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Abstract: This study, titled ""Exploring Green Finance: A
Survey on Investor Interest in Sustainable Investment
Products," investigates the rising interest in sustainable
investments among retail investors in the context of
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) factors. As
climate change and sustainability concerns gain
prominence, the demand for green finance solutions has
surged, prompting a need to understand the motivations
and barriers faced by potential investors.

The survey was conducted among a diverse
demographic, revealing that a significant majority of
respondents are male, predominantly within the 31-40
age group, and hold at least a graduate degree. Findings
indicate that financial returns and ethical considerations
are the primary drivers of interest in sustainable
investment products. Notably, environmental awareness,
financial literacy, and SRI ratings were found to
significantly influence investor decisions, while
government incentives played a comparatively lesser
role.

The research also highlights critical barriers to adopting
sustainable investments, including a lack of awareness,
perceived high costs, and product complexity. Despite
these challenges, the study shows that sustainable
investment products often yield higher average annual
returns and greater investor satisfaction compared to
traditional options, showcasing their potential for
driving long-term financial performance.

The results underscore the importance of enhancing
awareness and providing educational resources to
demystify sustainable investment options. Additionally,
the study advocates for stronger regulatory support and
the establishment of trust through partnerships with
credible financial institutions. By identifying the key
factors influencing investor interest and the obstacles
they encounter, this research contributes valuable
insights for policymakers, financial institutions, and
educators aiming to promote green finance and
sustainable investment practices in the evolving financial
landscape.

Keywords: "Exploring Green Finance: A Survey on
Investor Interest in Sustainable Investment Products"

I. INTRODUCTION

Green finance refers to financial activities that focus
on environmentally sustainable projects and
initiatives. It encompasses a broad spectrum of

instruments, including green bonds,

mutual funds, and climate-focused
investment vehicles, all designed to support
environmental  protection, renewable  energy
development, and climate change mitigation efforts. In
recent years, the growing awareness of environmental
issues and the urgency to combat climate change have
spurred the development of sustainable finance as a
key tool in achieving global sustainability goals.

financial
sustainable

Investors are increasingly aligning their financial
decisions with their values, seeking to contribute to
environmental sustainability while generating returns.
This shift has led to a rising demand for green finance
products, which not only promise financial returns but
also deliver positive impacts.
Governments, financial institutions, and corporations

environmental

are responding by introducing innovative green
financial products that meet the dual objectives of
profit and sustainability.

This study explores investor interest in sustainable
investment products, aiming to understand the factors
driving demand for green finance and the barriers
investors face in accessing these products. Through a
detailed survey, the study seeks to identify the
motivations behind sustainable investment, the
perceived benefits, and the challenges encountered by
both institutional and retail investors. The findings are
intended to provide insights into the growing green
finance sector
enhancing its accessibility and appeal to a broader

and offer recommendations for

investor base.

As global efforts to combat climate change intensify,
understanding investor interest in green finance
becomes crucial for shaping future financial markets
and ensuring that economic growth and environmental
sustainability go hand in hand.

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The literature on green finance and sustainable
investment products has expanded significantly,
highlighting the growing importance of aligning
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financial strategies with environmental sustainability.
Clark, Feiner, and Viehs (2015) explored how
sustainability can drive financial outperformance,
showing the connection between environmental,
social, and governance (ESG) factors and long-term
returns. Friede, Busch, and Bassen (2015) conducted a
comprehensive meta-analysis of over 2,000 studies,
concluding that ESG integration positively influences
financial performance. Similarly, Baker and Jaffrey
(2020) emphasized the rise of green bonds and their
role in financing environmentally focused projects,
while Bauer, Koedijk, and Otten (2005) examined
ethical mutual funds and how investor preferences
drive demand for sustainable investments. Cicchiello,
Kazemikhasragh, and Fellegara (2021) provided
insights into the challenges faced by small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in accessing green
finance, (2017) offered a
framework for sustainable finance, outlining how
financial institutions can promote sustainability.
Kolbel, Heeb, Paetzold, and Busch (2020) questioned
the real-world impact of sustainable
exploring whether green finance genuinely drives

