring
motivators of institutional investors’ ESG information adoption identified across prior
studies on ESG investment, institutional decision-making, and innovation diffusion. Rather
than explaining ESG-related factors descriptively, this section reframes them explicitly as
expectancy-based motivations that shape investors’ intentions to use ESG information in
practice. Factors expressed using different terminologies in the literature but reflecting
similar motivational mechanisms such as expected performance improvement, reduction of
analytical burden, normative legitimacy, or organizational enablement were consolidated
into shared sub-categories. These sub-categories were then mapped onto the four UTAUT
dimensions based on their dominant role in motivating ESG information usage.

3.2.1. Performance Expectancy and Sub-Categories

Performance expectancy captures the extent to which institutional investors expect
ESG information to enhance investment outcomes in line with core risk–return objectives.
Prior literature consistently identifies performance-related motivations underlying ESG
adoption including usefulness for predicting financial performance, usefulness for invest-
ment decision-making, usefulness for assessing firms’ financial risks, and usefulness for
understanding a firm’s risk management capabilities.

Expected improvement in financial performance motivates ESG information use. Insti-
tutional investors adopt ESG analysis when they believe ESG signals are associated with
superior financial performance, lower cost of capital, or enhanced investment attractiveness
(Eccles & Klimenko, 2019; Friede et al., 2015). Recent evidence shows that institutional
ownership of ESG funds is positively related to historical fund performance, with external
institutional investors tending to allocate capital to funds with superior past returns, indi-
cating that expectations of enhanced financial returns or reduced risk drive institutional
preference for high-performing ESG funds (Liang et al., 2024). Research also shows that
even when institutional investors influence companies with their holdings to be socially
responsible, financial performance is still a strong reason for adopting ESG investment
(Dyck et al., 2019; Y. Sun & Zhao, 2024).

Enhanced investment decision-making motivates ESG use. By enabling more in-
formed evaluations of firms’ long-term value creation, strategic resilience, and exposure to
structural changes, ESG information enhances decision quality and provides performance-
related incentives for systematic adoption (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018; Eccles et al., 2017;
Friede et al., 2015).

Because institutional investment decisions are fundamentally driven by risk–return
trade-offs (Cumming & Johan, 2007), ESG information is adopted when it is perceived to
improve investors’ ability to identify long-term risks not captured by traditional financial
metrics, including regulatory, governance, and transition risks (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim,
2018; Krueger et al., 2020). Evidence that strong ESG performance is associated with lower
downside risk and greater resilience during market stress reinforces investors’ incentives to
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incorporate ESG information as a risk management tool rather than treating it as a purely
ethical consideration (Albuquerque et al., 2020; Krueger et al., 2020).

Expectations regarding firms’ risk management capabilities motivate ESG integra-
tion. Evidence that ESG-oriented portfolios exhibit greater downside protection during
market stress strengthens investors’ beliefs that ESG information functions as a form of
risk insurance (Albuquerque et al., 2020). Governance-related ESG indicators, in partic-
ular, strengthen adoption by reducing agency risk through improved monitoring and
accountability (Gibson Brandon et al., 2021; Gompers et al., 2003).

Collectively, these findings suggest that institutional investors expect better financial
performance from ESG investment not simply for ethical reasons but because ESG excel-
lence is empirically associated with risk mitigation, improved access to capital, and return
patterns that align with long-term value creation.

3.2.2. Effort Expectancy and Adoption Motivators

Effort expectancy reflects institutional investors’ motivation to adopt ESG informa-
tion when it can be evaluated and incorporated into existing investment workflows with
manageable analytical effort. Sub-categories of effort expectancy are ease of understanding
ESG information, psychological comfort in utilizing ESG in-formation, accessibility of ESG
information, and ease of assessment due to standardization of ESG scores.

First of all, perceived ease of understanding ESG information motivates adoption.
ESG information is more likely to be used when investors believe it can be interpreted,
justified, and communicated within conventional investment processes without excessive
complexity (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Prior research shows that unclear metrics, in-consistent
indicators, and low transparency increase perceived effort and discourage systematic ESG
use, particularly in professional investment settings where decisions must be defensible and
performance-accountable (Ioannou & Serafeim, 2015; Park & Jang, 2021). Conversely, when
ESG information is structured, standardized, and aligned with familiar financial concepts,
investors perceive lower integration costs and exhibit stronger adoption intentions (Amel-
Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018; Eccles & Klimenko, 2019).

Second, psychological comfort in utilizing ESG information facilitates adoption by
reducing perceived career and reputational risk among investment professionals. When
ESG evaluation is characterized by data ambiguity, uncertain short-term performance
implications, or weak internal norms for legitimate use, institutional investors may hesitate
to rely on ESG information because it increases the burden of analytical justification and
accountability within performance-evaluated environments (Park & Jang, 2021). Prior
research further shows that investment strategies requiring additional justification expose
managers to career risk if performance temporarily underperforms benchmarks, discourag-
ing systematic ESG integration (Bollen, 2007). This organizational arrangement reduces the
individual burden of ESG justification and facilitates adoption (Riedl & Smeets, 2017).

Third, accessibility of ESG information promotes adoption by lowering the incremental
analytical effort required to incorporate ESG signals into conventional investment work-
flows. Institutional investors are more likely to use ESG information when centralized data
platforms, standardized reporting, and decision-support systems enable direct integration
into valuation models and risk assessments, thereby reducing perceived effort costs (Eccles
et al., 2017; Eccles & Klimenko, 2019).

Finally, standardization of ESG scores supports adoption by reducing cognitive com-
plexity and enhancing comparability across firms. Although ESG ratings exhibit substan-
tial divergence across providers, their availability functions as a heuristic that simplifies
decision-making under uncertainty, encouraging ESG use despite measurement imperfec-
tions (Berg et al., 2022).
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3.2.3. Social Influence and Adoption Motivators

Social influence captures motivations arising from perceived expectations and norms
within the institutional investment environment and comprises favorable market responses
to ESG utilization, utilization of ESG information as a fiduciary duty, corporate practices
of providing reliable ESG information, and rate of ESG information utilization among
industry peers.

First, anticipated favorable market responses motivate ESG adoption. Evidence shows
that ESG-integrated funds attract more stable capital flows (Bollen, 2007; Thanki et al.,
2022). Empirical analyses demonstrate that ESG-integrated portfolios experienced stronger
performance and lower downside risk during crises such as the COVID-19 downturn,
which reinforces investor beliefs that markets reward strategies that integrate credible
sustainability factors and risk governance (Albuquerque et al., 2020).

Second, perceptions of ESG integration as a fiduciary responsibility motivate adoption.
The concept of fiduciary duty, traditionally centered on acting in the best interests of bene-
ficiaries, is being reinterpreted in many jurisdictions and professional codes to encompass
long-term risk considerations, including environmental and governance risks, further le-
gitimizing ESG evaluation as consistent with stewardship obligations rather than a merely
ethical preference (Jansson & Biel, 2014). As ESG risks increasingly affect long-term asset
value, institutional investors adopt ESG information to align with evolving interpretations of
fiduciary duty and stewardship obligations (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018; Klettner, 2021).

