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ABSTRACT
The key objective of this empirical study is to reveal the influence of CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) Committee Structure 
on Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) performance. To investigate this, the study employs a System-GMM estimation 
technique based on panel data set of 404 non-financial corporations listed on Nifty 500 index, covering a tenure of 9 years, that is, 
from 2015 to 2023. Here, all the financial and non-financial data of sampled companies are retrieved from the Bloomberg data-
base. The empirical outcome points out that the environmental disclosure score is significantly elevated by the existence of CSR 
committee and attendance in CSR committee meetings. The findings also shows that the social disclosure score is influenced by 
three components of CSR committee, that is, size, independence, and number of meetings. Additionally, the study reveals that 
the governance disclosure score is significantly improved by four components of CSR committee, that is, size, independence, 
number of meetings, and attendance in meetings. Finally, the outcome also depicts that three CSR committee attributes, that is, 
size, attendance, and number of meetings significantly elevate the ESG performance. This research work provides fresh insight 
in this field, that may be useful to experts, institutions, regulators, and legislators as they draft and revise laws governing the 
composition of CSR committees.

1   |   Introduction

Over time, there has been an increase in the level of scrutiny 
directed at the community, as well as the ecological commit-
ment of businesses (Kubo and Sasaki 2024). Some of these ex-
pectations come from consumers, regulators, vendors, creditors, 
investors, along with environmental and social performance 
groups (Biswas et  al.  2018). Organizations must also make 
long-term decisions to make major organizational decisions 
in the face of uncertain market conditions (Burke et  al.  2019; 
Jarboui et al. 2022). The uncertain financial environment and 
growing investor expectations have compelled upbeat orga-
nizations to improve their business tactics and performance 

reports in order to meet the needs of their stockholders (Kateb 
and Youssef  2023). In recent years, there has been increasing 
pressure on organizations to be more ecologically and socially 
responsible (Eberhardt-Toth  2017). Among the investors who 
make this request are customers, creditors, vendors, govern-
ment, and stockholders. Additionally, businesses are forced to 
make long-term decisions when making crucial managerial 
decisions due to unhinged market conditions like the “current 
global economic crisis” (Matta et al. 2022). To meet rising de-
mands and overcome the difficulties presented by an unpredict-
able economic environment, proactive corporations are thus 
trying to fortify their business progress and strategies (Eccles 
et al. 2012).
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Nowadays, modern business organizations are under increas-
ing pressure to promote “corporate social responsibility (CSR)” 
and sustainability strategies, which are crucial for growth and 
gaining a competitive edge in the market, due to the sustain-
ability implications of corporate social and ecological activities 
(Elmaghrabi  2021; Abdullah et  al.  2024). In order to explain 
how business organizations are governed and what kinds of 
corporate governance mechanisms have a positive impact on 
corporate social behavior, current discussions about corporate 
governance and CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) com-
mittee have shifted toward contemporary social and ecological 
issues (Hussain et  al.  2018). But even though there is a lot of 
research on corporate governance and sustainability perfor-
mance, comparatively little focus has been placed on how the 
structure of CSR committee affect ecological and social perfor-
mance (Baraibar-Diez and Odriozola 2019).

Academic research has examined CSR committees in connec-
tion with corporate governance, specifically their role on the 
board of directors and how they interact with other elements 
like diversity and independence (Orazalin 2020). CSR commit-
tees are frequently used as a corporate governance component 
in larger models, particularly in regard to ESG performance and 
disclosure practices. Thus, CSR committees have demonstrated 
their ability to act and make decisions on sustainability report-
ing by influencing both the quality and quantity of ESG perfor-
mance disclosed by the firm (Abdullah et al. 2024). Corporate 
governance and CSR performance have been investigated in 
relation to external and internal oversight mechanisms such as 
institutional ownership (Cheng et al. 2022), board diversity and 
independence (Khenissi et al. 2024), separation of chairperson 
and CEO roles (Zhu et al. 2024), and presence of a board-level 
CSR committee (Kubo and Sasaki 2024). This research did not 
look at the composition of the CSR committee, that might affect 
ESG performance. To address this knowledge gap, this study ex-
amines how different attributes of CSR committees such as the 
presence of a CSR committee, committee size, independence, 
frequency of meetings, attendance, and the role of non-executive 
directors affect the environmental, social, and governance 
(ESG) performance of non-financial businesses in India.

This study contributes to existing literature in several ways. 
First, unlike most previous studies that treat ESG as a single 
concept, this research analyzes ESG as three separate dimen-
sions, such as environmental, social, and governance, allowing 
for a clearer understanding of their individual performance 
outcomes. Second, it offers new insights into the role of CSR 
committee composition by highlighting how specific committee 
characteristics influence ESG performance within the Indian 
corporate context.

2   |   Objective(S) of the Study

The primary objective of this study is to assess the influence of 
various attributes of CSR committees, such as the presence of 
a CSR committee, committee size, independence, frequency of 
meetings, attendance, and the role of non-executive directors, 
on the environmental, social, and governance (ESG) perfor-
mance of non-financial businesses in India. For which the fol-
lowing specific objectives are developed.