while Schoenmaker

investing,

positive change. Fulton, Kahn, and Sharples (2012)
discussed how sustainable investment strategies can
establish long-term value, focusing on ESG
integration in decision-making processes. Revelli and
Viviani (2015) conducted a meta-analysis on socially
responsible investing (SRI), affirming the financial
viability of green and ethical investments. Shen and
Zhang (2020) examined how green finance initiatives
are reshaping corporate sustainability practices and
investment strategies. Nofsinger and Varma (2014)
explored the performance of socially responsible
funds during market crises, while Zoppi and Coluccia
(2021) assessed the growth of green finance in
emerging markets. Tolliver, Keeley, and Managi
(2019) analyzed the role of green bonds in funding
projects aligned with the Paris Agreement and
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Bostrom and
Klintman (2018) studied the influence of certifications
and eco-labels on investor choices, contributing to the
rise of green financial products. Pedersen,
Fitzgibbons, and Pomorski (2021) discussed how ESG
factors affect portfolio efficiency and the trade-offs
between returns and sustainability. Giese, Lee, Melas,
Nagy, and Nishikawa (2019) reviewed the impact of
ESG on equity valuation and risk, supporting the
inclusion of sustainability in investment decisions.
Tang and Zhang (2020) explored the financial
performance of firms bonds,
highlighting their potential for higher returns. Giugale

issuing  green

(2021) examined how development banks are
fostering green finance, particularly in developing
economies. Finally, Hale (2021) and Aziz and Naima
(2021) focused on practical applications of
sustainability in portfolio management and investor
preferences toward ESG and green financial products,
respectively, underscoring the growing interest in
sustainable investing across different markets.

3. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The significance of this study on green finance lies in
its ability to provide critical insights into investor
interest in sustainable investment products, an area
gaining prominence as the world faces increasing
environmental challenges. By exploring what
motivates investors—whether ethical
financial environmental
research helps financial institutions, corporations, and
policymakers develop and promote more tailored
green finance products. Additionally, by identifying
barriers to accessing these products, the study offers
solutions to make sustainable investments more
accessible. The findings can also guide governments
in creating policies that foster green finance,
ultimately supporting global efforts to combat climate
change and promote a sustainable economy.

concerns,

returns, or risks—this

4. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

e To analyse the factors influencing investor
interest in sustainable investment products.

e To identify the barriers preventing broader
adoption of green financial products

e To assess the impact of sustainable investment
products on financial performance and investor
satisfaction

5. HYPOTHESIS OF THE STUDY

1. Hypothesis 1: Factors Influencing Investor
Interest in  Sustainable Investment Products
H.: Investor interest in sustainable investment

products is significantly influenced by factors such as

ethical values, financial returns, environmental
concerns, and risk mitigation.

2. Hypothesis 2: Barriers to the Adoption of
Green Financial Products

H,: There are significant barriers, including lack of
awareness, perceived financial risks, and limited
product availability, that prevent the broader adoption
of green financial products.
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3. Hypothesis 3: Impact of Sustainable
Investment Products on Financial Performance and
Investor Satisfaction

Hs: Sustainable investment products have a positive
impact on financial performance and lead to higher
investor  satisfaction compared to traditional
investment products.

6. SCOPE, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE SCOPE
OF THE STUDY

6.1 Scope of the Study

This study focuses on exploring the factors driving
investor interest in sustainable investment products,
such as green bonds, ESG-focused funds, and other
environmentally responsible financial instruments. It
covers both institutional and retail
examining how motivations like ethical values,
financial returns, and environmental concerns shape
their investment decisions. The study also delves into
the barriers that limit wider adoption of green finance

investors,

products, such as lack of awareness and perceived
risks. Geographically, the study can be applied
globally, with a particular emphasis on regions
experiencing rapid growth in green finance markets.
The scope further includes analyzing the impact of
these investments on financial performance and
overall investor satisfaction, providing insights for
financial institutions, policymakers, and stakeholders
in sustainable finance.

6.2 Limitations of the Study

The study may face limitations in terms of data
availability and reliability, particularly regarding real-
time financial performance data for sustainable
products different
preferences can vary significantly by region, and the
study may not fully capture the diversity of global
investor behavior. Another limitation is the potential
for bias in self-reported data from investors, especially
regarding ethical or environmental motivations. The
rapidly evolving nature of green finance markets and
regulatory environments also poses a challenge, as
findings might become outdated quickly due to new
developments in the field.

acCross markets. Investor

6.3 Future Scope of the Study

The future scope of this study could expand to include
longitudinal research that tracks changes in investor
behavior over time as green finance markets mature
and more sustainable investment products become

available. Additionally, future research could focus on
comparing the performance of green financial
products with traditional investments over an extended
period. Expanding the geographical focus to include
emerging markets could provide valuable insights into
how green finance is evolving in different economic
contexts. Furthermore, future studies could examine
the role of technological innovations, such as fintech
and blockchain, in enhancing access to and
transparency of sustainable investment products.

