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 Summary
The present study aims to examine the impact of ESG ratings 
on the stock prices of companies within the European Union. 
The central question the study seeks to answer is twofold: first-
ly, to what extent the ratings issued by the ESG rating partners 
(MorningStar Sustainalytics, London Stock Exchange Group, 
and Morgan Stanley Capital International) are consistent with 
each other, and secondly, to what extent they influence the 
stock price of companies. A sample of 50 companies was select-
ed from a simple random sample of the 100 largest market cap-
italisation companies in the European Union. ESG rating data 
were obtained from three independent rating partners, while 
stock prices were retrieved from a publicly available stock ex-
change database for the period 1 January 2024 to 31 December 
2024. Descriptive statistical analysis, correlation calculations 
and scaling transformation were used to explore the relation-
ships between ESG ratings and stock prices.

The result of the analysis demonstrates that there is a weak 
positive correlation between certain ESG ratings, particularly 
between Morgan Stanley Capital International’s ratings and 
those of other rating agencies, which can be considered sig-
nificant. However, the relationship between ESG ratings and 
stock price movements is weak negative and not significant. 
Consequently, a negative correlation suggests that the ratings 
are in fact progressing in a favourable direction. This indicates 
that other factors are more significant determinants of individ-
ual stock price movements.
Keywords: sustainability, ESG, stock price, market perception 
of companies
JEL codes: M40, M41, G32

Introduction
The concept of sustainability is gaining increasing importance 
for economic operators, as it aims to preserve natural resources 
and maintain environmental balance, while considering both 
social and economic factors. ESG criteria play a pivotal role in 
integrating this approach, as ESG is utilised to evaluate cor-
porate performance and social responsibility. ESG is gaining 
increasing attention from investors and regulators and has 
evolved into a key factor in providing a transparent and reliable 
framework for assessing companies’ sustainability efforts and 
ethical standards (Atz et al., 2022).

The evolution of stock prices has traditionally been based 
on financial and market factors, but today there is a growing 
concern about how ESG criteria affect the market perception 
and financial performance of companies. The tightening of 
ESG reporting regulations and the growing interest in ethical 
and sustainable investment are bringing new considerations to 
investor decisions. ESG rating agencies assess the performance 
of companies along different dimensions. These dimensions 
include the reduction of adverse environmental impacts, so-
cial value creation and responsible governance. However, the 
ratings pose a major challenge for companies, as they have to 
meet not only financial performance criteria but also sustain-
ability and social responsibility standards.

A substantial corpus of research has been published in the 
international literature examining the relationship between 
ESG and stock prices (Di Tommaso and Mazzuca, 2023; Feng 
et al., 2022; Gibson et al., 2021; La Torre et al., 2020; Leite 
and Uysal, 2023; Naughton et al., 2019; Serafeim and Yoon, 
2023). International research suggests that companies with 
high ESG ratings typically exhibit more stable growth and 
have effective crisis management mechanisms. Domestic re-
search (Timár, 2021) has primarily focused on ESG aspects 
in terms of transparency and comparability of corporate 
sustainability reporting, while there is a limited amount of 
domestic literature exploring the relationship between ESG 
and capital market performance. Consequently, the current 
study makes greater use of foreign literature in the course 
of the research. Nevertheless, the findings in both interna-
tional and domestic literature clearly demonstrate that in-
corporating ESG factors into corporate strategy and oper-
ations can engender long-term benefits for both companies 
and investors.

However, the interpretation and implementation of ESG rat-
ings can vary considerably across different markets and rating 
agencies (Berg et al., 2022). The methodologies employed by ESG 
rating agencies are not uniform, which poses a substantial chal-
lenge to ensuring the comparability and consistency of results. 
In this research study, we examine the ratings of three promi-
nent ESG rating agencies: MorningStar Sustainalytics (MSS), 
London Stock Exchange Group (LSEG), and Morgan Stanley 
Capital International (MSCI). It is evident that these agencies 
employ divergent approaches and weighting schemes, resulting 
in disparate outcomes when evaluating corporate sustainability. 
The presence of methodological discrepancies can potentially 
engender uncertainty in investor decision-making, particularly 
in scenarios where ESG ratings are utilised to forecast financial 
performance.
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The objective of the present study is to ascertain the extent 
to which ESG ratings impact stock prices of the most significant 
market participants and the manner in which this information 
is integrated into said prices. Furthermore, the investigation 
will encompass the question of whether there are substantial 
discrepancies between the ratings issued by ESG rating com-
panies and whether these discrepancies may have an impact on 
the evolution of stock prices.

