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Selecting an ESG-portfolio using a hybrid multicriteria model
based on preferential weights.
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Allocate assets upon Corporate Sustainability Criteria.

The presented methodology Is applied to a portfolio selection problem being the firms assessed by both financial and corporate sustainability (CS) criteria. We
have CS valuations of the firms from corporate sustainability rating agencies and the financial measures are gathered from the financial rating agencies. We
assume that the investor reveals her preferences assigning importance weights for the criteria.

The Corporate Sustainability (CS) is a mainstream in the business of the 21st century, any corporation should address the impacts, positive and negative of its corporative
actuations. A first consequence of the concerns about CS is the necessity of informing from organizations to all groups of stakeholders. The CS reports are the key tool used
by the firms but the self-declaration is criticised. CS rating agencies (Vigeo, have arisen with the aim of providing external and reliable information about business behavioral.
Each one of such agencies has its own methodology and information sources.

Each profile corresponds to an investor profile which is§ patabase: 117 companies.
determined by how the weights of the objectives are defined.
The investor may choose the solution that they consider most
closely matches their financial interests and wishes regarding
sustainability concerns.

= OQur empirical analysis relays on Vigeo for the social responsibility data.

* Vigeo Is a European extra-financial rating agency that measures companies’ ESG performance
for 6 domains. We group these domains in three objectives: Environmental, Social and
Corporate.

= Data for financial performance come from Morningstar Direct and Ycharts.

= We use three financial ratios: Tobin’s Q, Return on Equity (ROE) and Market Value's Growth .
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