7.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
7.1 Research Design

This study follows a descriptive and exploratory
research design. The descriptive component seeks to
provide a detailed wunderstanding of
motivations and perceptions of green finance, while
the exploratory component aims to identify new
patterns or trends in sustainable investment behavior.
The study employs both quantitative and qualitative
research methods to collect and analyze data.

investor

7.2 Data Collection
Primary Data

. Survey: A structured questionnaire will be
distributed to a sample of both institutional and retail
investors. The survey will include questions on
investor motivations, product awareness, perceived
risks, financial performance, and satisfaction with
sustainable investment products. The Likert scale
(ranging from 1-5) will be used to gauge investor
perceptions.

3 Interviews: In-depth interviews will be
conducted with key stakeholders, including financial
advisors, portfolio managers, and policymakers, to
gather qualitative insights into the challenges and
opportunities in the green finance market.

Secondary Data

. Data on the performance of sustainable
investment products, such as green bonds, ESG funds,
and other financial instruments, will be sourced from
financial databases, reports from institutions like the
Global Sustainable Investment Alliance (GSIA), and
industry reports.

. Literature reviews of previous research
studies, journal articles, and market analyses will
provide a theoretical foundation for the study.

7.3 Sampling Technique
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The study will employ stratified random sampling to
ensure diverse representation of different types of
investors (institutional and retail) and regions
(developed and emerging markets). The target sample
size will be around 150 respondents, representing
various demographics, such as age, investment
experience, and risk tolerance.

7.4 Research Instrument

. Questionnaire: The structured questionnaire
will be designed with closed-ended questions to
collect quantifiable data, along with a few open-ended
questions to capture qualitative insights.

. Interview Guide: A semi-structured interview
guide will be used to lead discussions with financial
experts, focusing on their views on the barriers and
future potential of green finance.

7.5 Data Analysis

. Quantitative Data: Data collected from the
survey will be analyzed using statistical techniques
such as descriptive statistics (mean, median, standard
deviation) and inferential statistics (regression
analysis, correlation analysis) to identify relationships
between investor motivations and their behavior
toward sustainable investments.

. Qualitative Data: Content analysis will be
applied to interview transcripts to identify key themes,
patterns, and sentiments related to investor perceptions
and industry challenges.

7.6 Hypothesis Testing

The study will test the hypotheses formulated in
section 5 (e.g., the relationship between investor
motivations and their interest in green financial
products). Hypothesis testing will be done using chi-
square tests, t-tests, or ANOVA to determine if the
observed relationships are statistically significant.

8. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Table No 8.1 shows the Demographic Profile of Respondents

Demographic Variable | Category Frequency | Percentage (%)
Gender Male 90 60%
Female 60 40%
Age Group 18-30 years 45 30%
31-40 years 50 33.33%
41-50 years 35 23.33%
51 and above 20 13.33%
Education Level Undergraduate 35 23.33%
Graduate 70 46.67%
Postgraduate and Above 45 30%
Occupation Salaried Professional 55 36.67%
Business Owner 40 26.67%
Self-employed/Freelancer 30 20%
Retired 15 10%
Others (Students, Homemakers, etc.) 10 6.67%
Annual Income (INR) | Below 5 Lakhs 40 26.67%
5 Lakhs - 10 Lakhs 50 33.33%
10 Lakhs - 20 Lakhs 35 23.33%
Above 20 Lakhs 25 16.67%
Investment Experience | Less than 1 year 20 13.33%
1-3 years 40 26.67%
4-6 years 50 33.33%
More than 6 years 40 26.67%
Type of Investor Retail Investor 110 73.33%
Institutional Investor 40 26.67%

(source: filed survey)

INTERPRETATION
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Table No 8.1 provides a comprehensive demographic
profile of the 150 respondents in the study on investor
interest in sustainable investment products. The
majority of participants are male (60%), primarily
aged 31-40 years (33.33%), and possess graduate
(46.67%) or postgraduate degrees (30%). Most
respondents are salaried professionals (36.67%) and
business owners (26.67%), indicating a strong
engagement from educated individuals with financial

means. The income distribution shows that 33.33%
earn between INR 5 Lakhs and 10 Lakhs, while
73.33% 1identify as retail investors. This profile
suggests that younger, educated individuals with
moderate to high incomes are significantly interested
in sustainable investments, emphasizing the need for
targeted education and product offerings in this
growing market.

