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Abstract
Purpose – This paper investigates the moderating role of sustainability committees in the relationship between 
environmental, social and governance (ESG) performance and environmental innovation within European 
nonfinancial firms.
Design/methodology/approach – The study analyzes data from 691 nonfinancial sector firms operating within 
EU states from 2013 to 2022. It employs regression analysis to examine the correlation between ESG 
performance and environmental innovation, considering the moderating effect of sustainability committees.
Findings – The research reveals a significant and positive correlation between ESG performance and 
environmental innovation. Moreover, it demonstrates that sustainability committees play a positive moderating 
role in this relationship, indicating their importance in fostering environmental innovation within organizations.
Research limitations/implications – The study is limited to European nonfinancial companies, potentially 
limiting the generalizability of findings. Additionally, the research focuses on the moderating role of 
sustainability committees, leaving room for further exploration of other governance mechanisms.
Practical implications – The findings suggest that implementing an ESG performance framework and 
establishing dedicated sustainability oversight mechanisms, such as sustainability committees, can enhance 
environmental innovation within organizations. This insight is valuable for strategic decision-making aimed at 
advancing both sustainability and innovation agendas.
Originality/value – This study addresses a gap in the literature by exploring the moderating effect of 
sustainability committees on the link between ESG performance and environmental innovation from various 
theoretical viewpoints. It contributes to the understanding of mechanisms that enhance environmental 
innovation within companies and provides practical implications for corporate reporting accuracy and 
sustainability initiatives.
Keywords Sustainability committees, ESG performance, Environmental innovation, European firms, 
Moderation analysis
Paper type Research paper

1. Introduction
Integrating corporate governance and sustainability has become a central focus for scholars, 
communities, policymakers, and corporations. In the last ten years, firms have gradually made 
substantial attempts to incorporate sustainability indicators that specifically target ESG factors. 
Corporate governance practices have been implemented in response to increasing calls to mitigate 
adverse impacts on the sustainability agenda and advance policies that are crucial for enhancing 
corporate sustainability performance and addressing stakeholders’ concerns to achieve a more 
favorable market reputation (Baselga-Pascual et al., 2018; Abdullah et al., 2024). Recent
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discussions on corporate governance have increasingly focused on contemporary ESG issues to 
understand better how firms are managed and to identify corporate governance strategies that can 
positively influence ESG performance and drive environmental innovation (Hussain et al., 2018). 
One result of these discussions has been a growing prevalence of sustainability committees within 
firms (L�opez-Arceiz et al., 2022; Thun and Z€ulch, 2023).

ESG performance plays an important role not only in ensuring regulatory compliance and 
effective risk management but also in fostering sustainable, profitable, and resilient business 
practices (Alodat and Hao, 2024). As the business landscape continues to evolve, firms that 
prioritize ESG performance are likely to gain a competitive edge, attract investment, and 
contribute positively to society and the environment (Daugaard and Ding, 2022). In addition, 
research has been conducted to resolve theoretical arguments concerning the effect of ESG 
performance on environmental innovation (Tan and Zhu, 2022; Chen et al., 2023; Saydam 
et al., 2024). Nevertheless, the results of prior research are inconclusive (Doni and Fiameni, 
2024), prompting the need for further investigation.

Previous studies investigating the effects of sustainability committees on environmental 
innovation have been provided, and limited inconclusive results (Rodrigue et al., 2013; 
Biswas et al., 2018; Abdullah et al., 2024). For instance, the studies conducted by Rodrigue 
et al. (2013) and Berrone and Gomez-Mejia (2009) do not find any correlation between 
sustainability projects and environmental performance. Biswas et al. (2018), However, there is 
evidence that establishing specialized sustainability committees enhances sustainability 
performance. Most of these studies have focused on examining the direct impact of 
sustainability committees on environmental innovation. According to Abdullah et al. (2024), 
there is a need to examine the mechanisms through which corporate governance may 
positively influence environmental innovation. Hence, this study aims to investigate the 
moderating effect of sustainability committees on the relationship between ESG performance 
and environmental innovation.

To face challenges, firms must strive to follow environmental innovation practices. This 
approach preserves the natural environment and enhances its reputation and performance 
(Hizarci-Payne et al., 2021). Our research is intricately aligned with the United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goals. We mainly focus on Sustainable Development Goal 9, 
emphasizing innovation’s role in sustainable development (Denoncourt, 2020). Sustainable 
Development Goal 7 emphasizes the shift towards cleaner and readily available energy 
sources to tackle environmental and societal issues (Villavicencio Calzadilla and Mauger, 
2018). Sustainable Development Goal 12 focuses on promoting sustainable consumption and 
production patterns, which are essential for maintaining the well-being of current and future 
generations (Al-ahdal et al., 2024).

The concept of environmental innovation, coined in the late 20th century, has gained 
traction. Initially defined as creating products, processes, or services offering value while 
reducing environmental impact, its scope has since broadened (Watson et al., 2018). In 
addition, they have expanded this definition to encompass innovations minimizing 
environmental risks and resource consumption throughout their lifecycle (Garc�es-Ayerbe 
et al., 2019). Despite varying interpretations, this study adopts the definition proposed 
(Rennings, 2000), we are emphasizing innovation focused on environmental enhancement 
within organizational contexts. Terminology including “green,” “eco,” “environmental,” and 
“sustainable” innovation has been employed. The Brundtland report introduced “sustainable 
innovation” as meeting present needs without compromising future generations’ abilities 
(Burton, 1987). Noted a shift towards “green” and “eco-innovation” since 2005 (Schiederig 
et al., 2012) Emphasizing economic and ecological aspects, while “sustainable innovation” 
integrates social elements (D�ıaz-Garc�ıa et al., 2015). Defining eco-innovation based on 
environmental performance rather than intention is deemed more pertinent, highlighting its 
positive environmental effects. Although past studies have predominantly focused on 
environmentally motivated innovation, it’s noted that many innovations offer environmental
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benefits, emphasizing the necessity of assessing whether their use results in less environmental 
harm compared to alternatives (Rennings, 2000).

A limited body of research investigates the correlation between ESG performance and 
environmental innovation (Wang et al., 2023; Saydam et al., 2024; Li and Li, 2024) and this 
relationship remains insufficiently understood. Furthermore, the sustainability committee is 
an essential governing entity that guides a firm toward a more sustainable future, reconciling 
profitability with social responsibility and environmental stewardship (Orazalin et al., 2024a, 
b). Based on prior literature that has employed the sustainability committee as a moderate 
variable (Orazalin et al., 2024a, b; Alodat and Hao, 2024; Nguyen et al., 2024). We propose 
that the sustainability committee may be pivotal in influencing the relationship between ESG 
performance and environmental innovation. The sustainability committee provides insights 
and policies on the impact of governance on environmental innovation (Li et al., 2023). It helps 
understand how companies can better leverage internal governance to drive sustainability-
related innovations. This research supports strategic decision-making and enhances corporate 
contributions to sustainable development goals.

The characteristics of sustainability committees and boards are vital in promoting 
environmental innovation and ensuring corporate sustainability in European countries (Farza 
et al., 2022). Its strategic supervision, risk management, and resource allocation 
responsibilities, together with its influence on fostering innovation and improving 
compliance, establish the committee as a predominant entity in navigating the intricacies of 
sustainability in the contemporary corporate environment (Annesi et al., 2024). By aligning 
with European sustainability objectives, the committee contributes to the firm’s success and the 
achievement of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (Zampone et al., 2024).