Third, peer adoption within the investment industry motivates ESG use. Consistent
with diffusion theory, higher ESG utilization among peer institutions signals legitimacy
and reduces uncertainty, increasing the adoption likelihood among late adopters (Eccles &
Klimenko, 2019; Rogers, 1983; Thanki et al., 2022). Specifically, Thanki et al. (2022) show
how subjective norms, defined as influence of a referent group on behavioral intention,
are significant predictors of SRIs. Further, Eccles and Klimenko (2019) also suggest that
having mid-level institutional investors would increase the general acceptance level of
ESG investment.

Finally, corporate practices of providing credible ESG information motivate ESG
usage by reducing concerns about greenwashing and informational reliability, thereby
strengthening investor trust in ESG disclosures (Eccles & Klimenko, 2019; Gatti et al.,
2019). Also, Thanki et al. (2022) note that corporate disclosures are often oriented toward
stakeholders other than investors, which makes the adoption and effective use of ESG
information more difficult for investors.

3.2.4. Facilitating Conditions and Adoption Motivators

Facilitating conditions represent structural motivations that enable ESG adoption by
lowering organizational and institutional barriers. Sub-categories include institutional en-
couragement, dedicated expertise, departments and budget, practical guidelines and training
programs, and integration of ESG data into internal investment management programs.

First, institutional encouragement within investment organizations motivates ESG
usage by reducing individual career risk and clarifying accountability under uncertain
performance outcomes (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018; Christensen et al., 2021). When
ESG integration is formally endorsed through internal investment policies, stewardship
mandates, performance evaluation criteria, and incentive structures, it reduces individual
investors’ perceived career risk associated with deviating from short-term performance
benchmarks (Cumming & Johan, 2007; Krueger et al., 2020).

Second, availability of dedicated ESG expertise, departments, and budgetary sup-
port motivates adoption by signaling long-term organizational commitment and enabling
systematic ESG integration (Dyck et al., 2019). Organizations that employ institutional
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investors increasingly establish specialized ESG teams staffed with professionals trained in
sustainability, environmental science, regulatory analysis, and stakeholder engagement, to
complement conventional portfolio management skills and encourage the adoption of ESG
information (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018).

Third, practical guidelines and training programs motivate ESG use by helping in-
vestors navigate data inconsistency and uncertainty regarding financial materiality (Berg
et al., 2022; Krueger et al., 2020). Moreover, because many ESG indicators capture long-term
risks and externalities rather than short-term cash flows, their investment relevance is often
uncertain, which further limits their direct integration into conventional valuation models
(Christensen et al., 2021; Krueger et al., 2020). In the absence of institutional support, these
frictions can discourage systematic ESG use and lead to selective or symbolic adoption.

Finally, integration of ESG data into internal investment management systems mo-
tivates adoption by improving analytical usability and allowing ESG information to be
incorporated alongside traditional financial data (Christensen et al., 2021). Also, invest-
ment institutions with limited resources utilize outside vendors for ESG information to
encourage ESG investment (Thanki et al., 2022).

The resulting framework organizes theoretically convergent adoption motivators
under four UTAUT-aligned dimensions, forming a structured basis for the subsequent
AHP weighting and empirical analysis presented in Section 4.

4. Analysis
4.1. Respondent Selection and Survey
4.1.1. Theoretical Rationale for Expert Group Selection

This study adopts a stratified purposive sampling approach to ensure balanced rep-
resentation across different types of institutional investors. The sampling frame was
constructed by categorizing institutions into five groups: asset management firms, pension
funds, insurance companies, securities firms, and banks. To mitigate potential institutional
bias, no single group was allowed to exceed 25% of the total sample.

This study designates institutional investors as the primary expert group to examine
the determinants of ESG information adoption and utilization. In the South Korean capital
market, institutional investors have progressively evolved from passive capital providers
into active governance agents, a transformation significantly accelerated by the institu-
tionalization of the Korean Stewardship Code. This regulatory framework emphasizes
proactive stewardship responsibilities, encouraging institutional investors to engage in
monitoring and oversight activities aimed at fostering sustainable long-term value creation
(Li & Li, 2024; Yoo, 2025).

The systemic importance of institutional investors is further evidenced by their sub-
stantial market presence. As of the end of 2024, they accounted for more than 90% of the
domestic bond market, underscoring their dominant role in capital allocation and risk pricing.
In the equity market, asset management firms and pension funds function as anchor investors,
exercising considerable pricing power and governance influence over investee firms (Korea
Exchange, 2024). Public pension funds, in particular, operate as universal investors. Given
their long investment horizons and highly diversified portfolios, their financial performance
is closely tied to the stability of the broader socio-economic system. Consequently, ESG inte-
gration has been formalized within pension fund investment frameworks as a core instrument
for managing systemic risk (National Pension Service [NPS], 2023).

From a methodological perspective, the validity of complex multi-criteria decision-
making (MCDM) analyses depends more critically on the qualitative depth and relevance
of expert knowledge than on large sample sizes. Prior research confirms that well-qualified
expert panels are particularly suitable for identifying the financially material channels
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through which ESG factors influence firm value (Klir & Folger, 1988). These considerations
collectively render institutional investors a uniquely appropriate expert group for the
objectives of this study.

4.1.2. Survey Design and Sample Construction

To derive priority weights across ESG-related dimensions, a structured survey was
administered to financial professionals between 15 December 2025 and 14 January 2026.
The survey questionnaire is presented in Appendix A.

The minimum threshold of 15 years of professional investment experience was estab-
lished based on two complementary rationales. First, from a methodological standpoint,
AHP-based expert evaluations require panelists who possess sufficient domain knowledge
to make reliable pairwise comparisons across complex and interrelated criteria. Hallowell
and Gambatese (2010) recommend that expert panels in AHP and Delphi-based MCDM
studies comprise professionals with a minimum of 10 years of relevant experience to ensure
the validity and reliability of expert judgments. The present study adopted a more stringent
criterion of 15 years, reflecting the specialized and multifaceted nature of ESG-integrated
investment decision-making, which demands expertise spanning multiple asset classes,
regulatory frameworks, and non-financial evaluation methodologies.