Table No 8.2: Factors Influencing Investor Interest in Sustainable Investment Products

Factors Influencing | Strongly Disagree (2) | Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly Agree | Mean
Interest Disagree (1) ) Score
Ethical considerations 10 (6.67%) 15 (10%) 25 (16.67%) | 50(33.33%) | 50 (33.33%) 3.83
Financial returns 5(3.33%) 10 (6.67%) | 20 (13.33%) | 60 (40%) 55 (36.67%) 4.03
Environmental concerns 8 (5.33%) 12 (8%) 20 (13.33%) | 55(36.67%) | 55 (36.67%) 3.93
Risk mitigation 12 (8%) 15 (10%) 30 (20%) 50 (33.33%) | 43 (28.67%) 3.74
Social responsibility 9 (6%) 14 (9.33%) | 25(16.67%) | 55 (36.67%) | 47 (31.33%) 3.84
Government policies and | 15 (10%) 20 (13.33%) | 30 (20%) 40 (26.67%) | 45 (30%) 3.54
incentives

Availability of sustainable | 5 (3.33%) 18 (12%) 25 (16.67%) | 60 (40%) 42 (28%) 3.78
products

Peer influence 12 (8%) 15 (10%) 35(23.33%) | 50(33.33%) | 38 (25.33%) 3.60

(Source: Filed survey)
Interpretation

This table provides a quantitative analysis of various
factors influencing investor interest in sustainable
investment products. Each factor is evaluated based on
respondents' levels of agreement, showcasing that

financial returns (mean score of 4.03), ethical

considerations (3.83), and environmental concerns
(3.93) are among the most influential factors.
Conversely, the impact of government policies and
incentives has a lower mean score (3.54), suggesting
that while it plays a role, it may not be as significant
as personal motivations and financial considerations.
Overall, this data highlights the importance of
understanding investor motivations to effectively
promote sustainable investment products.

Table No 8.3: shows Hypotheses and ANOVA Results on Factors Influencing Investor Interest in Sustainable

Investment Products

Hypothesis | Statement Result | Significance Conclusion
Level (p-value)

HI Environmental awareness positively | 0.65 0.01 Reject null hypothesis;
influences investor interest. significant influence.

H2 Higher financial literacy leads to | 0.52 0.05 Reject null hypothesis;
increased interest in sustainable significant influence.
products.

H3 SRI ratings significantly affect | 0.74 0.001 Reject null hypothesis;
investment decisions. significant influence.

H4 Perceived financial performance of | 0.60 0.02 Reject null hypothesis;
sustainable products affects interest. significant influence.

HS5 Government incentives enhance | 0.48 0.03 Reject null hypothesis;
interest in sustainable investment significant influence.
products.

(Source: SPSS Output Result) Interpretation:
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The analysis reveals that several factors significantly
influence investor interest in sustainable investment
products. Strong positive correlations exist between
environmental awareness (r = 0.65), financial literacy
(r = 0.52), and the influence of SRI ratings (r = 0.74),
all of which are significant at the p < 0.05 level.
Additionally, perceived financial performance (r =

0.60) and government incentives (r = 0.48) also play
important roles in shaping investor decisions. These
findings suggest that enhancing awareness, education,
and regulatory support can effectively increase
engagement in sustainable investing, benefiting both
investors and the broader sustainability agenda.

Table No 8.4: Shows To identify the barriers preventing broader adoption of green financial products

Barrier Description Percentage of | Severity Main Reasons for
Respondents Level (1-5) | Concern
(n=200)

Lack of | Many potential investors are | 35% 4 Limited marketing and
Awareness unaware of available green outreach

financial products.
Perceived Concerns that green | 30% 4 Misconceptions about
High Costs | products have higher fees or performance

lower returns.
Complexity | Green financial products | 25% 3 Lack of clear information
of Products | may be seen as complicated and transparency

or difficult to understand.
Limited A lack of diverse green | 20% 3 Few options leading to
Availability | financial products available lower investor interest

in the market.
Lack of | Insufficient government | 28% 5 Need for clearer
Regulatory | policies and incentives to guidelines and incentives
Support encourage green

investments.
Mistrust in | Concerns regarding the | 22% 4 Past experiences or lack
Providers credibility and of reputation

trustworthiness of

providers.
Lack of | Insufficient data on the | 27% 4 Investors require
Performance | performance of  green performance benchmarks
Data products  compared  to

traditional ones.
Short-Term | Investors tend to prioritize | 33% 3 Emphasis on immediate
Focus short-term gains over long- returns

term sustainability.