	 I.	 To explore the impact of CSR Committee attributes on 
ESGDS.

	 II.	 To analyze the impact of CSR Committee attributes on 
EDS.

	 III.	 To investigate the impact of CSR Committee attributes 
on SDS.

	 IV.	 To examine the impact of CSR Committee attributes on 
GDS.

3   |   Theoretical Underpinnings

Understanding the key ideas of sustainability theory can aid in 
comprehending how businesses can fulfil their social, ecologi-
cal, and financial obligations (Abdullah 2022). Researchers, reg-
ulators, etc., are now concerned about the term “Sustainability.” 
The development of conceptual approaches to theories of sus-
tainability, such as stakeholder, resource dependence, and le-
gitimacy theory, seems justified by the lasting significance and 
popularity of sustainable development over the past few decades 
(Abdullah et al. 2024).

According to the stakeholder theory, companies that can 
successfully manage their relationships with all investors 
are more likely to succeed because it holds that companies 
should answer to their creditors, employees, suppliers, cus-
tomers, and the environment in addition to their stockholders 
(Gianni et al. 2017). This idea emphasizes the importance of 
external corporate governance in maximizing the interests of 
investors, which in turn promotes greater growth and bene-
fits to the companies. As a result, the company's reputation 
improves, which in turn encourages performance improve-
ment (Almagtome et al. 2020; Fu and Li 2023). By using ESG 
disclosure, businesses can increase transparency and reduce 
information asymmetry, which ultimately increases investors' 
confidence in their long-term investment in the businesses 
(Alsayegh et al. 2020). Stakeholder theory is addressed by the 
establishment of the CSR committee since it suggests the es-
tablishment of governance organizations capable of meeting 
the demands of investors (Jo and Harjoto 2012). Additionally, 
the establishment of a sustainability committee aims to stra-
tegically monitor and evaluate investors' needs by supervising 
the corporation's management (Orazalin 2020) along with im-
proving ecological and social performance (Burke et al. 2019).

But another theory, such as “Resource Dependency,” considers 
how organizations relate to their social constraints and eco-
logical framework (Abdullah  2022). As per this perspective, 
directors are responsible for processing external demands 
to establish an ecological framework that helps their com-
panies achieve stability, survival, and expansion (Birindelli 
et al. 2018). The inclusion of a CSR committee on the board, 
which has been demonstrated to enhance ESG performance, 
may be one such tactic (Alodat et  al.  2025). The “Resource 
dependency Theory” is noteworthy for emphasizing the grant-
ing of access to a company's resources through the board of 
directors, specifically the CSR committee, in order to im-
prove the firm's performance, even though it takes a slightly 
different approach to sustainability than stakeholder theory 
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(Oware and Awunyo-Vitor 2021). According to the “Resource 
Dependency Theory,” value is created, and a sustainable ad-
vantage is gained when a board's structure makes it easier 
to provide resources, counsel, and expertise while simulta-
neously enhancing a company's legitimacy and reputation 
(Abdullah 2022). Furthermore, researchers such as Abdullah 
et al. (2024) have documented that a CSR committee can serve 
as a capital resource within the corporate governance frame-
work, offering management guidance regarding stakeholder 
expectations. According to Velte and Stawinoga  (2020), the 
CSR committee has been observed to facilitate the creation of 
sustainable strategies.

Legitimacy Theory is another theory that has been exam-
ined in the literature on corporate sustainability. This theory 
is predicated on the idea that society and business interact in 
order to function (Crossley et  al.  2021). According to schol-
ars like Suchman  (1995), legitimacy is the “widespread be-
lief that an entity's actions are desirable, appropriate within 
some socially constructed system.” Supporters of “Legitimacy 
Theory” introduced voluntary disclosure of ecological and so-
cial information from social and ecological perspectives (Luft 
Mobus 2005). Furthermore, this theory emphasizes the impor-
tance of having good communication with investors to increase 
the likelihood of a lengthy period of success (Suchman  1995). 
In addition, “Legitimacy Theory” assumes that the establish-
ment of a CSR committee can function as an efficient corporate 
governance mechanism by attending to investors' concerns and 
validating operations to enhance ESG-related results (Kateb and 
Alahdal 2024). This theory holds that a business can meet soci-
etal expectations and values by implementing a social contract 
(Sacconi 2006).

To summarize, theories such as stakeholder, resource depen-
dency, and legitimacy suggest that the structures of CSR com-
mittee can influence ESG reporting. Furthermore, the structure 
of the sustainability committee can be viewed as a marketing 
tool for social legitimation, significantly improving ESG perfor-
mance (Abdullah et al. 2024).

4   |   Literature Review and Hypotheses 
Development

Numerous earlier studies (Güngör and Şeker  2022; Agnese 
et al. 2024; Oyinlola 2025; Lanzalonga et al. 2025) have focused 
on and investigated the makeup and traits of the board of di-
rectors. In essence, this paper examines the influence of those 
traits, which are related to CSR committee on ESG perfor-
mance. The important points of current knowledge and the gaps 
in the existing literature are reflected in this section. Initially, 
the article looks at various literature on how CSR Committee 
Composition affects governance, social, and environmental 
performance. Finally, the research hypotheses are formulated 
based on the different research gaps.