Second, from a contextual standpoint, the 15-year threshold ensures that all panelists
have accumulated professional experience spanning the critical institutional milestones
that have shaped ESG adoption in the South Korean capital market. These milestones
include the amendment of the National Pension Act in January 2015, which provided
the first legal basis for ESG-integrated fund management; the introduction of the Korea
Stewardship Code by the Korea Corporate Governance Service (KCGS) in December 2016;
the National Pension Service’s formal adoption of the Stewardship Code in July 2018; and
the launch of the NPS Responsible Investment Promotion Plan in 2019, which incorporated
sustainability into the fund’s core management principles (Kim & Kim, 2022). Given that
the survey was administered between December 2025 and January 2026, professionals with
15 or more years of investment experience would have entered the industry no later than
2010–2011, thereby having directly observed and participated in the entire trajectory of
ESG institutionalization in Korea from the pre-regulatory period through the current phase
of operational maturation. This longitudinal exposure is essential for making informed
judgments about the relative importance of adoption determinants that have evolved across
different stages of ESG diffusion.

The survey instrument employs a pairwise comparison framework grounded in
Saaty’s (1980) nine-point fundamental scale. The questionnaire was designed to elicit
respondents’ cognitive evaluations across four core dimensions adapted from UTAUT:
performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and facilitating conditions.

The initial pool of 35 expert candidates was identified through a stratified purposive
sampling approach. Drawing from the top eight South Korean financial institutions by
assets under management, potential respondents were stratified by institution type (asset
management companies, pension funds, insurance companies, securities firms, and banks)
to ensure representation across the major segments of the institutional investment landscape.
Within each stratum, candidates were selected based on their seniority, breadth of asset-class
expertise, and involvement in ESG-related investment activities. This approach ensures
that the resulting panel captured diverse institutional perspectives while maintaining the
depth of expertise required for meaningful pairwise comparisons.

Of the 35 experts invited to participate, 32 completed the survey, yielding a response
rate of 91.4%. In accordance with standard AHP procedures, only responses exhibiting a
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Consistency Ratio (CR) below 0.10 were retained, ensuring the internal validity and logical
rigor of the final analytical sample through a stringent filtering process (Saaty, 2008).

Unlike conventional survey-based research relying on probabilistic sampling, AHP
methodology emphasizes the quality and domain relevance of expert judgment over the sta-
tistical power of large-scale samples. Therefore, purposive sampling of highly experienced
professionals is methodologically appropriate for capturing complex, perception-based
decision structures in specialized contexts such as ESG investment.

By integrating qualitative expert insights with the quantitative precision of the eigen-
value method, this study transcends simple descriptive survey analysis and provides a
structured empirical evaluation of ESG adoption determinants.

4.1.3. Reliability, Validity, and Robustness of the Data

The final expert sample satisfies rigorous academic standards across three key dimensions.

4.1.4. Logical Consistency

The empirical validity of the derived priority weights was substantiated through a
multi-dimensional statistical validation, confirming that the expert judgments satisfy the
most stringent axiomatic requirements of the AHP.

First, the aggregate Consistency Ratio (CR) was calculated to be 1.6%, which is sub-
stantially below the commonly accepted threshold of 10% proposed by Saaty (2008). A
CR value approaching zero indicates that the pairwise comparison process is virtually free
from stochastic noise and transitive inconsistencies, implying a high degree of internal
coherence in the judgments. Accordingly, the derived priority vector can be regarded as a
highly reliable and precise representation of the experts’ underlying preference structure.

Second, the structural stability of the decision-making framework was corroborated
via the Geometric Consistency Index (GCI). The GCI was recorded at 0.01, significantly
below the maximum admissible limit of 0.33 (Aguarón & Moreno-Jiménez, 2003). Such
a low GCI value signifies minimal geometric deviation between individual judgment
matrices, confirming the mathematical convergence and structural integrity of the panel’s
collective cognitive evaluations.

Third, the precision of weight estimation was quantified using the Mean Relative
Error (MRE). Calculated at 6.9%, the MRE demonstrates that the priority vector accurately
reproduces the original judgment ratios with high mathematical fidelity (Tomashevskii,
2015). This metric serves as a robust indicator that the weights are not only consistent
in logic but also precise in their quantitative estimation, providing a reliable basis for
empirical analysis.

Fourth, the matrix eigenvalues demonstrated near-ideal alignment. The Principal
Eigenvalue (λ_max) reached 4.007, exhibiting negligible deviation from the theoretical ideal
of n = 4 for a 4 × 4 matrix. This proximity confirms that the matrix structure achieved
near-perfect consistency (Pant et al., 2022).

Furthermore, the Preference Similarity Index (PSI) was observed at 8.3%, indicating a high
degree of judgmental homogeneity. This suggests a strong consensus within the expert panel,
validating that the priorities were not skewed by outlier perspectives (Parreiras et al., 2010).

In synthesis, the dataset satisfies the rigorous scholarly criteria for logical consistency,
estimation precision, and collective stability. Consequently, the AHP weights derived herein
possess robust methodological integrity, affording a high degree of empirical robustness in
analyzing the determinants of ESG information adoption.

In conclusion, the convergence of multiple validation metrics including CR, GCI,
and MRE collectively affirms that the findings are not merely statistically significant but
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methodologically robust, providing a scrutinized foundation for the subsequent discussion
on ESG adoption strategies

4.1.5. Representative Equilibrium

To mitigate potential institutional bias, a quota-based sampling strategy was employed,
ensuring that no single category of financial institution accounted for more than 25% of
the panel (Bornstein et al., 2013). Table 1 describes the demographic information of the
representatives used for AHP analysis.

Table 1. Demographic information of valid survey respondents.

Type of Institution Freq. % Main Business Fre. % Service Period Freq. %

Asset Management 5 25 Bonds 9 45 15–25 years 16 80
Pension Fund 4 20 Stocks 6 30 Over 25 years 4 20

Insurance Company 3 15 Alternatives 5 25
Securities Company 5 25

Bank 3 15

Total 20 100 Total 20 100 Total 20 100

The sample comprised experts from asset management firms, pension funds, insur-
ance companies, securities firms, and banks, with balanced representation across insti-
tution types and investment specializations. The panel averaged more than 17 years of
professional experience, and 75% of respondents reported direct practical experience in
integrating ESG factors into real-world investment workflows.

4.1.6. Methodological Adequacy

Unlike conventional frequentist statistical models that prioritize large sample sizes,
AHP is specifically designed to synthesize expert heuristics in complex and specialized
decision environments. The methodological literature consistently demonstrates that,
provided logical consistency is maintained, a panel of 10 to 25 subject-matter experts is
sufficient to ensure the robustness and reliability of AHP-based MCDM outcomes (Al-
Mhdawi et al., 2023; Melillo & Pecchia, 2016).

Overall, the expert evaluations synthesized in this study exhibit a high degree of
structural coherence and methodological rigor. By meeting these stringent reliability,
validity, and robustness criteria, the derived priority weights provide strong empirical
validity for elucidating the nuanced determinants of ESG information adoption and its
integration into institutional investment strategies.

5. Results
5.1. Analysis of Local Weights of Each Dimension and Sub-Factor

Following the establishment of a hierarchical priority structure, this study calculated
the relative importance of each evaluation criterion based on data collected from the
expert survey. The AHP was employed to derive these weights. AHP utilizes a pairwise
comparison matrix rooted in linear algebra to generate unique numerical weights for
each criterion. These weights represent the relative significance of each factor within the
decision-making hierarchy; a higher weight indicates a more substantial influence on the
final decision-making outcome (Ishizaka & Labib, 2011; Saaty, 2008).