Literature review
Sustainability and ESG
The concepts of sustainability and sustainable development 
have become integral to contemporary society, with a grow-
ing body of research in this field. The diversity of conceptu-
al definitions has led to challenges in establishing a uniform 
understanding of these terms. This research does not aspire 
to capture a specific definition, but rather to present a broad 
interpretation of the underlying content. The complexity of 
sustainability necessitates a multifaceted definition, and this 
study proposes the following interpretation: Sustainability is 
the meeting of the present needs of humanity, together with 
the conservation of the environment and natural resources for 
future generations (Pearce and Atkinson, 1998).

The term ‘ESG’ was first employed in 2004, encompassing 
environmental (E), social (S), governance (G) criteria. Since 
its publication, numerous countries have proactively addressed 
the issue, facilitating the design and development of ESG sys-
tems, leading to the establishment of accomplishments such as 
ESG disclosure rules, ESG rating systems and ESG index sys-
tems. The concept of ESG is gradually becoming a dominant 
trend, and is being widely studied, applied and promoted in 
practice. In addition, it is attracting the interest of academics 
worldwide (Li et al, 2021).

ESG ratings are produced by independent rating agencies 
that analyse and assess companies’ environmental, social and 
governance performance, actively or passively, using available 
information and data. In the ESG rating process, the raters 
follow their own methodologies and take into account a num-
ber of metrics, which are aggregated according to different 
weighting principles. However, research in recent years has 
highlighted significant variations between ESG assessments 
(Berg et al., 2022; Chatterji et al., 2016), which has led to 
questions about the reliability and comparability of these 
assessments. Nevertheless, interest in ESG assessments re-
mains strong as decision makers increasingly seek a deeper 
understanding of the operational logic and characteristics 
of these assessments in order to integrate them more effec-
tively into their risk and investment strategies (Serafeim and 
Yoon, 2023).

The three-pillar model helps companies establish clear and 
measurable objectives, enabling investors and shareholders to 
make informed comparisons. It also serves as a mechanism 
to present the environmental and social commitments of the 
company’s objectives in a responsible and concrete manner. 
Moreover, environmental, social and governance factors play 
a pivotal role in evaluating the future financial performance 
and social impacts of companies. Consequently, ESG, compre-
hended as an investment principle integrating environmental, 
social and governance factors, has emerged as a pivotal catalyst 
in the promotion of sustainable development. Moreover, the 

intricate interrelationships among the ESG dimensions have 
garnered particular attention.

The role of ESG concepts and technological innovation in modern 
corporate strategies
In the contemporary business landscape, there is an increasing 
emphasis on corporate sustainability and adherence to sustain-
ability principles, as economic actors become more circum-
spect in the face of resource scarcity. The transition to green 
finance is a complex undertaking, requiring companies to con-
sider environmental, social, and governance factors in their 
day-to-day operations. The mounting urgency of global chal-
lenges, such as climate change and the transition to a circular 
economy, underscores the imperative for companies, manag-
ers, investors, employees, and regulators to accord heightened 
priority to sustainability considerations. The paradigm of 
sustainable business operations encompasses not only finan-
cial outcomes, but also the stewardship of natural and social 
capital (Kotsantonis et al., 2016). This responsible approach is 
reflected in the internal functioning of companies and the out-
comes of their activities. In order to ensure competitiveness in 
the long term, companies must align their target systems with 
sustainability criteria.

Recent technological advances have given rise to a multitude 
of ESG applications and services that utilise blockchain or arti-
ficial intelligence, thereby rendering it an automated system for 
data synthesis, reprocessing, and compliance with various re-
porting obligations. Automation has the potential to facilitate 
more accurate and expeditious data processing, thus enabling 
companies to more readily meet the progressively intricate 
ESG requirements.