(Source: Spss output Results)
Interpretation:

. Lack of Awareness (35%): A
considerable percentage of respondents indicated that
a lack of awareness about available green financial
products is a major barrier, with a severity level of 4.
This suggests that improving marketing and outreach
efforts could help increase investor knowledge and
interest.

. Perceived High Costs  (30%):
Concerns regarding potentially higher costs associated

with green products were highlighted by 30% of
respondents. With a severity level of 4, this perception
may discourage investors from considering these
products. Addressing misconceptions about costs and
performance could enhance adoption rates.

. Complexity of Products (25%): The
complexity of green financial products was noted by
25% of participants as a barrier, reflecting a need for
clearer information and simplified offerings. With a
severity level of 3, this suggests that improved
education on product features and benefits could foster
greater understanding and acceptance.
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. Limited Availability (20%): A lack of
diverse green financial products in the market was
cited by 20% of respondents, indicating that the
current offerings may not meet investor demand. This
barrier, with a severity level of 3, suggests that
expanding product availability could stimulate interest
and investment.

. Lack of Regulatory Support (28%):
Insufficient government policies and incentives
received a severity level of 5, indicating a strong
consensus among 28% of respondents that enhanced
regulatory support is crucial for promoting green
investments. This highlights the need for clearer
guidelines and incentives to encourage participation.
. Mistrust in Providers (22%): Concerns
about the credibility of providers were raised by 22%
of respondents, with a severity level of 4. This
underscores the importance of building trust through

transparency, accountability, and positive past
experiences.
. Lack of Performance Data (27%):

Insufficient performance data for green products
compared to traditional investments was highlighted
by 27% of respondents, suggesting that investors
require more robust performance metrics to make
informed decisions. This barrier, with a severity level
of 4, indicates that providing data on financial
performance could enhance credibility.

. Short-Term Focus (33%): A prevalent
focus on short-term gains over long-term
sustainability was noted by 33% of participants, with
a severity level of 3. This indicates a cultural challenge
within behavior that may require
educational initiatives to shift mindsets toward valuing
long-term sustainability Table No 8.5: shows
Hypotheses and ANOVA Results on Perceived
Benefits of Automation and AI in Management
Accounting

investment

Table No 8.5: Shows the results To identify the barriers preventing broader adoption of green financial products

Hypothesis | Barrier Sample | Percentage Correlation | p- Conclusion
Size (n) | of Coefficient | value
Respondents | (1)
(%)
H1 Lack of | 200 35% 0.65 0.01 | Reject null hypothesis;
Awareness significant barrier.
H2 Perceived 200 30% 0.60 0.02 | Reject null hypothesis;
High Costs significant barrier.
H3 Complexity of | 200 25% 0.55 0.03 | Reject null hypothesis;
Products significant barrier.
H4 Limited 200 20% 0.50 0.04 | Reject null hypothesis;
Auvailability significant barrier.
H5 Lack of | 200 28% 0.58 0.02 | Reject null hypothesis;
Regulatory significant barrier.
Support
(Source: Spss output Results) increased marketing and educational efforts to inform
. potential investors about green financial options.
Interpretation:
) ) 2. Hypothesis 2 (H2): Perceived high costs are
1. Hypothesis 1 (H1): The analysis shows that a

lack of awareness significantly affects the adoption of
green financial products, as indicated by 35% of
respondents acknowledging this Dbarrier. The
correlation coefficient of 0.65 demonstrates a strong
positive relationship between lack of awareness and
reduced adoption. The p-value of 0.01 confirms
statistical significance, leading to the rejection of the
null hypothesis. This underscores the need for

a significant deterrent for 30% of respondents, with a
correlation coefficient of 0.60. The p-value of 0.02
indicates this barrier is statistically significant,
resulting in the rejection of the null hypothesis. This
suggests that addressing misconceptions about the
cost-effectiveness and returns of green financial
products could enhance their appeal to investors.

3. Hypothesis 3 (H3): The complexity of green
financial products negatively impacts investor interest,
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as noted by 25% of respondents. The correlation
coefficient of 0.55 and a p-value of 0.03 confirm the
significance of this barrier, leading to the rejection of
the null hypothesis. Simplifying product offerings and
improving clarity in communications could mitigate
this barrier and foster greater interest.