5.1.1. Local Weights of Primary Criteria (Level 2)

The results of the AHP analysis reveal a distinct hierarchy in the cognitive structure of
institutional investors regarding ESG management. As illustrated in Figure 2, Performance
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Expectancy recorded the highest local weight at 33.7%. This suggests that institutional
investors perceive ESG information not merely as a moral or ethical consideration but
as a critical instrument for enhancing the quality of investment decisions and mitigating
uncertainties regarding future performance and risk.

Figure 2. Local weights for level 2 (ESG).

Subsequently, Facilitating Conditions (24.6%) and Social Influence (22.8%) exhibited
similar levels of importance. This indicates that institutional and regulatory infrastructure,
alongside normative pressures and social expectations among market participants, exert
nearly equivalent influence on ESG information utilization and integrated investment
behavior. In other words, the proliferation of ESG management is structurally reinforced by
the institutional environment and the social context of the market, transcending individual
investor judgment.

In contrast, Effort Expectancy recorded the lowest weight among the four primary
factors, at 18.9%. While the accessibility and ease of use of ESG information are not entirely
disregarded, they are perceived as secondary factors compared to the substantive utility
and institutional alignment of the data. This implies that institutional investors prioritize
the strategic value and institutional credibility of ESG information over the additional effort
or costs required for its utilization.

5.1.2. Local Weights of Performance Expectancy Sub-Factors (Level 3)

The Performance Expectancy dimension comprises four sub-criteria: usefulness for
predicting financial performance, usefulness for investment decision-making, usefulness
for assessing firms’ financial risk, and usefulness for understanding firms’ risk manage-
ment capabilities.

The analytical results in Figure 3 reveal a distinct hierarchical structure in how insti-
tutional investors utilize ESG information. Usefulness for investment decision-making
accounted for the largest share at 33.3%, followed by usefulness for understanding firms’
risk management capabilities (25.9%). This indicates that institutional investors regard ESG
data as a core intelligence source that directly informs strategic investment judgments and
facilitates the assessment of a firm’s forward-looking resilience against risks.
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Figure 3. Local weights for performance expectancy.

In contrast, usefulness for assessing firms’ financial risk (21%) and usefulness for
predicting financial performance (19.8%) exhibited relatively lower weights. These findings
suggest that while ESG information serves as meaningful supplementary data for tradi-
tional financial analysis, its perceived value is concentrated in strategic decision-making
and risk governance rather than short-term financial forecasting.

5.1.3. Local Weights of Effort Expectancy Sub-Factors (Level 3)

Effort Expectancy assesses the technical and psychological accessibility of ESG data
through four sub-factors: ease of understanding ESG information, psychological comfort in
utilizing ESG information, accessibility of ESG information, and ease of assessment due to
standardization of ESG scores.

As illustrated in Figure 4, institutional investors prioritize the structural reliability
and standardization of data over personal comprehension or psychological factors. ease
of assessment due to standardization of ESG scores (34.3%) emerged as the most critical
factor, closely followed by accessibility of ESG information (32.6%). Together, these two
factors account for approximately 67% of the total local weight.

 
Figure 4. Local weights for effort expectancy.
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Conversely, ease of understanding ESG information (22.4%) and psychological comfort
(10.8%) played minor roles. This implies that, for professional investors, the primary
barriers to ESG integration are not personal cognitive limitations or psychological resistance
but rather structural deficiencies such as the absence of standardized metrics and difficulties
in accessing verified data. These results strongly underscore the practical necessity for
globally harmonized ESG disclosure and evaluation standards.

5.1.4. Local Weights of Social Influence Sub-Factors (Level 3)

Social Influence evaluates the external and normative pressures affecting ESG integra-
tion via four sub-criteria: favorable market response to ESG utilization, utilization of ESG
information as a fiduciary duty, corporate practice of providing reliable ESG information,
and rate of ESG information utilization among industry peers.

According to the results in Figure 5, normative responsibility and market signaling
are the primary drivers of ESG adoption. Notably, ESG utilization as a fiduciary duty
recorded the highest weight at 41.3%, followed by positive market response (23.7%). In
contrast, industry peer utilization (19.4%) and corporate practice of providing reliable ESG
information (15.7%) were of secondary importance.

 

Figure 5. Local weights for social influence.

These findings demonstrate that institutional investors perceive ESG integration not
as a discretionary or moral endeavor but as a fundamental obligation for beneficiary asset
protection and the fulfillment of legal and ethical mandates. The dominance of the fiduciary
duty factor (exceeding 40%) suggests that ESG has become an indispensable component of
responsible asset management. Furthermore, the lower weight of peer imitation indicates
that investor behavior is driven by formal accountability and market-based signals rather
than symbolic leadership or herding behavior.

5.1.5. Local Weights of Facilitating Conditions Sub-Factors (Level 3)

Facilitating Conditions refer to the organizational infrastructure enabling ESG integra-
tion, consisting of institutional encouragement, dedicated expertise/departments/budget,
practical guidelines and training programs, and integration of ESG data into internal
investment management systems.

The results in Figure 6 highlight the paramount importance of organizational leader-
ship. Institutional encouragement accounted for the highest weight at 42.0%, followed by
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dedicated expertise/departments/budget (23.5%). Conversely, internal system integration
(19.5%) and practical guidelines/training (15.0%) received lower weights.

 
Figure 6. Local weights for facilitating conditions.

This suggests that the ‘Tone at the Top,’ the commitment and strategic direction of
senior management, is the most critical prerequisite for ESG adoption within financial
institutions (Garrett et al., 2022; Patelli & Pedrini, 2015). The high weight assigned to insti-
tutional encouragement implies that formal organizational goals and incentive structures
are perceived as more effective drivers of behavioral change than purely technical support.
While system integration and guidelines are necessary, they are viewed as consequential
elements that follow the initial allocation of human and financial resources dictated by
organizational will.

5.2. Empirical Analysis of Global Weights

The global weights of the 16 ESG sub-criteria, derived by combining the local weights
of each evaluation criterion, are presented in Figure 7. The global weight integrates the
relative importance of the upper-level categories with the proportional significance of
their subordinate attributes, thereby representing the overall contribution of each ESG
sub-criterion to the final decision within the AHP hierarchical structure.

The empirical findings reveal a distinct prioritization of strategic and structural factors
over normative ones. Specifically, usefulness for investment decision-making emerged as
the most critical determinant, yielding a global weight of 11.2%. This was closely followed
by institutional encouragement at 10.2%, underscoring the fact that institutional investors
regard institutional approval and recognition as a foundational pillar for successful ESG
integration. Other high-ranking sub-criteria included utilization of ESG information as
a fiduciary duty (9.4%) and usefulness for understanding firms’ risk management capa-
bilities (8.7%). Two other usefulness factors—usefulness for assessing firms’ financial
risk and usefulness for predicting financial performance—came next, showing 7.1% and
6.7%, respectively.