The study of the relationship between ESG performance and environmental innovation 
within the context of sustainability committees in European countries is motivated by several 
key factors. First, there is an increasing worldwide focus on business sustainability, 
environmental innovation, and responsible governance in line with the United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goals. Managers, investors, and policymakers need to understand 
the impact of ESG performance on environmental innovation to align their objectives with 
sustainable practices. Second, it is essential to analyze the moderating effects of the 
sustainability committee to comprehend that it shapes the efficacy and results of ESG 
strategies. This study contributes to the European business landscape by bridging the gap in 
ESG Performance, environmental innovation, and sustainability literature.

The role of sustainability committees has emerged as a critical and highly relevant topic 
in today’s landscape, attracting significant interest from researchers and scholars alike 
(Orazalin et al., 2024a, b). Advocates claim that forming a sustainability committee 
improves decision-making, cultivates a heightened sense of social responsibility, and 
propels advancements in a firm’s environmental innovation (Valle et al., 2019; Orazalin, 
2020). Furthermore, recent studies have investigated the relationship between ESG 
performance, environmental innovation, and sustainability committees. Multiple studies 
have aimed to consolidate the literature on ESG disclosures, sustainability committees, and 
environmental innovation, emphasizing the interrelation of these factors (Yang et al., 2024; 
Wu et al., 2024; Abdullah et al., 2024). Most of the prior research has ignored the 
moderating role of sustainability committees. This study seeks to address a critical gap in 
the literature by examining the moderating influence of sustainability committees on the 
connection between ESG performance and environmental innovation in European firms. 
Although current research has explored numerous aspects affecting ESG performance, 
there has been insufficient focus on the possible moderating role of governance 
mechanisms, such as sustainability committees, in the relationship between ESG 
practices and innovation results. This study uniquely contributes to the area by offering 
empirical evidence that enhances the knowledge of how governance structures might 
improve the efficacy of ESG-driven environmental innovation. Consequently, this study 
aims to investigate the moderating effect of sustainability committees on the association
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between ESG performance and environmental innovation in the context of European non-
financial firms listed in European countries from 2013 to 2020. This study seeks to address 
the existing research gap concerning environmental innovation and sustainability within 
community firms, which holds significant implications for regulators and stakeholders 
across European nations.

This study contributes to the literature on innovation and sustainability within diverse 
contexts. First, this study investigates the moderating effect of a sustainability committee on 
the relationship between ESG factors and environmental innovation. Firms rely on the 
sustainability committee as an essential resource to execute their duties and meet their 
responsibilities; thus, examining sustainability committees as a moderating will explain the 
indirect relation between ESG performance and environmental innovation. The study 
conducted by Alodat and Hao (2024) is one of the limited number of scholarly investigations 
that specifically examine the role of sustainability committees as a moderating factor inside the 
European Union. Although Alodat and Hao (2024) provide evidence on the moderating role of 
the sustainability committee, the study did not specifically examine environmental innovation. 
Therefore, this study aims to address the existing gap in the ESG performance literature by 
offering a more detailed analysis of mechanisms. It seeks to enhance practical implications for 
ensuring the integrity and accuracy of corporate reporting and fostering environmental 
innovation.

Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, prior research has not extensively examined the 
moderating role of sustainability committees in the relationship between ESG performance 
and environmental innovation through the lens of stakeholder theory. Stakeholder theory, as 
articulated by Freeman (1984), underscores the importance of creating value for 
shareholders and a diverse array of stakeholders, including employees, customers, 
communities, and the environment. This perspective is particularly relevant in escalating 
environmental challenges, where stakeholders increasingly demand that organizations 
prioritize sustainability initiatives. By addressing these concerns, firms can align their ESG 
activities with stakeholder expectations, fostering environmental innovation. This study 
contributes to the growing literature by exploring this relationship and offering practical 
insights into how organizations can leverage stakeholder engagement to drive sustainable 
outcomes.

Our study has significant practical implications for policymakers, investors, organizations, 
and stakeholders. Our findings thoroughly examine the function of sustainability committees 
in European firms and boost the comprehension of ESG performance frameworks to promote 
environmental innovation. Thus, our findings offer significant insights for organizations, their 
boards, and sustainability committees in developing and implementing effective strategies to 
advance environmental innovation and boost sustainability outcomes. Organizations 
prioritizing stakeholder requests and expectations can proactively implement alignment 
mechanisms to improve environmental innovation. Sustainability committees play a 
mediating role in the relationship between ESG performance and environmental innovation. 
Moreover, sustainability committees within the board exhibit heightened responsiveness to 
stakeholder demands by incorporating alignment and monitoring mechanisms, directly and 
indirectly impacting performance. Policymakers may promote the formation of influential 
sustainability committees within enterprises, thereby improving ESG performance and 
stimulating environmental innovation.

The subsequent sections of this paper are organized as follows: Section 2 provides a 
comprehensive review of the literature and establishes hypotheses. Section 3 outlines the data 
collection process and methodology employed in this study. Section 4 presents the empirical 
findings and offers a detailed discussion. Section 5 delves into the regression results, while 
Section 6 addresses potential endogeneity concerns. Finally, Section 7 offers concluding 
remarks and avenues for future research.
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2. Literature review and hypotheses development
2.1 ESG performance
ESG is the acronym for the words (E) Environment, (S) social responsibility, and (G) 
Governance. The Environmental aspect centers on a firm’s environmental footprint, 
advocating for advancements such as sustainable materials and renewable energy; this 
incentivizes firms to investigate environmentally friendly technologies (Wu et al., 2024). The 
Social dimension analyses the impact of a firm’s interactions with communities, employees, 
and consumers on its ability to innovate. Firms that establish robust social performance are 
likely to cultivate a conducive atmosphere for innovation, resulting in the development of 
goods that effectively tackle societal demands (Solesvik et al., 2022). Governance, the third 
pillar, encompasses the principles of high-quality management and ethical business practices, 
which guarantee that firms make decisions are in line with sustainability objectives (Wu 
et al., 2024).

2.2 Environmental innovation
The concept of environmental innovation, first introduced in the late 20th century, has evolved 
significantly. Rennings (2000) defined it as including innovations that reduce environmental 
risks and resource consumption throughout their life cycles (Garc�es-Ayerbe et al., 2019). This 
study adopts Kemp and Pearson (2007) definition, which focuses on innovations aimed at 
improving environmental conditions within organizational settings. The literature has used 
various terms, such as “green,” “eco,” “environmental,” and “sustainable” innovation. The 
Brundtland report introduced “sustainable innovation” as addressing current needs without 
jeopardizing future generations’ capabilities. Schiederig et al. (2012) observed a growing 
preference for “green” and “eco-innovation” post-2005, highlighting both economic and 
ecological considerations, whereas “sustainable innovation” incorporates social dimensions 
(D�ıaz-Garc�ıa et al., 2015). The definition of eco-innovation is more relevant when based on 
actual environmental performance rather than mere intent, as it underscores tangible positive 
environmental impacts. While much research has focused on innovations driven by 
environmental motivations, it is crucial to evaluate whether these innovations result in less 
environmental damage compared to available alternatives (Kemp and Pearson, 2007).