ESG targets are company-specific and play a significant role 
in the planning phase. Qualitative ESG goals can also be de-
fined, reflecting information and data on the company’s op-
erations. Sustainability elements have a significant impact on 
the social perception and reputation of the company, which 
can directly affect consumer expectations, corporate culture, 
investor decisions and even market competitiveness. In order 
to attract consumers and investors, companies utilise a variety 
of strategies, ranging from conventional marketing tools to the 
publication of voluntary sustainability reports. Socio-economic 
development and competitiveness are closely intertwined with 
sustainability. The basis for competitiveness and a competitive 
economy is long-term sustainable solutions, and a sustainable 
framework is a prerequisite for such an economy. It is impera-
tive to emphasise that the pursuit of competitiveness and sus-
tainability cannot be predicated on quantitative growth alone; 
rather, there is a necessity for qualitative development and 
structural change (Obádovics et al., 2023).

The co-existence of soft and mandatory regulations in sus-
tainability reporting reduces transparency. In addition, the cor-
porate sustainability challenges of different sectors vary signifi-
cantly, as the operational characteristics of each industry result 
in different types of environmental, social and economic im-
pacts, not to mention that companies, investors and consumers 
in different segments often use different terminology to address 
sustainability issues and objectives. To this end, it is necessary to 
establish an objective framework and KPIs (Key Performance 
Indicators) across sectors to enable the measurement and eval-
uation of individual company activities (Boros et al., 2022).
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Differences between ESG ratings
The effective distribution of economic resources is contin-
gent on the establishment of institutions that facilitate the 
dissemination of information. Consequently, ESG rating com-
panies have emerged, allocating substantial resources to the 
production of benchmarking tools, including sell-side analyst 
forecasts, recommendation ratings, and credit ratings. A fun-
damental aspect of these valuations is the eventual realisation 
that they are subject to discipline, as evidenced by investment 
recommendations for future stock returns (Gleason and Lee, 
2003), realised outcomes for analyst forecasts (Bradshaw et al., 
2012), or default on loan repayments for credit ratings (Becker 
and Milbourn, 2011).

The relationship between ESG assessments and news is not 
immediately apparent. If the ratings accurately reflect manage-
ment’s initiatives to mitigate adverse events and encourage pos-
itive ESG outcomes, then a positive and significant relationship 
between ESG ratings and favourable news should be anticipat-
ed. However, there is a lack of consensus among various social 
raters regarding the interpretation of ESG ratings (Chatterji et 
al., 2016; Erhart, 2022).

Berg et al. (2022) have indicated that the rationale behind 
the variances in ESG ratings is attributable to the divergent 
methodologies employed by raters in measuring, defining and 
weighting their ESG ratings. The findings of this study suggest 
that the preponderance of ESG data distributors relies on sub-
jective interpretations in the analysis of published corporate 
ESG data. Consequently, it is plausible to hypothesise that in-
consistencies may emerge among different raters in the inter-
pretation of the metrics intended to measure ESG, thereby re-
sulting in variations in the outcomes of their assessments. This 
suggests that ESG ratings may possess varying degrees of pre-
dictive capability, with the ratings from the strongest predictor 
potentially able to forecast future stock returns in instances of 
significant divergence.This assertion is further substantiated by 
the findings of Serafeim and Yoon (2023), who demonstrate 
the efficacy of ESG maturity scores in predicting future news 
events. However, they also observe a decline in the predictive 
utility of ESG scores in circumstances of substantial disagree-
ment. The findings of Christensen et al. (2022) indicate that 
disparities in ESG appraisals escalate in proportion to the ex-
tent of information divulged, signifying that the comprehen-
sion of the significance and substance of ESG indicators and 
disclosures remains in its nascent stage.

Sustainability and stock market prices
In recent decades, a substantial number of studies in the fields 
of accounting and finance have examined the market reaction 
to news. It is broadly acknowledged that the introduction of 
new information prompts a response from market participants, 
a notion that has been substantiated by earlier research, includ-
ing the contributions of Beaver (1968). In the context of ESG, 
particular emphasis is placed on the investor response to news 
in this domain and the subsequent impact on the perception 
and market value of companies.