A “Corporate Social Responsibility” (CSR) committee also re-
ferred to as a “health and safety,” “sustainable development,” 
or “public responsibility committee” is typically established 
as a subcommittee of the board of directors (Baraibar-Diez 
and Odriozola 2019). Its existence signals top management's 

commitment to addressing social and investor concerns and 
reflects the allocation of board-level resources toward improv-
ing environmental, social, and governance (ESG) performance 
(Kubo and Sasaki 2024). Prior studies largely document a posi-
tive association between CSR committees and ESG outcomes, 
particularly in contexts where external stakeholders demand 
greater transparency. For example, Edmans (2023) and Alodat 
et  al.  (2025) show that CSR committees help communi-
cate firms' environmental orientation to investors, while Li 
et al. (2023) find that committee structure and functioning en-
hance ecological performance. Similarly, Orazalin (2020) and 
Orazalin et al. (2024) argue that CSR committees strengthen 
social performance by improving risk management and for-
malizing CSR disclosure practices. However, this relationship 
is not uniform across institutional contexts. In countries with 
weaker regulatory enforcement or lower CSR maturity, CSR 
committees may serve more symbolic than substantive roles 
(Boukattaya et al. 2024). These findings suggest that national 
context and institutional development significantly moderate 
whether CSR committees translate into meaningful ESG im-
provements, a concern that is particularly relevant for emerg-
ing markets such as India.

Beyond the mere existence of CSR committees, the litera-
ture examines how specific committee characteristics shape 
ESG outcomes. Committee size is one such factor. Larger 
committees are often associated with higher-quality and 
more credible sustainability reporting, as they can draw on 
a wider range of skills and expertise (Eberhardt-Toth  2017; 
Kateb and Alahdal  2024). Empirical studies by Zubeltzu-
Jaka et al. (2020) and Lal and Arora (2025) suggest that larger 
committees are better positioned to influence governance 
initiatives and stakeholder welfare, thereby improving so-
cial and ecological performance. Nevertheless, other studies 
caution that overly large committees may suffer from coordi-
nation problems, weakened oversight, and greater executive 
dominance, which can undermine sustainability outcomes 
(Charchafa and Kimouche  2025). These mixed results in-
dicate that the effectiveness of committee size depends on 
governance quality and internal monitoring mechanisms. 
Committee independence has also attracted considerable 
scholarly attention. Independent directors are generally 
viewed as effective monitors who enhance transparency and 
protect investor interests (Baraibar-Diez and Odriozola 2019; 
Ben-Amar and Zeghal 2011). Empirical evidence links higher 
independence to stronger ecological management and carbon 
reduction initiatives (Abdullah et al. 2024; Zharfpeykan and 
Bai  2025). At the same time, other studies report limited or 
insignificant effects, particularly when independent direc-
tors lack firm-specific knowledge or relevant sustainability 
expertise (Elmaghrabi  2021; Hambali and Adhariani  2024). 
These contrasting findings suggest that independence alone is 
insufficient and that its impact depends on directors' ESG ex-
perience and the maturity of sustainability governance within 
firms. The frequency of CSR committee meetings presents an-
other area of mixed evidence. On the one hand, more frequent 
meetings are associated with stronger oversight, improved 
social responsibility, and reduced information asymmetry, 
as regular interactions facilitate information sharing and en-
gagement with stakeholders (Birindelli et al. 2018; Brick and 
Chidambaran 2010; Matta et al. 2022; Alodat and Hao 2025). 
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On the other hand, some studies argue that frequent meetings 
may signal reactive or inefficient governance, with discus-
sions focused on compliance rather than substantive sustain-
ability initiatives (Baraibar-Diez and Odriozola  2019; Nicolo 
and Andrades-Peña 2024). These findings imply that meet-
ing effectiveness is likely shaped by industry regulation and 
environmental risk exposure. Attendance at CSR committee 
meetings is commonly used as a proxy for director engage-
ment. Higher attendance has been linked to better environ-
mental practices and stronger CSR performance, as engaged 
directors are more likely to make informed decisions and sup-
port long-term sustainability strategies (Lin and Chen  2025; 
Umar et al. 2024; Khan et al. 2024). However, evidence from 
Ali et  al.  (2023) and Schoonjans  (2024) shows that high at-
tendance alone does not guarantee improved ESG outcomes, 
particularly when meetings prioritize formal compliance over 
strategic sustainability goals. This suggests that attendance 
enhances ESG performance only when committees possess 
sufficient authority and expertise. Finally, the role of non-
executive directors on CSR committees remains contested. 
Several studies highlight their positive contribution through 
enhanced monitoring, reputational incentives, and technical 
guidance, which can improve ESG transparency and protect 
investor interests (Mithani 2022; Zournatzidou 2024; Cooper 
and Uzun  2022). In contrast, other research finds that non-
executive directors may negatively affect ESG performance 
due to limited sustainability expertise, multiple board ap-
pointments, or weak engagement with firm-specific envi-
ronmental and social challenges (Alexandra and Daria 2021; 
Guo 2025). These findings suggest that their effectiveness de-
pends on contextual factors such as industry characteristics 
and the depth of ESG expertise within the board.