2.3 Sustainability committees
The sustainability committee, a subcommittee of the board of directors, oversees the firm’s 
sustainability strategies and practices. Its mandate includes auditing, monitoring, and 
advocating for comprehensive practices related to ESG performance (Burke et al., 2019). 
Additionally, the committee aims to mitigate the impact of negative performance while 
ensuring the effective implementation and monitoring of sustainability practices across the 
firm and all stakeholders (Valle et al., 2019). The sustainability committee increases 
transparency and corporate responsibility, and working on sustainability practices improves 
the relationship between stakeholders and the board of directors (Abdullah et al., 2024), the 
sustainability committee oversees the firm’s communication strategies and internal control 
processes to enhance ESG performance (Burke et al., 2019). Firms investing highly in ESG 
performance tend to create sustainability committees (Burke et al., 2019; Abdullah 
et al., 2024).

2.4 Stakeholder theory
An integrated theoretical framework grounded in stakeholder theory is developed to examine 
the moderating influence of the sustainability committee. This framework emphasizes the 
firm’s responsibility to address the interests of all stakeholders (Freeman and Dmytriyev, 
2017). According to Freeman (1984), a firm’s success depends on its ability to create value for 
a broad range of stakeholders, including investors, employees, local communities, suppliers,
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and customers. Recognizing these stakeholders’ pivotal roles ensures the firm’s long-term 
viability and sustained success (Freeman, 1984). Consequently, fostering enduring 
relationships with stakeholders and effectively addressing their concerns is imperative for 
achieving organizational objectives.

2.5 ESG performance and environmental innovation
Research highlights the role of a positive relationship between ESG performance and driving 
environmental innovation (Chen et al., 2006; Li et al., 2018a, b; Chouaibi et al., 2022a, b). 
Although various inherent industry and firm-specific characteristics complicate typical 
environmental innovation models, firms that emphasize ESG practice insights to maximize 
resource utilization and improve competitive advantage (Chouaibi et al., 2022a, b). The effect of 
ESG performance on environmental innovation is shaped by national settings and acknowledged 
by third-party rating organizations, demonstrating business dedication to sustainable 
development (Limkriangkrai et al., 2017; Aouadi and Marsat, 2018). This increasing emphasis 
corresponds with green development objectives, bolstered by financial resources and managerial 
priorities, as companies progressively utilize environmental innovation to gain competitive 
advantages in the market (Tan and Zhu, 2022; Mansour et al., 2024a).

Several studies have explored the impact of ESG performance on environmental 
innovation, noting a positive link between ESG initiatives and green advancements. Yuan 
and Cao (2022) found that ESG initiatives, informed by resource-based views and stakeholder 
theories, promote environmental innovation and the development of green products, primarily 
through stakeholder impact. Mukhtar et al. (2023) emphasized that firms strategically 
integrate ESG to encourage adoption of environmental innovation. Moreover, Zhang et al.
(2022) research demonstrates that ESG performance enhances green patent applications and 
grant approvals, hence promoting environmental innovation. Padilla-Lozano and Collazzo
(2021) emphasized that corporate social responsibility initiatives can improve competitive 
advantage, mitigate risks, and promote sustainable practices inside organizations. Wu et al. 
(2024) examined firms listed on the Shenzhen and Shanghai Stock Exchanges from 2014 to 
2021, discovering that ESG performance significantly impacts green innovation. In addition, 
Xu et al. (2021) found that more robust ESG performance positively correlates with increased 
green invention patents. In contrast, Marietza and Nadia (2021) noted a negative effect of 
limited corporate social responsibility on green innovation in some contexts.

Previous studies suggest a strong link between ESG performance and enhanced 
environmental innovation, as firms engaged in ESG practices promote innovation-centric 
processes that drive social value and financial performance (Doni and Fiameni, 2024; Hull and 
Rothenberg, 2008). Research shows that firms adopting corporate social responsibility 
practices tend to innovate across operations (Bocquet et al., 2013), with empirical evidence 
from Spanish firms confirming corporate social responsibility positively impacts performance 
and innovation capabilities (Reverte et al., 2016). Ueki et al. (2016) further validate the 
positive influence of corporate social responsibility on environmental innovation. Benkraiem 
et al. (2023) demonstrate how reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and green innovation 
enhance financial performance independently and synergistically. Guided by stakeholder 
theory, firms focus on the interests of all stakeholders to foster responsible practices. They 
leverage internal and external collaboration to improve knowledge integration and innovation 
(Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Jiang et al., 2020; Choi and Wang, 2009).

Integrating ESG performance is a strategic driver of environmental innovation in emerging 
economies (Mo et al., 2022). ESG is critical in promoting such innovation (Hong et al., 2020). 
Emphasizing ESG fosters sustainable environmental practices, encouraging investments in 
eco-friendly technologies and processes that reduce waste and energy consumption (Shahzad 
et al., 2020). Drawing from prior literature and stakeholder theory, a positive relationship 
between ESG performance and environmental innovation is evident (Liu and Lyu, 2022; Fu 
et al., 2023; Saydam et al., 2024). Accordingly, this study proposes the following hypothesis.
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H1. There is a significant positive relationship between ESG performance and 
environmental innovation.

2.6 The moderating role of the sustainability committee
The role of ESG performance in fostering environmental innovation has become a focal point 
of research and practice within contemporary organizational strategy. Amid growing concerns 
about climate change, resource depletion, and societal impact, businesses are increasingly 
adopting ESG frameworks to enhance their sustainability practices (Alodat and Hao, 2024). 
However, the effectiveness of these ESG initiatives in driving environmental innovation can 
vary significantly (Chen et al., 2023). One potential moderating factor in this relationship is the 
presence and influence of a dedicated sustainability committee. This committee typically 
composed of members with diverse expertise in environmental issues, corporate governance, 
and stakeholder engagement, could be crucial in guiding and enhancing the organization’s 
ESG efforts (Bifulco et al., 2023).

Sustainability committees are pivotal in enhancing ESG performance by integrating 
environmental, social, and governance elements into a firm’s strategy and operations, 
promoting sustainable growth, and facilitating long-term value generation (Alodat and Hao, 
2024; Velte, 2024). They advocate investments in sustainable technology, manage the design 
and execution of environmental innovation programs, and improve board efficacy regarding 
sustainability matters (Eccles et al., 2014; Liao et al., 2015; Biswas et al., 2018). Sustainability 
committees provide resources, oversee environmental and social initiatives, and synchronize 
governance processes with stakeholder expectations (Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Dalziel 
et al., 2011; Farza et al., 2022). Some research indicates a good correlation between 
sustainability committees and outcomes like GHG emissions reduction (Liao et al., 2015) and 
social performance (Biswas et al., 2018), while others demonstrate a limited association with 
environmental performance (Berrone and Gomez-Mejia, 2009). Ultimately, these committees 
support the development and execution of sustainability strategies, promoting environmental 
innovation and aligning firm practices with stakeholder needs (Bifulco et al., 2023).

Environmental innovation provides sustainable growth prospects via internal shareholder 
governance systems (Chen et al., 2023) and is intricately associated with ESG performance 
(Fatemi et al., 2018; Li et al., 2018a, b). Implementing ESG practices improves organizational 
learning (Duque-Grisales and Aguilera-Caracuel, 2021) and strengthens corporate 
governance (Khan, 2022), promoting environmental innovation (Chen et al., 2023; Zhang 
et al., 2023a, b; Mohy-ud-Din, 2024). The sustainability committee facilitates ESG initiatives, 
oversees management (Bifulco et al., 2023), and enhances environmental innovation 
(Baraibar-Diez and Odriozola, 2019). Prior research highlights the committee’s positive 
impact on practices and disclosures (Liao et al., 2015), human rights (Mallin and Michelon, 
2011), pollution control (Homroy and Slechten, 2019), and overall ESG outcomes (Flammer, 
2015; Burke et al., 2019; Elmaghrabi, 2021). Based on the studies above, the sustainability 
committee is anticipated to enhance the connection between ESG performance and 
environmental innovation, owing to its significant role within the board, decision-making 
processes, and influence. Consequently, the hypotheses are articulated as follows.