The Wall Street Journal has observed an increasing tendency 
among companies to communicate their ESG efforts more ef-
fectively, while regulators are placing greater emphasis on un-
derstanding ESG and how ESG information is flowing into the 
market and how capital market participants are responding.

This phenomenon highlights the importance of ESG-related 
news not only in financial terms, but also in terms of corporate 
image and long-term strategic positioning.

Research by Barber and Odean (2008) demonstrates that 
companies that are subject to media scrutiny attract greater 
investor attention than those that do not feature in the news. 
Subsequent studies, including those by Dellavigna and Pollet 
(2009) and Hirshleifer et al. (2009), have shown that this 
heightened investor attention exerts a significant influence 
on stock returns, thereby underscoring the pivotal role that 
news-generated investor attention plays in shaping market pric-
es over time.

Serafeim and Yoon’s (2023) research is associated with anal-
yses of the reasons underlying investor responses to ESG news. 
Some explanations posit that investors react to this informa-
tion solely for non-financial reasons, while others contend that 
ESG news conveys information regarding a company’s future 
growth, risk and competitive position. The study’s findings gen-
erally support the notion that investors discern between news 
that is likely to influence a company’s fundamentals and thus 
react predominantly based on financial considerations.

Earlier research findings also substantiate that market reac-
tions vary depending on the nature of ESG news. For instance, 
Naughton et al. (2019) discovered that announcements pertain-
ing to ESG activities yielded positive abnormal returns when in-
vestors placed a higher value on ESG performance. Conversely, 
Flammer (2013) observed a favourable market response to an-
nouncements of green initiatives, while Dimson et al. (2015) 
noted a comparable positive reaction to successful ESG engage-
ments. In contrast, Capelle-Blancard and Petit (2019) reported 
negative market reactions to unfavourable ESG news.

Serafeim and Yoon’s (2023) research posits that positive ESG 
news is associated with a positive stock price reaction, while 
negative ESG news is associated with a negative stock price 
reaction. Furthermore, their findings indicate that consensus 
ESG ratings play a role in moderating the relationship between 
news and stock price reaction, with particularly strong reac-
tions observed for relevant ESG news. This suggests that not all 
ESG news is financially relevant for all firms. The findings con-
cerning relevant ESG news are notably more pronounced than 
those derived from all ESG news, thereby aligning with the 
prevailing literature underscoring the significance of financial 
relevance in ESG matters. This observation suggests that not all 
ESG issues possess financial relevance for companies within a 
specific industry (Grewal et al., 2020; Khan et al., 2016).

Flammer’s (2013) study of the stock market response to cor-
porate social responsibility (CSR) revealed that active corpo-
rate involvement in environmental issues can generate new 
competitive resources. Shareholders’ response to companies’ 
announcements of environmentally friendly initiatives is one 
such resource. Corporate environmental CSR can also play an 
insurance-like role in the event of an adverse environmental 
occurrence, thereby minimising losses to the company. In a 
similar vein, Shiu and Yang (2017) utilised the KLD database 
to measure the social dimension and concluded that CSR can 
serve as an insurance-like function in instances of adverse 
events, exerting a substantial influence on the initial negative 
occurrence.

In addition, Serafeim and Yoon (2023) also observed that 
consensus ESG assessments predict the direction of future ESG 
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news, but this relationship is moderated by the degree of dis-
agreement between assessors. An interesting finding is that the 
market reaction to positive ESG news is weaker for companies 
with high ESG valuations, suggesting that much of the positive 
news is already incorporated into the stock price. However, for 
companies with low shareholder disagreement, the stock price 
reaction is even stronger, indicating stronger expectations of 
future positive news.

As a main finding, Serafeim and Yoon (2023) find that inves-
tor reactions are primarily driven by financially relevant ESG 
news, while irrelevant news has less impact on market reac-
tions. This suggests that consensus ESG valuations can not only 
be a proxy for market expectations, but can also predict future 
news and stock returns, even though disagreement between 
valuations may hinder their full utility.