Overall, the literature provides mixed and context-dependent 
evidence on the role of CSR committee characteristics in shap-
ing ESG performance. Institutional environment, regulatory 
pressure, industry conditions, and CSR maturity all influence 
how committee structure and functioning translate into sus-
tainability outcomes. By focusing on non-financial businesses in 
India, an emerging economy with evolving sustainability regu-
lations, this study directly addresses these gaps and contributes 
to the broader debate by examining CSR committee effective-
ness within a distinct institutional setting.

Based on these research gaps, this study develops hypotheses 
to examine how CSR committee structure influences ESG per-
formance. Prior studies report mixed or conflicting findings 
(Orazalin  2020; Alodat et  al.  2025; Boukattaya et  al.  2024), 
partly due to differences in theoretical perspectives.

Drawing on resource-dependence theory, the first hypothesis 
proposes that a larger CSR committee can enhance ESG per-
formance by providing access to broader knowledge, skills, and 
diverse viewpoints (Xu et  al.  2025). A larger committee may 
therefore be better equipped to manage environmental, social, 
and governance challenges effectively (Kateb and Alahdal 2024).

H1.  CSR Committee attributes have an impact on ESGDS.

The second hypothesis is based on stakeholder theory, which 
suggests that a well-structured CSR committee can better 

protect stakeholder interests and reduce managerial bias (Fu and 
Li 2023). When committee members act in the interest of stake-
holders, they are more likely to encourage honest and transpar-
ent ecological reporting, helping the company share clearer and 
more reliable environmental information (Elmaghrabi 2021).

H2.  CSR Committee attributes have an impact on EDS.

The third hypothesis is based on resource-dependency theory, 
which argues that CSR committee members can help toward 
improving a company's social performance because they bring 
useful skills, knowledge and connections (Burke et  al.  2019). 
This theory highlights that committee members have access to 
different types of expertise and resources, and these can sup-
port the company's activities and strengthen its social practices 
(Orazalin 2020).

H3.  CSR Committee attributes have an impact on SDS.

The fourth hypothesis is based on stakeholder and legitimacy 
theory, which suggest that CSR committee members can 
strengthen a company's governance by taking an active role in 
oversight, showing commitment to responsible practices, and 
helping the organization to make better and more transparent 
decisions (Salvioni and Gennari 2019; Jan et al. 2022).

H4.  CSR Committee attributes have an impact on GDS.

5   |   Research Design and Methodology

5.1   |   Sample Design

The study intended to explore how CSR committee compo-
sition affect environmental, social, and governance (ESG) 
performance. To explore the impact of CSR committee struc-
ture on ESG performance, the study used a balanced panel 
data set of 404 non-financial corporations listed on the Nifty 
500 index, covering a tenure of 9 years, that is, from 2015 to 
2023. Here, 96 financial corporations listed on the Nifty 500 
index were excluded to ensure consistency across the sample. 
However, this research work considered the study period be-
cause the mandatory CSR rules and regulations were enacted 
in India from 1st April 2014 and after 2023 the Bloomberg da-
tabase did not provide complete ESG disclosure score for all 
the corporations.

5.2   |   Description of Variables Used in the Study

In this section, a detailed description of dependent, independent, 
and some firm specific control variables are provided. These 
variables are as follows:

5.2.1   |   Dependent Variables

To test the hypotheses, this study considered both the individ-
ual and combined disclosure score, that is, EDS, SDS, GDS, 
and ESGDS (provided by Bloomberg database) as a proxy for 
Environmental, Social, and Governance performance.
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5.2.1.1   |   Environmental, Social, and Governance Dis-
closure Score (ESGDS).  The ESGDS is a composite score 
of the environmental, social, and governance pillars, which 
varies between 0 to 100 (Miralles-Quirós et al. 2018; Abdullah 
et al. 2024; Alodat et al. 2025).

5.2.1.2   |   Environmental Disclosure Score (EDS).  The 
EDS comprises various environment-related dimensions, like 
emission, resource utilization, and eco-innovation, which 
range from 0 to 100 (Baraibar-Diez and Odriozola  2019; Arif 
et al. 2024).

5.2.1.3   |   Social Disclosure Score (SDS).  The SDS com-
prises various social dimensions, like—human rights, work-
force, product responsibility, and community development, 
and it ranges from 0 to 100 (Elmaghrabi 2021; Al-Bakri 2023).

5.2.1.4   |   Governance Disclosure Score (GDS).  The GDS 
comprises various dimensions related to governance, like man-
agement, CSR strategy, and stockholders' rights, which range 
from 0 to 100 (Bello et al. 2021; Bifulco et al. 2023).

5.2.2   |   Independent Variables

The various components of the CSR committee serve as the 
independent variables of the study. These variables are de-
scribed below:

5.2.2.1   |   CSR Committee (CSR_C).  The CSR com-
mittee is measured as a dummy variable, where 1 indi-
cates the existence of a CSR committee and 0 indicates 
the non-existence of a CSR committee (Birindelli et al. 2018; 
Kateb and Alahdal 2024).

5.2.2.2   |   CSR Committee Size (CSRC_S).  The CSR com-
mittee size is calculated as the total number of directors on 
the CSR committee (Eberhardt-Toth 2017; Alodat et al. 2025).