H2. Sustainability committee positively moderates the relationship between the ESG 
performance and environmental innovation.

3. Methodology, data, and model specification
3.1 Data and sample selection
The paper empirically tests the predicted model by analyzing data from 691 non-financial 
sector enterprises operating in European Union countries. A quantitative design was employed 
to investigate the influence of ESG Performance (ESG) on environmental innovation (ENV)
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and the moderating effect of the sustainability committee (SC). Moderation analyses are 
standard in social science and management research (Aguinis et al., 2017). These analytical 
methods are essential for comprehending the mechanisms by examining the conditions or 
contingencies of an effect (moderation) (Aguinis, 2004; Aguinis et al., 2017).

The study period from 2013 to 2022 for non-financial sector companies operating within 
European Union countries is chosen to analyze the impact of significant regulatory changes, 
economic shifts, and evolving ESG performance on corporate governance and performance 
during a decade of transformation. Data on the variables used in the study were obtained from 
the EIKON database. The information outlines the sample selection process and the 
corresponding number of observations per country. The specific numbers are as follows: Spain 
(227), Ireland (198), Italy (268), Luxembourg (56), Netherlands (234), Poland (96), Portugal 
(35), Greece (65), Hungary (22), Finland (229), France (471), Denmark (197), Germany (636), 
Austria (121), Belgium (138), Cyprus (20), and Sweden (585). The cumulative observations 
count is 3,598, encompassing 17 European Union countries. Financial firms were excluded 
from the sample due to variations in their governance structures and regulatory obligations 
(Alodat and Hao, 2024). Moreover, we eliminated firms that did not meet the data criteria for 
corporate governance, ESG performance, and financial variables and outliers, as shown in 
Table 1, Distribution of Sample Selection by Country.

3.2 Definition of variables
3.2.1 Dependent variable. For environmental innovation in our modeling process, we utilized 
metrics sourced from the Eikon platform, a product of Thomson Reuters. These metrics are 
meticulously curated by analysts who verify data to construct the variables like the Thomson 
Reuters platform. The dataset undergoes biweekly updates to incorporate fresh information 
from various reputable sources, including annual reports, sustainability reports, websites of 
non-governmental organizations and firms, news outlets, and stock exchange filings on the 
Thomson Reuters platform. Consequently, all environmental innovation factors integrated 
into the model were derived from a singular source, Thomson Reuters.

3.2.2 Independent variable
ESG performance assessment involves the utilization of ESG scores, which are formulated 
based on data extracted from annual reports, corporate social responsibility reports, 
sustainability reports, and corporate websites. These scores, furnished by EIKON, range 
from 0.63 for entities offering minimal ESG data disclosure to 94.5 for those demonstrating 
comprehensive data disclosure across all ESG categories as compiled by EIKON.

3.2.3 Moderating variable. The sustainability committee is a binary variable equivalent to 1 
if there is a sustainability committee on the firm’s board of directors and 0 otherwise (Khan 
et al., 2024). Table 2 provides a comprehensive overview of the measurements employed for 
the various variables investigated within the scope of this study.

3.3 Study model
In this study, we considered environmental innovation the dependent variable and ESG 
performance the independent variable and used the sustainability committee as the moderating 
variable. In addition to the control variables, we considered leverage, firm age, firm size, board 
size, and CEO duality. Figure 1 illustrates the theoretical framework we present.

The study developed an interaction variable (ESG performance* sustainability committee), 
which was included as an independent variable, to investigate the moderating impact of the 
sustainability committee on the link between the performance of the ESG and environmental 
innovation. Consequently, the regression model employed in this study is articulated as 
follows:
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Table 1. Distribution of sample selection by country

Sample No. of observations

The initial sample consists of 27 EU member states 7,570
Non-financial sector firms (2,630)
Excluded firms that did not match the prescribed data criteria for environmental 
innovation, corporate governance, and financial characteristics
Excluded countries have insufficient observations to mitigate biases arising from 
threats peculiar to each country

(1,210)

Outliers are excluded (132)
A total final sample of firm observations 3,598

Country name No. of observations %

France 471 13.09
Germany 636 17.67
Sweden 585 16.25
Netherlands 234 6.50
Finland 229 6.36
Italy 268 7.44
Spain 227 6.30
Ireland 198 5.50
Denmark 197 5.47
Austria 121 3.36
Belgium 138 3.83
Greece 65 1.80
Poland 96 2.66
Luxembourg 56 1.55
Cyprus 20 0.55
Hungary 22 0.611
Portugal 35 0.97
Total 3,598 100
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 2. Measurement of variables

Variable Acronym Measurements

Environmental
innovation

ENV EIKON Environmental Innovation Score signifies the firm’s ability to 
decrease environmental expenses for consumers, thereby creating new 
environmental opportunities through new and innovative technologies

Independent variables 
ESG performance ESG EIKON Reuter’s score for ESG performance

Moderating variable 
Sustainability 
committee

SC Equals 1 if the firm has a sustainability committee, 0 otherwise

Control variables
Firm size FSIZE Natural logarithm of total assets
Firm age FAGE Number of years since establishment
Leverage LEV As the total liabilities divided by total assets
Board Size BSize The total number of directors on the board
CEO Duality CEO Equals 1 if the chairman was ex-CEO, 0 otherwise
Source(s): Authors’ own work
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ENV ¼ β0 þ β1 ESG it þ β2 FSIZE it þ β3 FAGE it þ β4 LEV it þ β5 BSize it þ β6 CEO it þ u it

Where; ENV 5 Environmental innovation, ESG 5 Environmental, social, and governance 
performance, FSIZE 5 Firm size, FAGE 5 Firm age, LEV 5 Leverage, BSize 5 Board Size, 
CEO 5 CEO Duality.

3.3.1 Hierarchical regression results (moderating effect). The analysis integrates
hierarchical features to examine moderating variables, aiming to uncover interactions and 
influences among various levels within the dataset. Utilizing a hierarchical approach facilitates 
a nuanced understanding of variable relationships and the identification of potential 
moderating factors affecting observed outcomes. This comprehensive method enhances the 
depth and accuracy of findings, enabling more informed decision-making processes (Alodat 
and Hao, 2024).

To identify moderator effects, it is necessary to generate interaction terms between 
predictor and moderator variables (Alodat and Hao, 2024). However, the creation of these 
interaction terms may introduce multicollinearity issues with their constituent variables. To 
mitigate this concern, two approaches are available: unstandardized and standardized 
solutions. The unstandardized solution utilizes mean values for predictor and moderator 
variables, while the standardized solution employs z-scores. In this investigation, the 
unstandardized solution was adopted to address multicollinearity concerns. The examination 
of moderating effects involved conducting hierarchical multiple regression analysis using 
STATA software, following the sequential four-step process delineated by Baron and Kenny 
(1986), Frazier et al. (2004). These steps entail initially introducing control variables, followed 
by independent variables, moderating variables, and ultimately, interaction terms. The 
evaluation of moderation significance was based on changes in R-squared values.