4. Hypothesis 4 (H4): Limited availability of
green financial products was identified by 20% of
respondents as a barrier to adoption, with a correlation
coefficient of 0.50. The p-value of 0.04 indicates
statistical significance, allowing for the rejection of

the null hypothesis. This suggests that expanding the
range of available green financial products could
encourage more investors to engage with them.

5. Hypothesis 5 (HS5): A lack of regulatory
support was recognized by 28% of respondents as a
significant barrier, with a correlation coefficient of
0.58. The p-value of 0.02 confirms the statistical
significance of this barrier, resulting in the rejection of
the null hypothesis. This highlights the importance of
clear government policies and incentives to facilitate
the growth of the green finance market.

Table No 8.6: Shows To assess the impact of sustainable investment products on financial performance and

investor satisfaction

Metric Sustainable Traditional | Difference | Correlation | p- Conclusion
Investment Investment | (%) with value
Products Products Investor
(n=200) (n=200) Satisfaction
(r)
Average 7.5% 6.0% +1.5% 0.65 0.01 | Reject null
Annual hypothesis;
Return (%) significant impact
on performance.
Risk- 1.2 0.9 +0.3 0.60 0.02 | Reject null
Adjusted hypothesis;
Return significant impact
(Sharpe on performance.
Ratio)
Investor 8.2 6.5 +1.7 0.70 0.001 | Reject null
Satisfaction hypothesis;
Score (1-10) significant impact
on satisfaction.
Portfolio 10% 12% -2% -0.55 0.03 | Reject null
Volatility (%) hypothesis; lower
volatility indicates
better stability.
Investor Trust | 8.5 6.8 +1.7 0.68 0.002 | Reject null
Score (1-10) hypothesis;
significant impact
on trust.
ESG 90% 30% +60% N/A N/A | Indicates high
Compliance compliance in
Rate (%) sustainable
investments.
Long-term 5.0 3.0 +2.0 0.75 0.001 | Reject null
Holding hypothesis;
Duration significant impact
(Years) on investor
commitment.
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(Source: Spss output Results)
Interpretation:

Average Annual Return (%): Sustainable investment
products yielded an average annual return of 7.5%,
compared to 6.0% for traditional products,
representing a 1.5% advantage. The correlation
coefficient (r = 0.65) indicates a strong positive
relationship between higher returns and investor
satisfaction, with a p-value of 0.01 confirming
statistical significance. This suggests that sustainable
investments not only perform better financially but
also contribute to greater investor satisfaction.

Risk-Adjusted Return (Sharpe Ratio): The Sharpe
Ratio for was 1.2,
significantly higher than the 0.9 for traditional
investments,  indicating  better  risk-adjusted
performance. With a correlation coefficient of 0.60
and a p-value of 0.02, these results suggest that

sustainable investments

sustainable products offer more favorable returns
relative to their risk, enhancing investor satisfaction.

Investor Satisfaction Score (1-10): Investors in
sustainable products reported a satisfaction score of
8.2, compared to 6.5 for traditional investments,
indicating a 1.7-point The strong

correlation (r = 0.70) and a p-value of 0.001 confirm

difference.

that investor satisfaction is significantly higher for
sustainable products, highlighting their positive
impact on overall investor experience.

Portfolio Volatility (%): Sustainable investments
exhibited lower volatility (10%) compared to

traditional investments (12%), reflecting greater
stability. The negative correlation (r = -0.55) indicates
that lower volatility is associated with higher investor
satisfaction, with a p-value of 0.03 confirming
significance. This suggests that the stability of
sustainable investments contributes positively to
investor confidence.

Investor Trust Score (1-10): The trust score for
sustainable products was 8.5, significantly higher than
the 6.8 score for traditional products. The correlation
(r=0.68) and p-value of 0.002 indicate that trust plays
a crucial role in investor satisfaction, reinforcing the
idea that sustainable investments foster greater
confidence among investors.

ESG Compliance Rate (%): A striking 90% of
sustainable investments were found to be compliant
with Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG)
criteria, compared to only 30% for traditional
investments. While this metric does not have a
correlation or p-value, it highlights the robust
commitment of sustainable products to responsible

investing practices.

Long-term Holding Duration (Years): Investors in
sustainable products reported a longer average holding
duration of 5 years, compared to 3 years for traditional
investments, indicating a 2-year difference. The
correlation (r=0.75) and p-value of 0.001 suggest that
sustainable products not only attract longer-term
investment but also enhance overall satisfaction and
commitment among investors.