5.2.2.3   |   CSR Committee Independence (CSRC_
ID).  CSR Committee independence is calculated as 
the percentage of independent directors on the CSR committee 
(Baraibar-Diez and Odriozola 2019; Abdullah et al. 2024).

5.2.2.4   |   Numbers of CSR Committee Meetings 
(CSRC_M).  The number of meetings that a CSR committee 
holds in a given year is used to calculate the frequency of CSR 
committee meetings (Elmaghrabi 2021; Alodat and Hao 2025).

5.2.2.5   |   Attendance in CSR Committee Meetings 
(CSRC_MA).  The percentage of meetings that the CSR com-
mittee attended in a given year is used to calculate attendance 
in CSR committee meetings (Gray and Nowland 2013; Bradbury 
et al. 2022).

5.2.2.6   |   Non-Executive Board Members in CSR Com-
mittee (CSRC_NED).  The percentage of non-executive 
board members on the CSR committee is also used to calculate 
non-executive board members in the CSR committee (Zour-
natzidou 2024; Shah et al. 2024).

5.2.3   |   Control Variables

In accordance with previous research (Alodat et al. 2025; Bataineh 
et  al.  2025), this study incorporated three firm specific control 
variables (i.e., profitability, firm size, and leverage) as in the mod-
els to prevent biased evaluation and determine the true influence 
of CSR committee attributes on ESG performance.

5.2.3.1   |   Profitability (PRO).  This study has included 
Return on Asset (ROA) as a proxy for companies' profitability 
following earlier similar studies like (D'Amato et al. 2024; Majid 
et al. 2024). It has been envisioned that highly profitable com-
panies will report more socially and environmentally (Haladu 
and Salim  2017). Furthermore, successful businesses want to 
show investors and stockholders that they are doing well, so they 
reveal more sustainable information about their performance 
(Al-Qudah and Houcine 2024).

5.2.3.2   |   Firm Size (FS).  In accordance with previous 
research (Bolibok 2024; Postiglione et al. 2025), the study prox-
ied firm size as the natural logarithm of total corporate asset to 
obtain more relevant data. Because large corporations face pres-
sure from various investors to adopt sustainable and socially 
responsible practices (Al-Sarraf et al. 2025). Again, larger com-
panies have more resources, allowing them to provide voluntary 
information relevant to a wide range of stakeholders (Hasan 
et al. 2022).

5.2.3.3   |   Leverage (LEV).  In line with previous stud-
ies, the study measured the leverage in the regression model 
by using the debt-equity ratio to obtain more pertinent results 
(Csapi et  al.  2024; Chodnicka-Jaworska  2021). Regular debt 
payments may reveal higher levels of voluntary information to 
creditors and investors about their ability to pay their obligations 
and reduce the agency costs (Taglialatela et al. 2024).

A summary of different variables considered in this study is re-
flected in Table 1.

5.3   |   Empirical Models

This study constructed four econometric models to test the 
aforementioned research hypotheses. These are as follows:

(1)

ESGDSit= α+β1
(

ESGDSit−1
)

+β2 (CSR_C)+

β3 (CSRC_S)+β4 (CSRC_ID)+

β5 (CSRC_M)+β6 (CSRC_MA)+

β7 (CSRC_NED)+γ1 (ROA)+

γ2 (FS)+γ3 (DE)+εit

(2)

EDSit= α+β1
(

EDSit−1
)

+β2 (CSR_C)+

β3 (CSRC_S)+β4 (CSRC_ID)+

β5 (CSRC_M)+β6 (CSRC_MA)+

β7 (CSRC_NED)+γ1 (ROA)+

γ2 (FS)+γ3 (DE)+εit
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6 Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 2026

Here, ESGDSit and ESGDSit−1 stands for environmental, so-
cial, and governance disclosure score of ith corporations at 
time period t and t−1; EDSit and EDSit−1 for environmental 

disclosure score of ith corporations at time period t and t−1; 
SDSit and SDSit−1 for social disclosure score of ith corporations 
at time period t and t−1; and GDSit and GDSit−1 for governance 
disclosure score of ith corporations at time period t and t−1; α 
represents the constant term, β1 to β7 for the coefficients of cor-
porate sustainability committee attributes like CSR Committee, 
CSR Committee Size, CSR Committee Independence, Numbers 
of CSR Committee Meetings, Attendance in CSR Committee 
Meetings, Non-executive Board Members in CSR Committee, 
respectively; γ1 to γ3 represent specific characteristics of sampled 
companies, such as profitability, firm size, and leverage; and εit 
stands for the error term.

5.4   |   Estimation Strategy

Initially, this study estimates a descriptive statistic to provide 
a brief understanding of the basic data property. Thereafter, 
the study also provides some diagnostics tests to detect 

(3)

SDSit= α+β1
(

SDSit−1
)

+β2 (CSR_C)+

β3 (CSRC_S)+β4 (CSRC_ID)+

β5 (CSRC_M)+β6 (CSRC_MA)+

β7 (CSRC_NED)+γ1 (ROA)+

γ2 (FS)+γ3 (DE)+εit

(4)

GDSit= α+β1
(

GDSit−1
)

+β2 (CSR_C)+

β3 (CSRC_S)+β4 (CSRC_ID)+

β5 (CSRC_M)+β6 (CSRC_MA)+

β7 (CSRC_NED)+γ1 (ROA)+

γ2 (FS)+γ3 (DE)+εit

TABLE 1    |    Description of variables.