Step 1:

ENV ¼ β0 þ β1 FSIZE it þ β2 FAGE it þ β3 LEV it þ β5 BSize it þ β6 CEO it þ u it

Step 2:

ENV ¼ β0 þ β1 ESG it þ β2 FSIZE it þ β3 FAGE it þ β4 LEV it þ β5 BSize it þ β6 CEO it þ u it

Step 3:

ENV ¼ β0 þ β1 ESG it þ β2 SC it þ β3 FSIZE it þ β4 FAGE it þ β5 LEV it þ β6 BSize it

þ β7 CEO it þ u it

Environmental 
innovation

H1

H2

ESG performance

Sustainability 
committee

Source(s): Authors’ own work

Figure 1. Theoretical framework
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Step 4:

ENV ¼ β0 þ β1 ESG it þ β2 SC it þ þβ3 FSIZE it þ β4 FAGE it þ β5 LEV it þ β6 BSize it

þ β7 CEO it þ β8 SC * ESG u it

where; ENV 5 Environmental innovation, ESG 5 Environmental, social, and governance 
performance, SC 5 Sustainability committee, FSIZE 5 Firm size, FAGE 5 Firm age, 
LEV 5 Leverage, BSize 5 Board Size, CEO 5 CEO Duality.

4. Result and discussion
4.1 Descriptive analysis
Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for the study variables, including the minimum, maximum, 
standard deviations, and Mean. Descriptive analysis will reveal more details, allowing for an 
easier and more accurate interpretation and understanding of the data (Mishra et al., 2019). 
Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of the dependent variable, where for the overall 
environmental innovation, the mean value was 42.87, with a maximum of 99.89 and a 
minimum of 0. Meanwhile, the mean value of ESG is 57.804, with a maximum of 94.57 and a 
minimum of 0.63. The SC variable, where the mean value is 0.674 with a maximum of 1 and a 
minimum of 0.

4.2 Diagnostic examinations
This section outlines the diagnostic procedures employed during the data analysis phase of the 
study. We examine the data on which the multiple regression analysis is based to obtain 
accurate results. To accomplish the aim, thorough tests of diagnostic tests, including outliers, 
normality, linearity, multicollinearity, autocorrelation, and heteroscedasticity, were conducted 
(Knief and Forstmeier, 2021). According to the findings outlined in Table 3, the univariate 
approach for identifying outliers and assessing kurtosis and skewness to evaluate normality 
consistently affirms the absence of any concerns.

4.2.1 Correlation matrix. The findings from the correlation matrix indicate that none of the 
variables examined in this study exhibited correlations exceeding 0.80. This observation 
confirms that multicollinearity was not present within the dataset (Ben Barka and Legendre, 
2017; Mansour et al., 2023). The variance inflation factor (VIF) was employed to identify 
multicollinearity. According to Gokmen et al. (2022), a VIF value of >10 indicates significant 
multicollinearity. Table 4 presents the correlation matrix results, indicating no evidence of 
multicollinearity issues based on the VIF analysis.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev Min Max Skewness Kurtosis

env 3,598 42.87 32.941 0 99.89 0.126 1.714
esg 3,598 57.804 19.764 0.63 94.57 �0.455 2.53
sc 3,598 0.674 0.469 0 1 �0.744 1.553
lev 3,598 0.114 0.201 �1.71 1.24 �0.981 2.134
age 3,598 53.919 44.585 �6 180 0.647 1.973
fsize 3,598 9.634 0.8 6.682 11.783 �0.277 3.383
bsize 3,598 10.732 4.097 2 28 0.658 3.361
ceo 3,598 0.258 0.438 0 1 1.107 2.224
Source(s): Authors’ own work
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Testing was conducted regarding heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation. This degree of 
clustering would result in an estimator that is resilient to variations in cross-sectional data 
dispersion and correlations within panels (Saleh and Mansour, 2024; Mansour et al., 2024b). 
This guarantees the production of reliable statistical inferences regarding the coefficient, as 
indicated in Table 4.

5. Regression results
Table 5 shows the Model 1 Base models showing the Breusch-Pagan (LM) test obtained a 
value of <0.05 (significant), while the Hausman test result is significant. Moreover, Table 5 
shows the relationship between ESG performance and environmental innovation. The model 
was statistically significant and deemed fit. The R 2 result within the model is 22.9%, which is 
statistically valid. Thus, the study proved a positive and significant relationship between the 
performance of ESG and environmental innovation. Hence, H1 was supported.

Table 5. Fixed effect regression results for ESG performance and environmental innovation (Base models)

Variables Coefficients t-stat

ESG 0.732 9.72***
lev 5.821 1.45
age �0.21 �0.84
fsize 1.004 0.28
bsize 0.486 1.78*
ceo 2.626 1.65
Constant �4.298 �0.14
R 2 0.2296
N 3,598
Hausman test 16.72**
Breusch-Pagan test 8020.08***
Note(s): ***p < 0.01, *p < 0.1 
Source(s): Authors’ own work

Table 4. Correlation matrix and variance inflation factor (VIF) results

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) VIF

(1) env 1.000
(2) esg 0.575* 1.000 2.10

(0.000)
(3) sc 0.320* 0.579* 1.000 1.54

(0.000) (0.000)
(4) lev 0.096* 0.148* 0.129* 1.000 1.10

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
(5) age 0.028 0.106* 0.032 0.035* 1.000 1.02

(0.086) (0.000) (0.055) (0.034)
(6) fsize 0.434* 0.637* 0.446* 0.298* 0.033* 1.000 2.50

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.044)
(7) bsize 0.262* 0.382* 0.318* 0.165* 0.069* 0.617* 1.000 1.64

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
(8) ceo 0.040* 0.085* 0.101* 0.056* �0.004 0.158* 0.160* 1.000 1.03

(0.015) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.788) (0.000) (0.000)
Note(s): ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 
Source(s): Authors’ own work
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H1 expects that there is a positive and significant link between the performance of the 
ESG and environmental innovation. As expected, a positive and significant relationship 
between ESG and ecological innovation is found (t-value 5 9.72, p < 0.01). This result 
indicates that ESG performance is likely to improve environmental innovation by previous 
research findings (Liu and Lyu, 2022; Chen et al., 2023; Saydam et al., 2024; Wu et al., 
2024). This result indicates that suggests that firms prioritizing ESG performance tend to 
invest more in innovative practices. This alignment enhances sustainability efforts, reduces 
environmental impact, and supports long-term competitiveness. This finding underscores 
the strategic importance of prioritizing ESG in corporate decision-making to foster 
sustainability and innovation. Furthermore, the beneficial and substantial correlation 
between ESG performance and environmental innovation confers advantages to 
stakeholders through the enhancement of firm sustainability, mitigation of risks, and 
improvement of reputation. For the firm, it promotes the generation of long-term value, 
attracts conscientious investors, and enhances competitive advantage through 
advancements in innovation.

The study’s results are consistent with the stakeholder theory. Firms function within a 
network of associations involving diverse stakeholders, including the community, 
customers, investors, and employees. These stakeholders have diverse interests and 
concerns, including environmental sustainability (Donaldson and Preston, 1995). By 
prioritizing ESG performance, firms fulfill their responsibility to stakeholders beyond 
shareholders, including society and the environment. Consequently, stakeholders may 
reward such firms with enhanced reputation, loyalty, and support, fostering a conducive 
environment for innovation, particularly in environmental aspects (Alodat and Hao, 
2024). Thus, the positive correlation between ESG and ecological innovation is justified 
within the framework of Stakeholder theory, as it reflects firms responding to stakeholder 
demands for environmental stewardship through innovative practices.