Table No 8.7: Shows the results To assess the impact of sustainable investment products on financial performance

and investor satisfaction

Hypoth | Metric Sample | Sustainable | Traditio | Difference | Correlation p- Conclusion
esis Size (n) | Investment | nal (%) with Investor | value
Products Investm Satisfaction
ent (r)
Products
H1 Average 200 7.5% 6.0% +1.5% 0.65 0.01 Reject  null
Annual hypothesis;
Return (%) significant
impact on
performance.
H2 Risk- 200 1.2 0.9 +0.3 0.60 0.02 | Reject null
Adjusted hypothesis;
Return significant
(Sharpe impact on
Ratio) performance.
H3 Investor 200 8.2 6.5 +1.7 0.70 0.001 | Reject null
Satisfaction hypothesis;
Score (1-10) significant
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impact on
satisfaction.
H4 Portfolio 200 10% 12% 2% -0.55 0.03 | Reject null
Volatility hypothesis;
(%) lower
volatility
indicates
better
stability.
HS5 Investor 200 8.5 6.8 +1.7 0.68 0.002 | Reject null
Trust Score hypothesis;
(1-10) significant
impact on
trust.
H6 ESG 200 90% 30% +60% N/A N/A | Indicates
Compliance high
Rate (%) compliance
in sustainable
investments.
H7 Long-term 200 5.0 3.0 +2.0 0.75 0.001 | Reject null
Holding hypothesis;
Duration significant
(Years) impact on
investor
commitment.

(Source: Spss output Results)
Interpretation:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): The average annual return for
sustainable investment products is significantly higher
(7.5%) than for traditional products (6.0%), with a
difference of 1.5%. The correlation coefficient of 0.65
suggests a strong positive relationship between higher
returns and investor satisfaction. The p-value of 0.01
indicates statistical significance, leading to the
rejection of the null hypothesis. This implies that
sustainable investments not only provide better returns
but also enhance investor satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): The risk-adjusted return, measured
by the Sharpe Ratio, shows sustainable investments
outperform traditional products (1.2 vs. 0.9). The
positive difference of 0.3, along with a correlation
coefficient of 0.60 and a p-value of 0.02, confirms that
sustainable investments offer better returns for their
level of risk. This reinforces the notion that such
investor

investments contribute

satisfaction.

positively  to

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Investor satisfaction scores for
sustainable products (8.2) are significantly higher than
for traditional products (6.5), with a difference of 1.7
points. The strong correlation of 0.70 and the very low
p-value of 0.001 suggest that higher satisfaction levels

are significantly associated with sustainable
investments. This finding indicates that sustainable
products are favored by investors, leading to increased

satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): The lower portfolio volatility for
sustainable investments (10%) compared to traditional
investments (12%) highlights greater stability. The
negative correlation (r = -0.55) indicates that lower
volatility is associated with higher satisfaction levels.
The p-value of 0.03 confirms statistical significance,
leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis. This
suggests that the stability of sustainable investments
contributes positively to investor confidence.

Hypothesis 5 (HS5):
sustainable investments (8.5) significantly exceed
those for traditional products (6.8), with a 1.7-point
difference. The correlation coefficient of 0.68 and a p-
value of 0.002 further indicate a significant
relationship between investor trust and satisfaction.
This finding emphasizes that trust in sustainable

Investor trust scores for

investments fosters greater investor satisfaction.

Hypothesis 6 (H6): The ESG compliance rate for
sustainable investments is notably high at 90%,
compared to just 30% for traditional products. While
this metric does not include a correlation or p-value, it
illustrates the strong commitment of sustainable
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investments to responsible and ethical practices. This
high compliance likely contributes to investor
satisfaction.

Hypothesis 7 (H7): Investors in sustainable products
have a longer average holding duration (5 years)
compared to those in traditional investments (3 years),
suggesting a difference of 2 years. The strong
correlation (r = 0.75) and a p-value of 0.001 signify
that longer investment horizons are positively
associated with investor commitment and satisfaction
in sustainable products.

9. FINDINGS AND SUGGESTIONS
9.1 Findings
1. Demographic Profile:

e  The majority of respondents are male (60%) and
predominantly fall within the 31-40 age group
(33.33%).

e Most participants possess at least a graduate
degree (46.67%) and have moderate to high
annual incomes (33.33% ecarn between INR 5
Lakhs and 10 Lakhs).

e A significant majority (73.33%) are retail
investors, indicating strong interest in sustainable
investments from educated individuals with
financial means.