In contrast, factors that were prominently emphasized in early-stage ESG discourse,
such as practical guidelines and training programs (3.7%), corporate practice of providing
reliable ESG information (3.6%), and psychological comfort in utilizing ESG information
(2.0%), recorded the lowest global weights. This distribution is noteworthy as it suggests
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that institutional investors’ ESG adoption has progressed beyond the stage of foundational
justification and entered a phase characterized by higher-order strategic application.

Figure 7. Global weights.

6. Summary and Discussion
6.1. Summary of Findings

The global weight distribution derived from the AHP analysis provides clear evidence
that ESG adoption by South Korean institutional investors has progressed beyond symbolic
compliance or normative endorsement toward substantive and operational integration.
Interpreted through UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003, 2012), institutional theory (DiMaggio
& Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977), and diffusion theory (Rogers, 1983), the results
indicate a transition from early legitimacy-seeking behavior to a mature stage characterized
by routinized use and organizational embedding.

In early adoption phases, innovation uptake is typically driven by social influence,
mimetic pressures, and legitimacy concerns under uncertainty. Consistent with both
institutional and UTAUT frameworks, these forces tend to dominate when practices are
unfamiliar and their practical value remains unsettled. If ESG adoption were still in such
a phase, social influence and effort expectancy would be expected to carry the greatest
explanatory weight. Instead, the AHP results show that performance expectancy and
facilitating conditions dominate, while normative drivers play a comparatively limited
role. This pattern suggests that ESG information is now evaluated primarily based on
its demonstrated utility for investment decision-making and risk assessment, reflecting
accumulated organizational experience rather than external validation.

The prominence of performance expectancy indicates that ESG information has been
reclassified from peripheral “extra-financial” data to a core analytical input. Institutional
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investors increasingly deploy ESG metrics as diagnostic tools to assess long-term resilience,
downside risk, and exposure to non-financial volatility, rather than as signals of short-term
alpha or reputational positioning. This interpretation aligns with prior evidence that ESG
indicators are used to evaluate governance quality, systemic risk exposure, and vulnerability
to climate-related and regulatory shocks (Albuquerque et al., 2020; Krueger et al., 2020).

At the same time, the high ranking of fiduciary duty (9.4%) and usefulness for under-
standing firms’ risk management capabilities (8.7%), along with usefulness for assessing
financial risk (7.1%) and predicting financial performance (6.7%), demonstrates that ESG
information is valued primarily as a mechanism for long-term value protection. Empirical
evidence shows that ESG performance is associated with reduced downside risk and enhanced
resilience during market stress (Albuquerque et al., 2020). Similarly, socially responsible in-
vestment funds have been shown to attract more stable capital flows, reinforcing the perceived
financial credibility of ESG integration (Bollen, 2007). A large-scale meta-analysis further
confirms that the majority of studies report a non-negative or positive relationship between
ESG performance and corporate financial performance (Friede et al., 2015).

Moderate weights assigned to standardization of ESG scores (6.5%), accessibility of
ESG information (6.1%), dedicated ESG expertise and budgets (5.8%), and integration of
ESG data into internal investment systems (4.8%) highlight the importance of internal
infrastructure. Adoption research consistently demonstrates that facilitating conditions
and system compatibility become decisive once innovations move beyond initial experi-
mentation (Venkatesh & Bala, 2008).

Further, moderate weights for favorable market response to ESG utilization (5.4%)
and peer adoption within the industry (4.4%) suggest that social influence remains relevant
but secondary. Diffusion theory explains that peer adoption reduces uncertainty and
enhances legitimacy, particularly in earlier stages of innovation uptake (Rogers, 1983). ESG
integration has historically diffused through institutional networks as leading investors
signaled strategic commitment to sustainability (Eccles & Klimenko, 2019). However, the
relatively lower weights observed in this study imply that ESG legitimacy has largely been
institutionalized, reducing the incremental influence of peer effects.

Lower weights assigned to ease of understanding ESG information (4.2%), practical
guidelines and training programs (3.7%), reliable corporate ESG disclosure practices (3.6%),
and psychological comfort in utilizing ESG information (2.0%) provide important theoret-
ical implications. In early adoption stages, effort expectancy and uncertainty reduction
typically exert stronger influence (Holden & Karsh, 2010). Their reduced relative impor-
tance here suggests that institutional investors have already developed baseline familiarity
and competence in ESG evaluation.

Although this study is based on the South Korean market, the findings offer broader in-
sights into global ESG adoption. The dominance of performance expectancy and facilitating
conditions suggests that ESG adoption may follow a generalizable pattern consistent with
UTAUT and diffusion theory, particularly in markets transitioning from early-stage adop-
tion to institutional consolidation. Accordingly, the results are likely to be most applicable
to emerging and mid-stage ESG markets where regulatory frameworks and organizational
capabilities are still evolving, rather than to fully mature or nascent markets.

Overall, the distribution of weights indicates that ESG adoption in this context has
progressed beyond foundational justification and entered a mature phase characterized
by strategic application and performance-driven integration. The theoretical and practical
implications of these findings are elaborated in the following sections.
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6.2. Theoretical Contributions

This study makes three principal theoretical contributions to the literature on ESG
adoption, innovation diffusion, and institutional investor behavior.

First, this study advances the ESG literature by reframing ESG information use as
an innovation adoption problem amenable to structured theoretical analysis. While prior
research has predominantly examined ESG adoption through normative, ethical, or reg-
ulatory lenses, this study demonstrates that ESG information utilization by institutional
investors follows the same multi-dimensional adoption logic that governs the diffusion
of other organizational innovations. By systematically applying UTAUT’s four determi-
nants and deriving quantitative priority weights through AHP, this research provides a
structured, theory-driven explanation of how ESG adoption occurs within professional
investment organizations. This responds to recent calls for more micro-founded and behav-
iorally grounded analyses of ESG integration beyond descriptive or outcome-based studies
(Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018).

Second, this study contributes a novel approach to estimating the stage of innovation
adoption by interpreting the hierarchical distribution of adoption determinant weights.
The UTAUT literature has established that the relative salience of each determinant varies
systematically across adoption stages: effort expectancy and social influence tend to dom-
inate during early adoption under uncertainty, whereas performance expectancy and
facilitating conditions gain prominence as innovations mature toward routinized practice
(Venkatesh et al., 2003; Blut et al., 2022). By leveraging this stage-contingent pattern as an
interpretive framework, the present study infers from the empirical weight distribution
that ESG adoption among South Korean institutional investors has progressed beyond
early legitimacy-seeking behavior toward a mature phase characterized by substantive
and performance-driven integration. This methodological innovation bridges UTAUT’s
static determinant framework with diffusion theory’s dynamic stage model (Rogers, 1983),
offering a replicable approach for assessing adoption maturity in other non-technological
innovation contexts.