The hierarchical regression outcomes detailed in Table 6 demonstrate a significant 
moderating effect. Specifically, the table illustrates the fixed effect regression analysis results, 
indicating that the sustainability committee positively moderates the relationship between 
ESG performance and environmental innovation. The model was statistically significant and 
deemed fit. The R 2 result within the model is 23.29%, which is statistically valid. Thus, a 
significant and positive relationship was proved between moderates the correlation between 
ESG and environmental innovation. Hence, H2 was supported.

Table 6. Hierarchical regression results

Variables Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 
Coef t-stat Coef t-stat Coef t-stat Coef t-stat

lev 5.964 2.02** 5.821 1.45 5.722 1.43 3.857 1.70*
fsize 21.296 9.41*** �0.21 �0.84 �0.211 �0.84 �0.037 �1.83*
bsize 0.226 1.15 1.004 0.28 1.072 0.30 2.755 2.43**
ceo 3.958 3.67*** 0.486 1.78* 0.473 1.72* 0.417 2.75***
lev 5.964 2.02** 2.626 1.65 2.685 1.68* 1.603 1.78*
ESG 0.732 9.72*** 0.732 9.73*** 0.714 9.75***
SC 1.648 1.85 1.494 2.48**
SC * ESG 0.023 2.61***
R 2 0.0382 0.2296 0.2317 0.2329
R 2 change 0.1914 0.0021 0.0012
Note(s): *significant at the 0.10 level; **significant at the 0.05 level; ***significant at the 0.01 level
Source(s): Authors’ own work
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A firm’s sustainability committee can be considered a vital strategic asset. This committee 
is likely tasked with overseeing sustainability efforts, which involve managing and leveraging 
ESG resources (Orazalin et al., 2024a, b). Furthermore, by actively moderating the 
relationship between ESG performance and environmental innovation, the sustainability 
committee suggests that it plays a crucial role in channeling the firm’s sustainability efforts 
towards innovation outcomes. This moderation indicates that the committee facilitates the 
effective utilization of ESG resources to drive environmental innovation within the firm 
(Barney, 1991; Driss et al., 2024).

This study’s findings indicate that a sustainability committee positively moderates the 
relationship between ESG performance and environmental innovation; we justify this result: a 
sustainability committee provides specialized oversight and concentrated attention to 
sustainability activities, guaranteeing that ESG priorities are set and actively integrated into 
corporate strategy. This focused guidance and oversight enable resource allocation, 
implementation of best practices, and alignment of corporate actions with sustainability 
objectives, hence fostering more significant environmental advances. Sustainability 
committees cultivate a culture of accountability and endorse sustainable practices, 
significantly enhancing organizations’ potential to attain superior ESG performance and 
drive ecological innovation.

Overall, the results confirm previous research (e.g. Kesner and Johnson, 1990; Hillman and 
Dalziel, 2003; Mackenzie, 2007) that sustainability committees enhance the efficiency of 
environmental innovation. Consistent with the stakeholder theory, the findings support the 
premise that the development of sustainability committees promotes ESG performance and 
environmental innovation by balancing the interests of all stakeholders (Freeman, 1984; 
Orazalin, 2020).

The sustainability committee positively moderates the relationship between ESG 
performance and environmental innovation by providing strategic oversight and fostering a 
culture of accountability and continuous improvement. With their specialized knowledge and 
focus, sustainability committees ensure that ESG performances are integrated into the core 
business strategy, encouraging innovation that aligns with environmental objectives. Their 
role in monitoring ESG performance metrics and promoting best practices creates an 
environment where innovative solutions can thrive, ultimately enhancing the firm’s ability to 
achieve its sustainability targets and drive long-term value creation. This positive moderation 
highlights the critical role of governance structures in advancing environmental innovation 
through robust ESG performance.

The findings that a sustainability committee positively and significantly moderates the 
relationship between ESG performance and environmental innovation are supported by the 
committee’s role in fostering a culture of sustainability, aligning strategies with ESG 
performance, and providing organizational support that amplifies the impact of ESG 
performance on innovation. This relationship highlights the importance of dedicated 
governance structures in driving sustainability-driven innovation within firms. This finding 
aligns with prior research that used sustainability committees as a moderating variable 
(Gerged et al., 2023; Orazalin et al., 2024a, b).

Figure 2 illustrates the positive interaction between sustainability committees and ESG 
performance in driving environmental innovation. The plot demonstrates that firms with high 
ESG performance exhibit significantly enhanced environmental innovation practices. This 
finding underscores the potential of European non-financial firms to advance their 
environmental innovation efforts through the establishment and effective utilization of 
sustainability committees. Moreover, the presence of a sustainability committee, coupled with 
strong ESG performance, further strengthens and fosters environmental innovation within 
these firms.
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6. Endogeneity concerns
The potential impact of the moderating effect of sustainability committee on the relationship 
between ESG performance and environmental innovation could be influenced by issues such 
as endogeneity or self-selection bias, which could lead to misinterpretation of the results 
discussed in the main section; we employ a rigorous analytical method known as two-stage 
least squares (2SLS) estimation.

6.1 Two-stage least squares
Our study used a two-stage least squares estimation test to confirm the study’s primary results. 
This analysis is an effective way to ensure no endogeneity concerns. When accurately 
estimated, 2SLS can produce dependable results, even in the presence of endogeneity 
problems within the model, as suggested by Ullah and Zeb (2023), the results of the additional 
analysis 2SLS in Table 7 showed that they are consistent with the main results of the study.

7. Conclusion
This study examined the moderating of the sustainability committee on the link between ESG 
performance and environmental innovation by using 691 non-financial sector firms operating 
within the EU states from 2013 to 2022. This study enhances the understanding of 
sustainability practices in European non-financial firms by elucidating the moderating 
influence of sustainability committees on the relationship between ESG performance and 
environmental innovation. The results confirm that elevated ESG performance correlates 
favorably with environmental innovation, indicating that firms with robust ESG practices are 
likelier to promote environmental innovation results. The existence of sustainability 
committees enhances this relationship, highlighting its strategic function in mobilizing

Figure 2. Interaction effect of sustainability committees between ESG Performance and environmental 
innovation
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resources, aligning with stakeholder expectations, and promoting environmental innovation 
efforts. This study posits that sustainability committees are a significant resource within firms, 
informed by stakeholder theory. They integrate business sustainability objectives with 
stakeholder interests, fostering a climate-promoting innovation and addressing environmental 
concerns. This theoretical contribution enhances comprehension of how governance 
structures, particularly sustainability committees, can utilize internal resources and respond 
to stakeholder demands to promote environmental innovation effectively. This observation is 
significant for scholars and practitioners, highlighting the imperative for solid governance 
frameworks to facilitate sustainable development and innovation in a progressively 
environmentally aware market.

The study’s findings contribute to the literature on sustainability and environmental 
innovation by demonstrating how firms can utilize stakeholder theory to address sustainability 
challenges and meet the expectations of various stakeholders. Specifically, the study 
highlights the role of sustainability committees as a critical governance mechanism that fosters 
ESG performance and drives environmental innovation. The findings suggest actionable 
strategies for leveraging sustainability committees to enhance environmental accountability 
and long-term competitiveness for company executives. Lawmakers and regulators can draw 
on these insights to design policies that incentivize the establishment of effective sustainability 
committees, ensuring alignment with regulatory requirements. Sustainability advocates and 
stakeholders can use the findings to support initiatives prioritizing environmental innovation, 
while politicians can integrate these implications into broader policy discussions to advance 
sustainable development. By addressing the needs and expectations of diverse stakeholders 
within the European setting, the study offers a practical roadmap for aligning corporate 
practices with the principles of stakeholder theory and the evolving demands of sustainability.