ESG and the financial performance
The majority of research on the financial performance of ESG 
investments demonstrates positive results and empirical evi-
dence that ESG investments can have a stable and positive im-
pact on corporate financial performance (Whelan et al., 2021). 
Positive effects can be particularly important for competitive 
global securities markets. Based on the correlation coefficients 
and distributional analysis of more than 2000 empirical stud-
ies, it can be confidently asserted that ESG criteria and corpo-
rate financial performance show, on average, a positive correla-
tion. This assertion is further substantiated by the observation 
that approximately 90% of the studies failed to identify a nega-
tive correlation between ESG and CFP, with nearly half of these 
studies demonstrating a pronounced positive correlation. 
Consequently, it can be concluded that ESG-based investment 
decisions possess a robust business case (Friede et al., 2015).

This finding suggests that financial markets are progressive-
ly incorporating ESG criteria, although the overall transition 
by the majority of investors towards sustainable investment 
practices remains relatively gradual. For instance, merely 25% 
of investment professionals frequently consider non-financial 
information when making decisions, and a mere 10% of global 
professionals receive training in analysing ESG considerations 
(CFA Institute, 2015). These proportions suggest that while 
the role of ESG is growing, there is still a lack of deep integra-
tion in investment processes.An examination of the relation-
ship between ESG and CFP analysed the results of more than 
3,700 studies, with findings from more than 2,200 separate 
studies. The aggregated results clearly show a positive impact 
of ESG investments, especially in the case of company-fo-
cused studies. However, a lower correlation was observed in 
portfolio-based studies, where management and trading costs 
are included (Friede et al., 2015). This exception may be the 
source of a widespread misconception around the ESG-CFP 
link. The “noise drowns out” argument (Peloza, 2009) posits 
that the presence of overlapping market and non-market fac-
tors in portfolios, in conjunction with diverse ESG screening 
methodologies, can lead to the distortion of the ESG-CFP 
relationship, resulting in a weakened ESG-CFP correlation at 
the portfolio level.

Observations of ESG outperformance opportunities are 
evident in numerous markets, particularly in North America 
and emerging markets, where the positive effects of ESG are 
consistent over time (Friede et al., 2015), i.e. they are sustain-

able over the long term.In general, the ESG performance 
index is poised to elucidate the correlation between sustain-
able investment and financial performance. Awaysheh et al. 
(2020) conducted a study of company benchmarks under 
constant time-based and industry-based effects, identifying 
the top 10% and bottom 10% performers. Their findings in-
dicated that the top-performing companies exhibited higher 
operating performance and relative market valuation in com-
parison to their industry peers (Li et al., 2021). The evident 
interest in ESG criteria, therefore, signifies not only a com-
mitment to sustainable development, but also long-term in-
vestor aspirations that are grounded in rationality. The inte-
gration of ESG criteria within investment processes is poised 
to facilitate the adoption of responsible investment practices, 
which have the potential to generate financial value over an 
extended timeframe. 

A review of regional studies indicates that North American 
results are more positive than those from Europe or Asia. 
This may be attributed to lower portfolio study rates in North 
American samples, as company-focused studies tend to report 
stronger ESG impacts. In contrast, some studies in the rest of 
the world have found significantly higher ESG impacts, espe-
cially in countries with a higher human orientation (Rodríguez 
et al., 2015).

However, it is important to note that portfolio-based out-
comes are also influenced by various systematic risks and costs, 
such as management fees. While firm-specific studies typically 
do not consider these costs, the business case for ESG investing 
is supported by a number of empirical results. ESG outperfor-
mance is observed across multiple asset classes and regions, 
suggesting that the value and importance of ESG performance 
is stable over time (Friede et al., 2015).

Finally, the integration of ESG criteria into investment pro-
cesses not only serves the financial interests of investors, but 
can also contribute to the achievement of broader societal 
goals, and a long-term responsible investment orientation pro-
vides investors with the opportunity to fulfil their fiduciary du-
ties while remaining consistent with sustainable development.

Methods
The research examined the ESG ratings and stock price chang-
es of the 100 largest market capitalisation companies in the 
European Union. A total of 50 companies were selected using 
a simple random sampling method. The ESG ratings were ob-
tained from three separate independent data partners, while 
the stock price data were obtained from a publicly available 
stock exchange database. In addition to descriptive statistics, 
the analysis included correlation calculations, which provided 
an opportunity to test the research hypotheses. 