Variabletype Variables name
Symbol in 

model Measures
Data 

source

Dependent Environmental, Social and 
Governance Disclosure Score

ESGDS A composite score of the environmental, 
social, and governance pillars score, 

which varies between 0 to 100

Bloomberg

Environmental 
Disclosure Score

EDS The EDS comprises various environment related 
dimensions, like—emission, resource utilization, 
and eco-innovation, which ranges from 0 to 100

Bloomberg

Social Disclosure Score SDS The SDS comprises various social 
dimensions, like—human rights, workforce, 

product responsibility, and community 
Development, and it ranges from 0 to 100

Bloomberg

Governance Disclosure Score GDS The GDS comprises various dimensions related to 
governance, like—management, CSR strategy, and 

stockholders' rights, which ranges from 0 to 100

Bloomberg

Independent Sustainability Committee CSR_C The SC is measured as a dummy variable, where 
1 indicates the existence of CSR committee and 

0 indicates non-existence of CSR committee

Bloomberg

Sustainability Committee Size CSRC_S Total number of directors on the CSR committee Bloomberg

Sustainability Committee 
Independence

CSRC_ID The percentage of independent 
directors on the CSR committee

Bloomberg

Numbers of Sustainability 
Committee Meetings

CSRC_M The number of meetings that a CSR 
committee holds in a year

Bloomberg

Attendance in Sustainability 
Committee Meetings

CSRC_MA The percentage of meetings that the 
CSR committee attended in a year

Bloomberg

Non-executive Board Members 
in Sustainability Committee

CSRC_NED The percentage of non-executive board 
members on the CSR committee

Bloomberg

Control Profitability PRO Return on Asset Bloomberg

Firm Size FS The natural logarithm of total corporate asset Bloomberg

Leverage LEV Debt-equity ratio Bloomberg

Source: Prepared by researchers.
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7Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 2026

multicollinearity and heteroskedasticity problems. To detect the 
multicollinearity property the study applies “pair-wise correla-
tion” and “variance inflation factor”; and to identify the problem 
of heteroskedasticity problem the study uses “Breusch–Pagan/
Cook–Weisberg” test and “White Information Matrix” test. 
Finally, the study employs both the one step and two step gen-
eralized methods of moments (GMM) based dynamic panel esti-
mation technique. Where the result of a one-step estimator with 
robust standard error is considered for drawing more robust in-
ferences. The study shows the Wald-Chi Square to reflect the 
significance level of the model. Finally, two post-estimation test, 
that is, the Sargan test to examine the validity of instruments 
and Arellano-Bond test is used to check the auto-correlation 
problem.

6   |   Empirical Analysis and Results

6.1   |   Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics for the dependent, inde-
pendent, and control variables used in the analysis. The mean 
ESG disclosure score (ESGDS) is 25.53, with a standard devi-
ation of 12.14, suggesting that overall ESG disclosure among 
large Indian firms remains relatively low and varies consider-
ably across corporations. This indicates substantial scope for 
improvement in ESG reporting practices. An examination of the 
individual ESG components reveals an uneven disclosure pat-
tern. Governance disclosures are notably strong, with a mean 
score of 66.70, whereas social and environmental disclosures 
are much weaker, with average values of 14.05 and 8.86, respec-
tively. This imbalance suggests that firms place greater empha-
sis on governance-related reporting while giving less attention 
to social and environmental dimensions. With respect to CSR 
committee characteristics, firms have an average committee 
size of 3.68 members, typically four, with independent directors 

accounting for approximately 44% of the committee. CSR com-
mittees meet about twice a year and show a high attendance rate 
of 95%, while including roughly two non-executive directors on 
average. These patterns indicate that formal committee struc-
tures are generally established; however, differences in commit-
tee composition and meeting intensity may play an important 
role in shaping ESG disclosure outcomes. Regarding the control 
variables, firms exhibit an average profitability of 7.78, a firm 
size of 3.59, and leverage of 21.45. The leverage ratio implies that 
around one-fifth of corporate financing is supported by debt. 
Together, these characteristics reflect notable variation in firm 
fundamentals, which may influence ESG disclosure behavior 
and are therefore appropriately controlled for in the analysis.

6.2   |   Diagnostic Test

In this study, two types of diagnostic tests to detect multi-
collinearity and heteroskedasticity problems. These are as 
follows:

6.2.1   |   Multicollinearity Test

To assess whether the independent variables are highly cor-
related, the study conducts a multicollinearity test. Two com-
monly used approaches are applied: the pairwise correlation 
matrix and the variance inflation factor (VIF). These diagnostics 
are reported to ensure the reliability of the regression estimates.

6.2.1.1   |   Pairwise Correlation Matrix.  The pairwise cor-
relation matrix indicates that the highest correlation coefficient 
among the independent variables is −0.5193, observed between 
leverage (LEV) and profitability (PRO). This value is well below 
the commonly accepted threshold of 0.8 (Table  3), suggesting 
that correlations among the explanatory variables are relatively 

TABLE 2    |    Descriptive statistics.

Variables Mean S.D. Min. Max.