Third, this study extends the theoretical boundary of UTAUT beyond technological
innovations into the domain of institutional finance. Although UTAUT was originally
developed to explain IT system acceptance and has been primarily applied to technological
contexts, the present findings demonstrate that its four constructs effectively capture the
adoption mechanisms of a non-technological organizational practice. Crucially, the study
goes beyond simply confirming applicability by identifying domain-specific differences in
how each construct operates within the ESG context. Performance expectancy centers on
long-term risk mitigation and portfolio resilience rather than operational efficiency; effort
expectancy reflects data standardization challenges rather than technical difficulty; social
influence operates through multi-layered institutional pressures (regulatory mandates,
fiduciary duty reinterpretations, global initiatives) rather than intra-organizational peer
effects; and facilitating conditions encompass organizational and regulatory enablers rather
than hardware and software infrastructure. These domain-specific differentiations enrich
the UTAUT framework by specifying the boundary conditions under which its constructs
operate in non-technological contexts, contributing to the broader theoretical agenda of
establishing UTAUT as a general theory of innovation acceptance rather than a technology-
specific model (Venkatesh et al., 2012).

Finally, the findings contribute to institutional theory by providing empirical evidence
for the transition from ceremonial to substantive adoption. Institutional theory posits that
organizational practices are initially adopted for legitimacy purposes and may subsequently
become substantively embedded once their economic value is recognized (Meyer & Rowan,
1977; DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). The weight distribution observed in this study, where
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performance-oriented and infrastructure-oriented determinants dominate over normative
and effort-related factors, provides quantitative evidence for this transition in the specific
context of ESG adoption. The low weights assigned to psychological comfort (2.0%) and
practical guidelines (3.7%) suggest that the initial barriers associated with unfamiliarity and
institutional uncertainty have been largely overcome, while the dominance of usefulness
for investment decision-making (11.2%) and institutional encouragement (10.2%) indicates
that ESG has been reclassified from a peripheral legitimating practice into core analytical
infrastructure. This finding suggests that the decoupling between formal adoption and
substantive implementation may narrow as innovations mature and their instrumental
value becomes empirically established.

6.3. Practical and Managerial Implications

The empirical findings of this study yield actionable implications for three key stake-
holder groups: institutional investors and their parent organizations, corporations as ESG
information providers, and policymakers and regulators.

For institutional investors and investment organizations, the dominance of perfor-
mance expectancy (33.7%) and institutional encouragement (42.0% local weight within
facilitating conditions) points to two critical priorities. First, the finding that ESG in-
formation is valued primarily for its contribution to investment decision-making (11.2%
global weight) and risk management (8.7%) rather than for compliance or reputational
purposes implies that investment organizations should position ESG analysis as a core
component of their analytical infrastructure rather than housing it in separate sustain-
ability or compliance functions. This integration requires dedicated analytical resources,
including specialized ESG teams with dual competencies in sustainability science and
financial analysis (Amel-Zadeh & Serafeim, 2018). Second, the paramount importance
of institutional encouragement indicates that ‘tone at the top’ is the single most critical
enabler of ESG adoption (Garrett et al., 2022; Patelli & Pedrini, 2015). Senior management
commitment, expressed through explicit investment policy mandates, performance evalu-
ation criteria that incorporate ESG considerations, and dedicated budgetary allocations,
creates the organizational context within which individual investment professionals can
confidently integrate ESG factors without perceiving career risk associated with deviating
from conventional financial metrics.

For corporations as providers of ESG information, the relatively low weight assigned
to the corporate practice of providing reliable ESG information (3.6% global weight) should
not be interpreted as suggesting that disclosure quality is unimportant. Rather, this finding
reflects the current reality that institutional investors have developed compensating mecha-
nisms, such as reliance on third-party ESG ratings and proprietary analytical frameworks,
to navigate inconsistent corporate disclosures. However, the high weight assigned to
standardization of ESG scores (6.5%) and accessibility of ESG information (6.1%) within
the effort expectancy dimension indicates that investors face significant friction from non-
standardized and difficult-to-access ESG data. Corporations seeking to attract long-term
institutional capital should therefore prioritize providing ESG disclosures that are finan-
cially material, analytically usable, and aligned with recognized reporting frameworks
(such as ISSB, GRI, and TCFD), rather than producing voluminous but unfocused sus-
tainability reports. The emphasis on investment decision-making usefulness suggests
that corporations should structure their ESG disclosures around the specific information
needs of financial analysts rather than broadly addressing all stakeholder groups with
generic narratives.

For policymakers and regulators, the findings suggest that the current policy emphasis
on expanding disclosure mandates, while necessary, is insufficient to promote substantive
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ESG integration. The dominance of facilitating conditions (24.6%) over social influence
(22.8%) indicates that the effectiveness of ESG regulation depends not only on the breadth of
mandatory disclosure requirements but also on the extent to which regulatory frameworks
strengthen the internal utilization capabilities of investment organizations. Specifically,
three policy implications emerge from the weight distribution. First, the high weight of
institutional encouragement implies that regulatory frameworks should incentivize, or
require, investment organizations to formalize ESG integration within their governance
structures, including the establishment of dedicated ESG committees, the incorporation
of ESG considerations into fiduciary duty interpretations, and the integration of ESG per-
formance into executive compensation and fund manager evaluation criteria. Second, the
importance of standardization and accessibility suggests that regulators should accelerate
efforts toward globally harmonized ESG disclosure standards to reduce the analytical
friction that currently impedes deeper integration. The persistent divergence across ESG
rating methodologies (Berg et al., 2022) remains a structural barrier that policy intervention
can help address through taxonomy development and reporting standardization. Third,
the relatively low weight of practical guidelines and training programs (3.7%) suggests
that, while training support remains relevant, it is no longer the binding constraint for
institutional ESG adoption. Policymakers should therefore allocate regulatory resources
toward building institutional infrastructure such as data platforms, standardized report-
ing pipelines, and organizational support structures rather than primarily investing in
educational programs.

Across all stakeholder groups, the overarching implication is that ESG adoption has
reached a stage where its deepening depends less on persuasion and more on execution.
The institutional investment community in South Korea has already internalized the ratio-
nale for ESG integration; the remaining challenge lies in translating this acceptance into
consistent, high-quality analytical practice supported by adequate organizational infras-
tructure and standardized data ecosystems. Policy and corporate strategies should be
calibrated accordingly, marking a shift from advocacy-oriented approaches designed to
build initial legitimacy toward infrastructure-oriented approaches designed to support
sustained, substantive utilization.

7. Conclusions
7.1. Conclusions

This study set out to address a critical gap in the ESG literature, which has largely
emphasized the consequences of ESG adoption while paying limited attention to the under-
lying adoption process among institutional investors. By applying UTAUT to institutional
investors’ ESG information utilization and deriving quantitative priority weights through
AHP, this study provides a structured empirical account of how and why ESG adoption
occurs within professional investment organizations.