ESG ratings have the potential to be integrated into vari-
ous areas of corporate decision-making, including risk man-
agement, strategic planning and investment decision-making. 
These ratings are produced by independent service providers 
who analyse and assess companies’ disclosed environmental, 
social and governance performance. The advantage of ESG 
ratings is that they provide a comprehensive picture of com-
panies’ sustainability performance, helping investors to make 
informed decisions. However, considerable variation exists be-
tween different assessors due to methodological differences, 
which calls into question their reliability and comparability.
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Such differences can arise in how each rating agency measures, 
defines and weights ESG criteria, so these ratings may have dif-
ferent predictive capabilities, which can affect the forecasting 
of future news and stock returns.

The three third-party rating methodologies (MorningStar 
Sustainalytics [MSS], London Stock Exchange Group [LSEG], 
Morgan Stanley Capital International [MSCI]) whose data 
were utilised in the research employ unique approaches and 
metrics to assess ESG performance. Consequently, discrepan-
cies in the final scores can be observed. It is important to note 
the potential for Refinitiv and alternative data sources to be 
employed in analogous ways in the context of ESG and equity 
market research (Pástor et al., 2022).

Furthermore, the stock prices of these companies were re-
quested for the period from 1 January 2024 to 31 December 
2024.

Initially, the MSCI ESG rating scale was converted into a 
scale ranging from 1 to 7, with “CCC” representing a rating 
of 1 and “AAA” representing a rating of 7. Subsequently, these 
values were scaled to ensure comparability across analyses, 
with a range of 0 to 100. This conversion has enabled the ESG 
ratings to become more comparable with the ratings of the 
other ratings.

Results
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of ESG ratings and changes 

in average stock prices

Name

Morning­
Star 

Sustain­
alytics

LSEG MSCI
Average 

price 
change

Valid 50 50 50 50

Missing 0 0 0 0

Mean 17.480 76.300 5.620 1.557

St. Deviation 4.385 13.470 1.308 3.173

Minimum 8.500 41.000 1.000 0.030

Maximum 26.200 93.000 7.000 21.650

Source: based on own editing (2025)

The analysis of stock prices was conducted by examining the 
opening prices as a basis, and the absolute price changes be-
tween them were then examined during the assessed year. The 
arithmetic average of the resulting changes yielded the average 
price change of the stock prices. As demonstrated in Table 1, 50 
valid data points are present for all four variables, with no miss-
ing values. The average of the ESG ratings demonstrates a sub-
stantial discrepancy among the ratings assigned by the three 
raters. However, it is imperative to acknowledge that the MSS 
value is calculated in an inverse manner, meaning that a lower 
value indicates a higher sustainability rating for a company. The 
LSEG utilises a total score of 100 points, which is segmented in-
to four quarters for the purpose of ranking. Consequently, the 
sample falls within the category of excellent ESG performance, 
as it surpasses 75 points. In the case of MSCI, it is evident that a 
score of 5.62 corresponds to an outstanding ESG rating on the 
converted 7-point scale.

Based on the minimum and maximum values, it is observed 
that the range for the MSS is relatively large (17.7). This means 
that the ESG scores are spread over a wide range. In contrast, 
the variance is relatively lower, suggesting that most of the val-

ues are concentrated around the average and that there are 
fewer extreme fluctuations. This observation is supported by 
Figure 1, which plots a bell curve based on the normal distri-
bution.

Figure 1. Distribution of MorningStar Sustainalytics 
ratings by histogram

Source: based on own editing (2025)

For LSEG, the range is the widest of the three classifiers, 
indicating considerable variability. Consequently, the rating 
range also examines a much wider spectrum of ESG scores.In 
this case, it is observed that the standard deviation of the scores 
is 13.47, which represents a variation of approximately 17.6% 
compared to the average, thus showing a relatively large vari-
ance in the data. However, the histogram reveals that the data 
adheres to a roughly normal distribution, though it exhibits 
slight asymmetry, with ESG ratings tending to be concentrated 
in the higher range (between 70 and 90). Figure 2 provides a 
visual representation of this distribution.