Dependent ESGDS 25.5359 12.1411 0.0000 55.6483

EDS 8.8644 11.2159 0.0000 45.4243

SDS 14.0551 11.3049 0.0000 42.3216

GDS 66.7024 14.6308 38.0494 96.1168

Independent CSR_C 0.5940 0.4912 0.0000 1.0000

CSRC_S 3.6897 0.8645 2.0000 7.0000

CSRC_ID 44.3388 16.2789 16.6700 80.0000

CSRC_M 2.3916 1.2791 0.0000 8.0000

CSRC_NED 2.2086 0.9177 1.0000 4.0000

CSRC_MA 95.4703 7.4328 70.0000 100.0000

Control PRO 7.7813 6.6516 −10.6218 27.0391

FS 3.5999 0.5383 2.2601 5.0081

LEV 21.4565 19.8711 0.0000 89.6677

Source: Prepared by researchers.
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8 Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 2026

low. Additionally, a correlation matrix for the committee vari-
ables alone is provided in Table  A1. Therefore, the indepen-
dent variables do not exhibit multicollinearity concerns (Khan 
et al. 2024; Abdullah et al. 2024).

6.2.1.2   |   Variance Inflation Factor.  In addition, variance 
inflation factors are calculated for all variables across Models 
1, 2, 3, and 4. The maximum VIF values are 1.98 for Model 1, 
1.92 for Model 2, 2.05 for Model 3, and 1.93 for Model 4. Since 
all values are well below the critical threshold of 10 (Table 4), 
the results further confirm the absence of significant multicol-
linearity in the models (Zhou et al. 2024; Veeravel et al. 2024; 
Alodat et al. 2025).

6.2.2   |   Heteroskedasticity Test

After examining multicollinearity, the study next tests 
for heteroskedasticity using two standard procedures: the 

Breusch–Pagan/Cook–Weisberg test and the White information 
matrix test. The results of these diagnostic tests are reported in 
Table 5 and are used to assess whether the error variance is con-
stant across observations.

6.2.2.1   |   “Breusch–Pagan/Cook–Weisberg” Test (HET-
TEST).  As shown in Table 5, the HETTEST statistics for Mod-
els 1, 2, 3, and 4 are 17.02, 14.60, 9.02, and 2.46, respectively, and all 
are statistically significant. These results indicate the presence 
of heteroskedasticity across all model specifications.

6.2.2.2   |   “White Information Matrix” Test 
(IMTEST).  The White test results reported in Table 5 further 
confirm this finding. The IMTEST statistics for Models 1, 2, 
3, and 4 are 85.41, 55.80, 65.35, and 46.41, respectively, and all 
are statistically significant. Together, the outcomes of both tests 
provide consistent evidence of heteroskedasticity in the regres-
sion models.

6.3   |   Dynamic Panel Estimation

The diagnostic tests indicate the presence of heteroskedastic-
ity in the study. In addition, prior empirical and theoretical 
research has widely recognized the seriousness of endogeneity 
concerns in this area. To address both heteroskedasticity and 
endogeneity, this study employs the generalized method of 
moments (GMM) based dynamic panel estimation technique 
proposed by Arellano and Bover (1995) and Blundell and Bond 
(1998), commonly referred to as the System-GMM approach. 
This method is particularly suitable because it effectively con-
trols for heteroskedasticity and endogeneity issues, thereby 
producing unbiased and robust estimates of the relationship 
between CSR committee characteristics and ESG perfor-
mance (Roodman 2009).

Table 6 presents the regression results for Model 1, which exam-
ines the effect of CSR committee attributes on the overall ESG 
disclosure score (ESGDS). The results show that CSR committee 

TABLE 3    |    Pair-wise correlation matrix (independent and control variables).

Variables CSR_C CSRC_S CSRC_ID CSRC_M
CSRC_
NED

CSRC_
MA PRO FS LEV

CSR_C 1

CSRC_S −0.0136 1

CSRC_ID −0.0503 0.0361 1

CSRC_M −0.0367 0.1771*** 0.0447 1

CSRC_
NED

−0.0024 0.4664*** 0.4218*** −0.0211 1

CSRC_MA −0.0328 −0.1981*** −0.1365*** −0.1394*** −0.1604*** 1

PRO 0.0553*** 0.0787*** −0.0277 0.0349 0.0369 −0.0013 1

FS 0.1514*** 0.2404*** −0.0927 0.1859*** 0.1033*** 0.0976*** 0.0423** 1

LEV −0.0620*** −0.0507** −0.0314 −0.0621** −0.0352 −0.0136 −0.5193*** 0.0709*** 1

Note: “***” and “**” denote 1% and 5% level of significance, respectively.
Source: Calculated by researchers.

TABLE 4    |    VIF test.

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Model 

4

CSR_C 1.02 1.02 1.02 1.02

CSRC_S 1.55 1.54 1.58 1.58

CSRC_ID 1.46 1.44 1.48 1.37

CSRC_M 1.15 1.13 1.20 1.22

CSRC_MA 1.10 1.11 1.11 1.14

CSRC_NED 1.98 1.92 2.05 1.93

PRO 1.43 1.44 1.47 1.44

FS 1.25 1.25 1.24 1.19

LEV 1.51 1.50 1.52 1.49

Source: Calculated by researchers.
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9Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 2026

characteristics such as CSR_C, CSRC_S, CSR_CM, and CSRC_
MA have a positive significant impact on ESGDS, with coeffi-
cients of 2.6667, 0.5424, 0.3741, and 0.0184, respectively. But the 
regression outcome shows that CSRC_NED (−1.2915***) nega-
tively influences ESGDS, indicating that a higher proportion of 
non-executive directors is associated with lower ESG disclosure 
performance.