The findings confirm that performance expectancy and facilitating conditions, par-
ticularly institutional encouragement, are the dominant drivers of ESG information use,
while normative and effort-related factors play secondary roles. This weight distribution,
consistent with UTAUT’s stage-contingent predictions, situates ESG adoption within a
measurable decision hierarchy and supports the interpretation that ESG has transitioned
from a legitimacy-seeking practice to substantive analytical infrastructure.

As discussed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3, this study advances both ESG adoption theory and
practical policy guidance by extending UTAUT to non-technological innovation contexts
and identifying specific priorities for institutional investors, corporations, and regulators.
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7.2. Research Limitations

This study is subject to several limitations that warrant acknowledgment. First, this
study is grounded in the South Korean capital market, and the generalizability of the
findings to institutional investors in other jurisdictions with different regulatory environ-
ments and levels of ESG market maturity requires further empirical validation. South
Korea’s specific regulatory trajectory—anchored by the Korean Stewardship Code and
the National Pension Service’s ESG mandate—may amplify certain UTAUT determinants,
particularly institutional encouragement, relative to markets at earlier or later stages of
ESG institutionalization.

Secondly, while the expert sample of 20 respondents satisfies established AHP method-
ological standards, a larger panel would enhance the representativeness and external
validity of the priority weights. Future studies should consider expanding the expert
pool and disaggregating results by institution type to test whether priority weights differ
systematically across asset managers, pension funds, and insurers.

Thirdly, the study captures adoption determinants at a single point in time, precluding
observation of dynamic shifts in factor salience as ESG practices evolve. Longitudinal
panel designs would allow future researchers to empirically trace whether performance
expectancy and facilitating conditions maintain their dominance as market conditions and
regulatory frameworks continue to develop.

Fourth, the AHP weights reflect expert perceptions rather than observed investment
behavior. Although consistency checks (CR = 1.6%, GCI = 0.01) confirm logical coherence,
the degree to which stated priorities translate into actual portfolio decisions remains an
open empirical question. Future research pairing expert elicitation with transaction-level
data would help validate the behavioral implications of these weights.

Finally, reliance exclusively on AHP limits the ability to assess causal mechanisms
underlying the observed weight distribution. A mixed-methods approach combining AHP
with regression-based survey analysis or qualitative case studies would strengthen both
internal validity and interpretive richness.

7.3. Future Research Directions

Several directions for future research emerge from these limitations. Comparative studies
across different national contexts would illuminate how institutional environments, regulatory
regimes, and cultural norms shape the relative importance of UTAUT determinants in ESG
adoption. Longitudinal research employing panel data could track the dynamic evolution of
adoption factor weights as ESG practices mature within institutional investment organizations.
Finally, disaggregated analyses comparing different types of institutional investors such as
pension funds, asset management firms, and insurance companies could reveal differentiated
adoption patterns and inform targeted policy interventions.
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Appendix A
Survey Questionnaire

The purpose of this survey is to examine investors’ awareness regarding ESG (E: Envi-
ronment, S: Social, G: Governance), which has recently become a major topic worldwide,
including in Korea.

We hereby state clearly that all responses to this survey will be used solely for academic
research purposes and will not be used for any commercial or personal purposes.

Table A1. Basic data for survey respondents.

Demographic Questions

1. What is your age group?
1⃝ 20s 2⃝ 30s 3⃝ 40s 4⃝ 50s and above

2. What is your gender?
1⃝ Female 2⃝ Male

3. In which field are you currently employed?
1⃝ Asset management company 2⃝ Pension fund 3⃝ Insurance company
4⃝ Securities company 5⃝ Bank 6⃝ Other ( )

4. In which area of investment operations are you currently working?
1⃝ Equities 2⃝ Bonds 3⃝ Alternative investments 4⃝ General management
5⃝ Other ( )

5. How many years of experience do you have in the overall investment field?
1⃝ 15 years or less 2⃝ 15–25 years 3⃝ More than 25 years

6. How much understanding do you have of ESG?
1⃝ Very high 2⃝ High 3⃝ Moderate 4⃝ Low 5⃝ None at all

7. How important do you think ESG is?
1⃝ Very important 2⃝ Important 3⃝ Moderate 4⃝ Not important 5⃝ Not important

at all
8. Have you ever considered ESG as a factor in your investment decisions?

1⃝ Very often 2⃝ Often 3⃝ Sometimes 4⃝ Rarely 5⃝ Never
9. To what extent do you think ESG will affect the investment environment in the

future?
1⃝ Very significant impact expected 2⃝ Somewhat significant impact expected
3⃝ Moderate 4⃝ Somewhat limited impact expected 5⃝ No impact expected

<Survey Directions>

1. Please answer the entire questions.
2. Answers must be logically consistent. For example, if A is more important than B and B
is more important than C, then A is more important than C (A > B and B > C -> A > C).
If you have any inquiry about the survey, please do not hesitate to contact us.
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Table A2. Evaluation scale.

Measurement Item Evaluation Scale Measurement Item

A
5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

BExtremely Important Equal
Extremely Important

Table A3. Main criteria: definitions and description of key components.

Criteria Description Measurement

Performance Expectancy

Performance expectancy
captures the extent to
which institutional
investors expect ESG
information to enhance
investment outcomes in
line with core risk–return
objectives. Prior literature
consistently identifies
performance-related
motivations

Sub-categories: usefulness
for predicting financial
performance, useful for
investment
decision-making,
usefulness for assessing
firms’ financial risks, and
usefulness for
understanding a firm’s risk
management capabilities

Effort Expectancy

Effort expectancy reflects
institutional investors’
motivation to adopt ESG
information when it can be
evaluated and
incorporated into existing
investment work-flows
with manageable analytical
effort

Sub-categories: ease of
understanding ESG
information, psychological
comfort in utilizing ESG
information, accessibility
of ESG information, and
ease of assessment due to
standardization of ESG
scores

Social Influence

Social influence captures
motivations arising from
perceived expectations and
norms within the
institutional investment
environment

Sub-categories: favorable
market response to ESG
utilization, utilization of
ESG information as a
fiduciary duty, corporate
practice of providing
reliable ESG information,
and rate of ESG
information utilization
among industry peers

Facilitating Factors

Facilitating conditions
represent structural
motivations that enable
ESG adoption by lowering
organizational and
institutional barriers

Sub-categories:
institutional
encouragement, dedicated
expertise, departments,
and budget, practical
guidelines & training
programs, and integration
of ESG data into internal
investment management
program

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19040286

https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm19040286


J. Risk Financial Manag. 2026, 19, 286 29 of 35

Table A4. Main criteria question items.