7.1 Limitations and directions for future research
One limitation of this study is the focus on European non-financial firms, which may restrict 
the generalizability of the findings to firms in other regions or industries. Our ESG 
performance metric is also derived from information published in the Thomson Reuters Eikon 
database. Thus, further study can generate alternative ESG performance measures that are 
more effective. In other words, these metrics should also assess the accuracy and reliability of 
the information publicly revealed by corporations.

Table 7. Instrumental variables (2SLS) regression

env Coef St. Err t-Value p-value [95% conf Interval] Sig

ESG 0.717 0.024 29.68 0 0.67 0.765 ***
esdsd 0.024 0.009 2.72 0.007 0.007 0.041 ***
lev 0.57 2.274 0.25 0.802 �3.888 5.027
age �0.008 0.02 �0.42 0.677 �0.047 0.031
fsize 14.578 1.034 14.10 0 12.551 16.605 ***
bsize 0.33 0.152 2.17 0.03 0.032 0.627 **
Constant �102.249 9.135 �11.19 0 �120.152 �84.345 ***

Mean dependent var 42.857 SD dependent var 32.944
Overall r-squared 0.336 Number of obs 3,650
Chi-square 1,257.059 Prob > χ 2 0.000
R-squared within 0.229 R-squared between 0.355
Note(s): ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1 
Source(s): Authors’ own work
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To enhance future studies applicability, exploring the influence of ESG performance and 
the role of sustainability committees on environmental innovation across various sectors and 
countries is suggested. Further studies should investigate additional moderating factors, such 
as board tenure and corporate culture, to better understand their impact on the relationship 
between ESG performance and environmental innovation. Research could also benefit from 
examining the specific roles and practices of sustainability committees, industry-specific 
impacts, and the long-term effects of ESG initiatives on innovation. Expanding the scope to 
cover different geographic regions, organizational sizes, and periods could provide a more 
comprehensive understanding of these dynamics.

References
Abdullah, A., Yamak, S., Korzhenitskaya, A., Rahimi, R. and McClellan, J. (2024), “Sustainable 

development: The role of sustainability committees in achieving ESG targets”, Business Strategy 
and the Environment, Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 2250-2268, doi: 10.1002/bse.3596.

Aguinis, H. (2004), Regression Analysis for Categorical Moderators, Guilford Press, pp. 1-17.
Aguinis, H., Edwards, J.R. and Bradley, K.J. (2017), “Improving our understanding of moderation and 

mediation in strategic management research”, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 20 No. 4, 
pp. 665-685, doi: 10.1177/1094428115627498.

Al-ahdal, W.M., Muhmad, S.N., Farhan, N.H., Almaqtari, F.A., Mhawish, A. and Hashim, H.A. (2024), 
“Unveiling the impact of firm-characteristics on sustainable development goals disclosure: a 
cross-country study on non-financial companies in Asia”, Borsa Istanbul Review, Vol. 24 No. 5, 
pp. 916-933, doi: 10.1016/j.bir.2024.05.003.

Alodat, A.Y. and Hao, Y. (2024 In press), “Environmental, social and governance (ESG) disclosure and 
firm performance: moderating role of board gender diversity and sustainability committee”, 
Sustainable Development, doi: 10.1002/sd.3126.

Annesi, N., Battaglia, M., Ceglia, I. and Mercuri, F. (2024 In press), “Navigating paradoxes: building a 
sustainable strategy for an integrated ESG corporate governance”, Management Decision, doi: 
10.1108/MD-10-2023-2006.

Aouadi, A. and Marsat, S. (2018), “Do ESG controversies matter for firm value? Evidence from 
international data”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 151 No. 1, pp. 1027-1047, doi: 10.1007/ 
s10551-016-3213-8.

Baraibar-Diez, E. and Odriozola, M.D. (2019), “CSR committees and their effect on ESG performance 
in UK, France, Germany, and Spain”, Sustainability, Vol. 11 No. 18, p. 5077, doi: 10.3390/ 
su11185077.

Barney, J. (1991), “Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage”, Journal of Management, 
Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 99-120, doi: 10.1177/014920639101700108.

Baron, R.M. and Kenny, D.A. (1986), “The moderator–mediator variable distinction in social 
psychological research: conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations”, Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 51 No. 6, pp. 1173-1182, doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.51.6.1173.

Baselga-Pascual, L., Trujillo-Ponce, A., V€ah€amaa, E. and V€ah€amaa, S. (2018), “Ethical reputation of 
financial institutions: do board characteristics matter?”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 148 
No. 3, pp. 489-510, doi: 10.1007/s10551-015-2949-x.

Ben Barka, H. and Legendre, F. (2017), “Effect of the board of directors and the audit committee on 
firm performance: a panel data analysis”, Journal of Management and Governance, Vol. 21 
No. 1, pp. 737-755, doi: 10.1007/s10997-016-9356-2.

Benkraiem, R., Dubocage, E., Lelong, Y. and Shuwaikh, F. (2023), “The effects of environmental 
performance and green innovation on corporate venture capital”, Ecological Economics, 
Vol. 210 No. 1, 107860, doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2023.107860.

Business Process
Management

Journal

2725

Downloaded from http://www.emerald.com/bpmj/article-pdf/31/7/2709/10428476/bpmj-05-2024-0360en.pdf by Abu Dhabi University user on 21 January 2026

https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3596
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115627498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bir.2024.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.3126
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-10-2023-2006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3213-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3213-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11185077
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11185077
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2949-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-016-9356-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2023.107860


Berrone, P. and Gomez-Mejia, L.R. (2009), “Environmental performance and executive compensation: 
an integrated agency-institutional perspective”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 52 No. 1, 
pp. 103-126, doi: 10.5465/amj.2009.36461950.

Bifulco, G.M., Savio, R., Paolone, F. and Tiscini, R. (2023), “The CSR committee as moderator for the 
ESG score and market value”, Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 
Vol. 30 No. 6, pp. 3231-3241, doi: 10.1002/csr.2549.

Biswas, P.K., Mansi, M. and Pandey, R. (2018), “Board composition, sustainability committee and 
corporate social and environmental performance in Australia”, Pacific Accounting Review, 
Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 517-540, doi: 10.1108/PAR-12-2017-0107.

Bocquet, R., Le Bas, C., Mothe, C. and Poussing, N. (2013), “Are firms with different CSR profiles 
equally innovative? Empirical analysis with survey data”, European Management Journal, 
Vol. 31 No. 6, pp. 642-654, doi: 10.1016/j.emj.2012.07.001.

Burke, J.J., Hoitash, R. and Hoitash, U. (2019), “The heterogeneity of board-level sustainability 
committees and corporate social performance”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 154 No. 1, 
pp. 1161-1186, doi: 10.1007/s10551-017-3453-2.

Burton, I. (1987), “Report on reports: our common future: the world commission on environment and 
development”, Environment: Science and Policy for Sustainable Development, Vol. 29 No. 5, 
pp. 25-29, doi: 10.1080/00139157.1987.9928891.