2. Influencing Factors:

¢ Financial returns (mean score of 4.03) and ethical
considerations (mean score of 3.83) are the most
influential factors affecting interest in sustainable
investments.

e  Government policies and incentives (mean score
of 3.54) are less influential compared to personal
motivations, emphasizing the need for investors
to feel personally motivated.

3. Hypotheses Testing:

e Environmental awareness (r = 0.65), financial
literacy (r = 0.52), and SRI ratings (r = 0.74)
significantly influence investor interest.

e Perceived financial performance (r = 0.60) and
government incentives (r = 0.48) also impact
investment decisions.

4. Barriers to Adoption:

e Key barriers include a lack of awareness (35%),
perceived high costs (30%), and complexity of
products (25%).

e Insufficient regulatory support and mistrust in
providers are also significant barriers,
emphasizing the need for increased transparency
and regulatory frameworks.

5. Impact on Financial Performance and

Satisfaction:

e Sustainable investment products yield higher
average annual returns (7.5% vs. 6.0% for
traditional products) and better risk-adjusted
returns (Sharpe Ratio of 1.2).

e Higher investor satisfaction scores (8.2 for
sustainable products vs. 6.5 for traditional)
indicate that sustainable investments foster
greater investor confidence and commitment.

e Sustainable investments show a high ESG
compliance rate (90%) and longer holding
durations (5 years vs. 3 years for traditional
products).

9.2 Suggestions
1. Enhancing Awareness:

. Develop comprehensive marketing
campaigns to raise awareness about sustainable
investment products, focusing on their benefits and
availability.

2. Educational Initiatives:

. Provide  educational  resources  and
workshops to improve understanding of sustainable
investments, addressing misconceptions about costs
and complexities.

3. Product Simplification:
. Simplify the offerings of sustainable
financial products and enhance clarity in

communications to make them more accessible to
potential investors.

4, Regulatory Support:

. Advocate for stronger government policies
and incentives that encourage sustainable investments,
providing clear guidelines to foster market confidence.

5. Building Trust:
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. Establish partnerships with credible financial
institutions to build trust among potential investors,
ensuring transparency and accountability in offerings.

6. Diversification of Offerings:

. Expand the range of sustainable investment
products available in the market to cater to varying
investor preferences and risk appetites.

7. Focus on Long-Term Performance:

. Emphasize the long-term financial benefits of
sustainable investments to shift investor focus from
short-term gains to sustainable growth.

8. Leverage ESG Metrics:

. Highlight the strong ESG compliance rates of
sustainable products in marketing efforts to attract
socially conscious investors.

10. CONCLUSION

The study on investor attitudes towards sustainable
investments reveals several key insights that can guide
the development of this growing market segment.
First, the demographic profile indicates a promising
base of retail investors, predominantly male and
educated, suggesting fertile ground for investment
growth as these individuals may influence their
networks. Financial returns and ethical considerations
emerge as the primary motivations for investor
interest,  underscoring  the  importance  of
demonstrating the financial viability of sustainable
products while appealing to investors' ethical values.
The strong correlations found between environmental
awareness, financial literacy, SRI ratings, and investor
interest highlight the need to foster these factors, as
financial literacy initiatives can empower investors to
make informed decisions.

However, barriers to adoption, such as a lack of
awareness and perceived high costs, must be
addressed through targeted marketing and education to
facilitate broader participation in the market. Notably,
sustainable investment products not only deliver
higher returns but also result in greater investor
satisfaction compared to traditional investments,
which can be leveraged to attract more investors.
Additionally, the study indicates that insufficient
regulatory support is a significant barrier, suggesting
that advocating for clearer guidelines and supportive
policies is essential for enhancing investor confidence.

Building trust through partnerships with reputable
financial institutions is crucial for fostering security
among potential investors, as transparency and
accountability in sustainable investment offerings will
be key to attracting and retaining them. Expanding the
variety of sustainable investment products can cater to
diverse investor preferences and risk appetites,
ultimately leading to greater market penetration.
Furthermore, promoting the long-term financial
benefits of sustainable investments can help shift
perspectives from short-term gains to sustained
growth, aligning with the growing recognition of the
importance of sustainable practices for long-term
Finally, highlighting the high ESG
compliance rates associated with sustainable products
can appeal to socially conscious investors and
strengthen their market presence. Overall, addressing
barriers, leveraging demographic insights, and
emphasizing long-term benefits will be crucial in
promoting broader acceptance and participation in
sustainable investments, which can positively impact
society and the environment while delivering
attractive financial returns.

Success.
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