Figure 2. Distribution of LSEG ratings on histogram
Source: based on own editing (2025)

For the MSCI, a modified scale of 1 to 7 has been developed, 
with a value of 1 representing underperformers and a value of 
7 representing leaders. Figure  3 clearly shows that the values 
appear within the full range, the distribution is not uniform. 
Most of the data is concentrated in the range 5 to 7, where the 
high ESG ratings are found, and the distribution is character-
ised by a more left asymmetry.
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Figure 3. Distribution of MSCI ratings on histogram
Source: based on own editing (2025)

In the case of the average price change, there is some ap-
parent inconsistency between Figure 4 and the corresponding 
Table 2, which is due to the inclusion of some outliers in the 
sample, thereby distorting the statistics. The majority of the val-
ues are concentrated in the lower range, thus the average price 
change is characterised by a right-skewed distribution.

Figure 4. Distribution of average price change 
assessments on histogram

Source: based on own editing (2025)

In the course of our research, we also calculated correla-
tions between the four variables. For the analysis, we employed 
Pearson’s correlation coefficient to detect significant relation-
ships between the variables under study. The results are pre-
sented in Table 2 in detail, thus illuminating the strength and 
direction of the relationships between the different variables.

The following table illustrates the correlation between three 
distinct ESG classifiers and the average price change, employ-
ing the Pearson correlation coefficient and its corresponding 
p-value to indicate the significance of the relationship between 
the variables. An asterisk denotes a statistically significant re-
lationship at the 5% level of probability. The table reveals a 
significant relationship between MSCI and the other two ESG 
raters, as well as a weak positive correlation between them. It 
is imperative to acknowledge that, for the MSS rating, lower 
scores are indicative of a superior rating.

Conclusions
The present study sets out to compare the ratings of three dif-
ferent ESG rating agencies: MorningStar Sustainalytics (MSS), 
London Stock Exchange Group (LSEG) and Morgan Stanley 
Capital International (MSCI). The relationship between ESG 
ratings and stock price movements was analysed for the period 
1 January 2024 to 31 December 2024

The findings of the research indicate the presence of substan-
tial discrepancies between the assessments of the aforemen-
tioned ESG rating agencies, attributable to the heterogeneity 
of their methodological approaches (Hurduzeu et al., 2022). 
MorningStar Sustainalytics (MSS) places a predominant em-
phasis on companies’ ESG risk, London Stock Exchange Group 
(LSEG) places a comparatively greater focus on companies’ 
relative performance in environmental, social and governance 
factors, and Morgan Stanley Capital International (MSCI) un-
dertakes an assessment of long-term, financially relevant ESG 
risks and employs a comparison of individual companies with 
others within their respective industry.

The study revealed a weak, correlation between the ESG rat-
ings of the rating agencies, attributable to methodological dif-
ferences between the agencies. This finding suggests that the 
three providers share similar objectives in identifying ESG risks 
and opportunities. However, due to differing interpretations 
and weighting methods, the results convey different emphases 
and focus, thus providing distinct information. Moreover, it is 

Table 2. Correlation coefficients of the variables included in the study

Variable name MorningStar 
Sustainalytics LSEG MSCI Average price 

change

MorningStar 
Sustainalytics

Pearson’s r —

p­value —

LSEG
Pearson’s r 0.090 —

p­value 0.535 —

MSCI
Pearson’s r 0.315* 0.343* —

p­value 0.026 0.015 —

Average price 
change

Pearson’s r -0.100 -0.234 -0.170 —

p­value 0.488 0.101 0.238 —

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Source: based on own editing (2025)
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noteworthy that during the period under review, no substantial 
correlation was identified between ESG ratings and changes in 
stock prices. In light of these findings, further research is rec-
ommended to enhance our understanding of the relationship. 
It would be advantageous to conduct this study again after 2030 
for the same time period, as it is anticipated that the evolution 
of companies’ ESG performance will become increasingly ev-
ident following the achievement of the 2030 Agenda targets. 
The present study is subject to several limitations, including 
the relatively small sample size and the cross-sectional nature 
of the research. These limitations are intended to be addressed 
in future studies by applying a broader methodology.
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