Measurement Item Evaluation Scale Measurement Item

Performance Expectancy 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Effort Expectancy

Performance Expectancy 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Social Influence

Performance Expectancy 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Facilitating Factors

Effort Expectancy 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Social Influence

Effort Expectancy 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Facilitating Factors

Social Influence 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Facilitating Factors

1. Performance Expectancy Factors

Table A5. Sub-criteria (performance expectancy factors): definitions and descriptions of key components.

Criteria Sub-Criteria Description

Performance
Expectancy

Usefulness for
Predicting Financial
Performance

When assessing a company’s short-term
and long-term financial performance,
using ESG information is considered
useful, and because of that usefulness, I
intend to use ESG information.

Useful for Investment
Decision-making

When making investment decisions, I
believe that using ESG information is
useful, and because of that usefulness, I
intend to use ESG information.

Usefulness for Assessing
Firms’ Financial Risks

When evaluating the financial risks a
company holds, I believe that using ESG
information is useful, and because of that
usefulness, I intend to use ESG
information.

Usefulness for
Understanding a Firm’s
Risk Management
Capabilities

When identifying a company’s risk
management capabilities, I believe that
using ESG information is useful, and
because of that usefulness, I intend to use
ESG information

Table A6. Performance expectancy factor question items.

Measurement Item Evaluation Scale Measurement Item

Usefulness for Predicting
Financial Performance 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Useful for Investment

Decision-making

Usefulness for Predicting
Financial Performance 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Usefulness for Assessing

Firms’ Financial Risks

Usefulness for Predicting
Financial Performance 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Usefulness for
Understanding a Firm’s
Risk Management
Capabilities

Useful for Investment
Decision-making 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Usefulness for Assessing

Firms’ Financial Risks
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Table A6. Cont.

Measurement Item Evaluation Scale Measurement Item

Useful for Investment
Decision-making 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Usefulness for
Understanding a Firm’s
Risk Management
Capabilities

Usefulness for Assessing
Firms’ Financial Risks 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Usefulness for
Understanding a Firm’s
Risk Management
Capabilities

2. Effort Expectancy Factors

Table A7. Sub-criteria (effort expectancy factors): definitions and descriptions of key components.

Criteria Sub-Criteria Description

Effort
Expectancy

Ease of Understanding
ESG Information

The ESG information provided was easy
to understand, and because of that ease, I
intend to use ESG information.

Psychological Comfort
in Utilizing ESG
Information

Using the ESG information provided felt
psychologically comfortable and without
burden, and because of that comfort, I
intend to use ESG information.

Accessibility of ESG
Information

The process of receiving or finding ESG
information was easy, and because of that
ease, I intend to use ESG information.

Ease of Assessment
Due to Standardization
of ESG Scores

There is standardization among the ESG
scores provided by various rating
agencies, and because it is easy to use
those scores to compare or evaluate
companies, I intend to use ESG
information.

Table A8. Effort expectancy factor question items.

Measurement Item Evaluation Scale Measurement Item

Ease of Understanding
ESG Information 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Psychological Comfort in

Utilizing ESG Information

Ease of Understanding
ESG Information 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Accessibility of ESG

Information

Ease of Understanding
ESG Information 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Ease of Assessment Due to

Standardization of ESG Scores

Psychological Comfort in
Utilizing ESG Information 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Accessibility of ESG

Information

Psychological Comfort in
Utilizing ESG Information 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Ease of Assessment Due to

Standardization of ESG Scores

Accessibility of ESG
Information 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Ease of Assessment Due to

Standardization of ESG Scores
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3. Social Influence Factors

Favorable Market Response to ESG Utilization, Utilization of ESG Information as a
Fiduciary Duty, Corporate Practice of Providing Reliable ESG Information, and Rate of
ESG Information Utilization among Industry Peers.

Table A9. Sub-criteria (social influence factors): definitions and descriptions of key components.

Criteria Sub-Criteria Description

Social
Influence

Favorable Market
Response to ESG
Utilization

In the investment market, investment
decisions that utilize ESG information are
viewed favorably. Therefore, based on this
perspective, I also intend to use ESG
information.

Utilization of ESG
Information as a
Fiduciary Duty

Asset management companies or pension
funds use ESG information to fulfill their
legal and ethical responsibility to
prioritize the interests of beneficiaries
when managing clients’ money. Because of
this obligation, I also intend to use ESG
information.

Corporate Practice of
Providing Reliable ESG
Information

Companies have a culture of providing
reliable information to investors.
Therefore, I intend to use such trustworthy
ESG information.

Rate of ESG Information
Utilization among
Industry Peers

The proportion of ESG information usage
among peers in the same industry is high.
Following this trend, I also intend to use
ESG information.

Table A10. Social influence factor question items.

Measurement Item Evaluation Scale Measurement Item

Favorable Market Response to
ESG Utilization 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Utilization of ESG Information

as a Fiduciary Duty

Favorable Market Response to
ESG Utilization 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Corporate Practice of
Providing Reliable ESG
Information

Favorable Market Response to
ESG Utilization 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Rate of ESG Information
Utilization among
Industry Peers

Utilization of ESG Information
as a Fiduciary Duty 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Corporate Practice of
Providing Reliable ESG
Information

Utilization of ESG Information
as a Fiduciary Duty 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Rate of ESG Information
Utilization among
Industry Peers

Corporate Practice of
Providing Reliable ESG
Information

5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5
Rate of ESG Information
Utilization among
Industry Peers
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4. Facilitating Conditions Factors

Table A11. Sub-criteria (facilitating conditions factors): definitions and descriptions of key components.

Criteria Sub-Criteria Description

Facilitating
Conditions

Institutional
Encouragement

My organization has a policy that
encourages the use of ESG information.
Therefore, because of this policy, I also
intend to use ESG information.

Dedicated Expertise,
Departments, and
Budget

My organization has specialized support
staff, departments, and budgets dedicated
to the use of ESG information. Because of
this, I also intend to use ESG information.

Practical Guidelines and
Training Programs

My organization provides practical
guidelines and training programs for the
use of ESG information. Therefore,
because of this support, I also intend to
use ESG information.

Integration of ESG Data
into Internal Investment
Management Program
Management
Capabilities

My organization’s internal investment
management system integrates ESG
information with existing data. Because of
this integration, I also intend to use ESG
information.

Table A12. Facilitating conditions factor question items.

Measurement Item Evaluation Scale Measurement Item

Institutional
Encouragement 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Dedicated Expertise,

Departments, and Budget

Institutional
Encouragement 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Practical Guidelines and

Training Programs

Institutional
Encouragement 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Integration of ESG Data into
Internal Investment
Management Program

Dedicated Expertise,
Departments, and Budget 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5 Practical Guidelines and

Training Programs

Dedicated Expertise,
Departments, and Budget 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Integration of ESG Data into
Internal Investment
Management Program

Practical Guidelines and
Training Programs 5 4 3 2 1 2 3 4 5

Integration of ESG Data into
Internal Investment
Management Program
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