Chen, Y.S., Lai, S.B. and Wen, C.T. (2006), “The influence of green innovation performance on 
corporate advantage in Taiwan”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 67 No. 1, pp. 331-339, doi: 
10.1007/s10551-006-9025-5.

Chen, L., Khurram, M.U., Gao, Y., Abedin, M.Z. and Lucey, B. (2023), “ESG disclosure and 
technological innovation capabilities of the Chinese listed companies”, Research in International 
Business and Finance, Vol. 65 No. 1, 101974, doi: 10.1016/j.ribaf.2023.101974.

Choi, J. and Wang, H. (2009), “Stakeholder relations and the persistence of corporate financial 
performance”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 30 No. 8, pp. 895-907, doi: 10.1002/ 
smj.759.

Chouaibi, J., Rossi, M. and Abdessamed, N. (2022a), “The effect of corporate social responsibility 
practices on tax avoidance: an empirical study in the French context”, Competitiveness Review: 
An International Business Journal, Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 326-349, doi: 10.1108/cr-04-2021-0062.

Chouaibi, S., Chouaibi, J. and Rossi, M. (2022b), “ESG and corporate financial performance: the 
mediating role of green innovation: UK common law versus Germany civil law”, EuroMed 
Journal of Business, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 46-71, doi: 10.1108/EMJB-09-2020-0101.

Dalziel, T., Gentry, R.J. and Bowerman, M. (2011), “An integrated agency–resource dependence view 
of the influence of directors’ human and relational capital on firms’ R&D spending”, Journal of 
Management Studies, Vol. 48 No. 6, pp. 1217-1242, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.01003.x.

Daugaard, D. and Ding, A. (2022), “Global drivers for ESG performance: the body of knowledge”, 
Sustainability, Vol. 14 No. 4, p. 2322, doi: 10.3390/su14042322.

Denoncourt, J. (2020), “Companies and UN 2030 sustainable development goal 9 industry, innovation 
and infrastructure”, Journal of Corporate Law Studies, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 199-235, doi: 10.1080/ 
14735970.2019.1652027.

D�ıaz-Garc�ıa, C., Gonz�alez-Moreno, � A. and S�aez-Mart�ınez, F.J. (2015), “Eco-innovation: insights from
a literature review”, Innovation, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 6-23, doi: 10.1080/14479338.2015.1011060.

Donaldson, T. and Preston, L.E. (1995), “The stakeholder theory of the corporation: concepts, 
evidence, and implications”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 20 No. 1, pp. 65-91, doi: 
10.5465/amr.1995.9503271992.

Doni, F. and Fiameni, M. (2024), “Can innovation affect the relationship between Environmental, 
Social, and Governance issues and financial performance? Empirical evidence from the 
STOXX200 index”, Business Strategy and the Environment, Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 546-574, doi: 
10.1002/bse.3500.

BPMJ
31,7

2726

Downloaded from http://www.emerald.com/bpmj/article-pdf/31/7/2709/10428476/bpmj-05-2024-0360en.pdf by Abu Dhabi University user on 21 January 2026

https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.36461950
https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.2549
https://doi.org/10.1108/PAR-12-2017-0107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2012.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3453-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/00139157.1987.9928891
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9025-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2023.101974
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.759
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.759
https://doi.org/10.1108/cr-04-2021-0062
https://doi.org/10.1108/EMJB-09-2020-0101
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2010.01003.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14042322
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735970.2019.1652027
https://doi.org/10.1080/14735970.2019.1652027
https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2015.1011060
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9503271992
https://doi.org/10.1002/bse.3500


Driss, H., Drobetz, W., El Ghoul, S. and Guedhami, O. (2024), “The Sustainability committee and 
environmental disclosure: international evidence”, Journal of Economic Behavior and 
Organization, Vol. 221, pp. 602-625, doi: 10.1016/j.jebo.2024.02.019.

Duque-Grisales, E. and Aguilera-Caracuel, J. (2021), “Environmental, social and governance (ESG) 
scores and financial performance of multilatinas: moderating effects of geographic international 
diversification and financial slack”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 168 No. 2, pp. 315-334, doi: 
10.1007/s10551-019-04177-w.

Eccles, R.G., Ioannou, I. and Serafeim, G. (2014), “The impact of corporate sustainability on 
organizational processes and performance”, Management Science, Vol. 60 No. 11,
pp. 2835-2857, doi: 10.1287/mnsc.2014.1984.

Elmaghrabi, M.E. (2021), “CSR committee attributes and CSR performance: UK evidence”, Corporate 
Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, Vol. 21 No. 5, pp. 892-919, doi: 
10.1108/CG-01-2020-0036.

Farza, K., Ftiti, Z., Hlioui, Z., Louhichi, W. and Omri, A. (2022), “The effect of corporate board 
characteristics on environmental innovation”, Environmental Modeling and Assessment, Vol. 27 
No. 6, pp. 1021-1042, doi: 10.1007/s10666-022-09836-3.

Fatemi, A., Glaum, M. and Kaiser, S. (2018), “ESG performance and firm value: the moderating role of 
disclosure”, Global Finance Journal, Vol. 38 No. 1, pp. 45-64, doi: 10.1016/j.gfj.2017.03.001.

Flammer, C. (2015), “Does product market competition foster corporate social responsibility? 
Evidence from trade liberalization”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 36 No. 10, 
pp. 1469-1485, doi: 10.1002/smj.2307.

Frazier, P.A., Tix, A.P. and Barron, K.E. (2004), “Testing moderator and mediator effects in counseling 
psychology research”, Journal of Counseling Psychology, Vol. 51 No. 1, pp. 115-134, doi: 
10.1037/0022-0167.51.1.115.

Freeman (1984), “Unionism comes to the public sector”, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 24, 
pp. 41-86.

Freeman, R.E. and Dmytriyev, S. (2017), “Corporate social responsibility and stakeholder theory: 
learning from each other”, Symphonya. Emerging Issues in Management, No. 1, pp. 7-15, doi: 
10.4468/2017.1.02freeman.dmytriyev.

Fu, Q., Zhao, X. and Chang, C.P. (2023), “Does ESG performance bring to enterprises’ green 
innovation? Yes, evidence from 118 countries”, Oeconomia Copernicana, Vol. 14 No. 3, 
pp. 795-832, doi: 10.24136/oc.2023.024.

Garc�es-Ayerbe, C., Rivera-Torres, P. and Su�arez-Perales, I. (2019), “Stakeholder engagement 
mechanisms and their contribution to eco-innovation: differentiated effects of communication 
and cooperation”, Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, Vol. 26 
No. 6, pp. 1321-1332, doi: 10.1002/csr.1749.

Gerged, A.M., Kuzey, C., Uyar, A. and Karaman, A.S. (2023), “Does investment stimulate or inhibit 
CSR transparency? The moderating role of CSR committee, board monitoring and CEO 
duality”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 159 No. 1, 113762, doi: 10.1016/ 
j.jbusres.2023.113762.

Gokmen, S., Dagalp, R. and Kilickaplan, S. (2022), “Multicollinearity in measurement error models”, 
Communications in Statistics – Theory and Methods, Vol. 51 No. 2, pp. 474-485, doi: 10.1080/ 
03610926.2020.1750654.

Hillman, A.J. and Dalziel, T. (2003), “Boards of directors and firm performance: integrating agency 
and resource dependence perspectives”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 28 No. 3,
pp. 383-396, doi: 10.5465/amr.2003.10196729.
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