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INTRODUCTION AND OBJETIVES METHODOLOGY

RESULTS CONCLUSIONS

THE 

REGULATORY 

SHIFT
NFRD -> CSRD

The Regulatory Shift: The EU Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD)

transforms sustainability reporting from a voluntary management practice into a strict

statutory obligation.

The Transitional Window (2021–2024): A critical period of asymmetric compliance routines,

market uncertainty, and divergent corporate strategies.

Conceptual Distinction:

Core Focus: This paper isolates ESG Reputation as an independent construct capturing

multi-stakeholder legitimacy rather than mere reporting volume.

Research Hypotheses:
- 𝐻1 (Sectoral Conditioning): Structural industry affiliation systematically determines

variations in corporate ESG reputation.
- 𝐻2(Temporal Persistence): Cross-sector variations in ESG reputation exhibit stability over

time, reflecting entrenched institutional fields.
- 𝐻3 (Institutional Exposure): Sectors facing higher environmental, social, or regulatory

exposure display significantly superior ESG reputation scores.

CONCEPTUAL 

DISTINCTION

THE 

TRANSITIONAL 

WINDOW 
(2021-2024)

DATA & SAMPLE FRAMEWORK

• Geographic Scope: Iberian Market (Spain and Portugal)—a distinct institutional

setting navigating synchronized EU regulatory adaptation.

• Data Source: Continuous listings in the MERCO ESG Monitor (multi-

stakeholder evaluation verified via ISO 20252 auditing criteria).

• Sample: Balanced panel of 128 corporate entities tracked continuously over 4

financial cycles (2021–2024).

• Sector Standardization: 11 core industries harmonized under the Global
Industry Classification Standard (GICS).

ECONOMETRIC STRATEGY

STAGE I: DISTRIBUTIONAL 

VARIATION (NON-

PARAMETRIC)

𝐸𝑆𝐺 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒/𝑄𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦) ≠ 𝐸𝑆𝐺 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 (𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑒 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠)
𝑬𝑺𝑮 𝑹𝒆𝒑𝒖𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏 𝑬𝒙𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒏𝒂𝒍 𝑺𝒚𝒏𝒕𝒉𝒆𝒔𝒊𝒔 = 𝑓(𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑢𝑟𝑒, 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑓𝑜𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒, 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑘𝑒ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑑𝑒𝑟 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠)

STAGE II: ECONOMETRIC 

MODELING (PANEL DATA)

KEY CONCLUSIONS & CONTRIBUTIONS

This study advances the understanding of ESG reputation within a transitional

regulatory environment, providing strong evidence that industry affiliation serves

as a structural anchor for sustainability-related legitimacy.

KEY CONCLUSIONS

• Structural Determinants over Financial Merits: ESG reputation is predominantly

driven by stable, sector-specific institutional pressures rather than immediate

corporate financial performance or operational scale.

• The Limits of Disclosure Convergence: The high persistence of the sectoral

gradient throughout the 2021–2024 period highlights that upcoming mandatory

reporting standards (e.g., CSRD/ESRS) face entrenched, socially constructed

industry profiles that are resistant to short-term regulatory adjustments.

IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL SCIENCES & PRACTICE

• Theoretical Contribution: The findings reinforce Legitimacy and Institutional

theories, demonstrating that external stakeholder evaluations operate under

industry-wide normative expectations rather than individual firm efficiencies.

• Policy & Supervisory Frameworks: Policy makers should design sector-

sensitive supervisory instruments that recognize distinct industry baselines to

avoid rewarding or penalizing firms based on structural trajectories rather than

proactive management.

• Managerial Strategy: Corporate leaders must calibrate their sustainability

communication to match the precise risk thresholds and institutional

expectations of their specific industry peer group

The empirical analysis validates all proposed research hypotheses, demonstrating that

industry affiliation is the primary structural anchor for corporate sustainability legitimacy.

1. Sectoral Heterogeneity (H1 Accepted): The Kruskal–Wallis test confirms that ESG

reputation distributions vary significantly across economic activities (chi^2(7)= 106.67, p

< 0.01). Reputational evaluations are highly industry-dependent.

2. Temporal Stability (H2 Accepted): Year fixed-effects are statistically non-significant.

Sector-specific profiles remain highly persistent over the 2021–2024 period, showing

resistance to short-term variations during the regulatory transition.

3. Institutional Pressures (H3 Accepted): The Random-Effects model shows high

explanatory power (p < 0.01). Firms in sectors subject to intense institutional oversight

and socio-environmental exposure systematically achieve higher ESG reputation

scores. Conversely, traditional financial metrics (ROA, ROE) yield negligible impacts.

MAIN EMPIRICAL FINDINGS & HYPOTHESES TESTS

Research 

Hypothesis

Analytical 

Approach & Rigor
Main Finding

H1: Sectoral 

Heterogeneity

ESG reputation 

differs 

significantly 

across sectors.

Non-parametric 

analysis

(Kruskal–Wallis χ² 

test; p < 0.01)

Sectoral affiliation is a major

structural determinant of ESG

reputation. Significant

differences exist across

industry distributions.

H2: Temporal 

Stability

Reputational 

differences 

persist over 

time.

Panel data 

modeling

(Year fixed-effects: 

Non-significant)

Reputational structures show

high persistence (2021-2024),

remaining immune to short-

term variations during the

regulatory transition.

H3: Institutional 

Pressures

Higher 

pressures lead 

to better ESG 

reputation.

Random-Effects 

Model

(Model 

Significance: p < 

0.01)

Firms in industries facing

stronger institutional and

socio-environmental scrutiny

consistently achieve higher

ESG reputation outcomes.

Note: Based on a balanced panel dataset (N = 176 observations).
The model reveals that approximately 79.4% of the total variance
in ESG reputation scores (rho = 0.7937) is driven by stable,
systematic differences between firms/sectors rather than temporal
effects.
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KRUSKAL-WALLIS TEST

Reflecting how the model 

captures inter-industry 

variability

HAUSMAN TEST

RANDOM-EFFECTS MODEL

Control Variables: Structural 

and Financial Dimensions
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Note: ** p < 0.05,  ***p < 0.01, ns = not significant. Coefficients 

(β) represent ESG reputation variations relative to the Energy 

baseline sector.