Table 7 reports the regression outcome of the Model 2, that is, 
the impact of CSR committee attributes on EDS. The regression 
result of Model-2 shows that CSR committee characteristics like 
CSR_C, CSRC_M and CSRC_MA significantly elevates the EDS, 
with a coefficient of 36.7064, 0.2628, and 0.0371, respectively.

Table  8 presents the regression results for Model 3, which fo-
cuses on the relationship between CSR committee attributes 
and social disclosure scores (SDS). The regression outcomes of 
Model-3 shows that CSR sustainability committee characteris-
tics like CSR_C, CSRC_S, CSRC_ID, and CSRC_M positively 
and significantly elevates the SDS, with a coefficient of 0.2054, 

0.6864, 0.0628, and 0.1810 respectively. But the regression result 
shows that CSRC_NED (−1.0640***) negatively influence the 
SDS, indicating an adverse effect of non-executive directors on 
social disclosure performance.

Finally, Table 9 reports the regression outcomes for Model 4, 
which examines the impact of CSR committee attributes on 
governance disclosure scores (GDS). The outcomes of Model-3 
shows that CSR committee characteristics like CSR_C, 
CSRC_S, CSRC_ID, and CSRC_M and CSRC_MA signifi-
cantly elevates the GDS, with a coefficient of 41.5105, 0.5259, 
0.0142, 0.4158, and 0.0228, respectively. However, regression 
outcome shows that CSRC_NED negatively influence the GDS 
with a coefficient of −0.9419, suggesting a potential gover-
nance inefficiency associated with higher non-executive di-
rector representation.

Across Tables 6–9, the Wald χ2 statistics for Models 1, 2, 3, and 4 
are statistically significant at the 1% level, confirming the over-
all fitness and explanatory power of the estimated models.

TABLE 5    |    Test of heteroscedasticity.

Test Null hypothesis Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Breusch–Pagan/Cook–Weisberg Homoskedasticity 17.02*** 14.60*** 9.02*** 2.46**

White Information Matrix Homoskedasticity 85.41*** 55.80** 65.35* 46.41***

Note: “***”, “**” and “*” denote 1%, 5%, & 10% level of significance, respectively.
Source: Calculated by researchers.

TABLE 6    |    Regression result of Model 1 (dependent ESGDS).

Variables

One step Two step

Coefficient z Coefficient z

Constant 22.3604*** 7.2600 3.5061*** 4.5900

ESGDS(t−1) 0.6856*** 23.2700 0.1011*** 4.3300

CSR_C 2.6667* 1.7200 4.3524** 2.0931

CSRC_S 0.5424** 2.1200 0.2932* 1.7700

CSRC_ID 0.0056 0.8100 0.0351*** 7.3200

CSRC_M 0.3741*** 4.1200 0.1847* 1.7900

CSRC_MA 0.0184*** 3.5900 0.0044*** 2.8100

CSRC_NED −1.2915*** −5.7800 −0.4117*** −2.7500

PRO −0.0151** −2.1800 −0.0497*** −4.1500

FS 2.4892*** 4.4800 9.9014*** 5.7600

LEV −0.0632*** −6.4500 −0.0131** −2.5000

Wald �2 47529.59*** 21271.48***

Post-estimation test

Saran test 37.3478 (p = 0.1846)

AR (1) −1.9813 (p = 0.0476) −1.7506 (p = 0.0800)

AR (2) −0.6455 (p = 0.5186) 0.2275 (p = 0.8201)

Note: “***”, “**”, and “*” denote 1%, 5%, and 10% level of significance, respectively.
Source: Calculated by researchers.
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10 Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 2026

TABLE 7    |    Regression result of Model 2 (dependent EDS).

Variables

One step Two step

Coefficient z Coefficient z

Constant 17.3530*** 4.8300 −61.6399*** −29.3500

EDS(t−1) 0.2505*** 43.1900 0.1053*** 12.6700

CSR_C 36.7064*** 19.7400 5.3250*** 11.7228

CSRC_S 0.4674 1.1500 0.1701 0.4000

CSRC_ID 0.0013 0.1700 0.0230*** 2.7200

CSRC_M 0.2628*** 2.8300 0.1415 1.3500

CSRC_MA 0.0371*** 8.4000 0.0550*** 7.6900

CSRC_NED −0.1486 −0.3700 0.5732 1.0800

PRO −0.0707*** −2.7700 −0.1431*** −5.3900

FS 15.6627*** 30.7300 20.4241*** 36.6400

LEV −0.0838*** −13.7300 −0.0362*** −3.1500

Wald �2 92800*** 69389.32***

Post-estimation test

Saran test 40.2297 (p = 0.3921)

AR (1) −1.4609 (p = 0.0414) −1.4483 (p = 0.1475)

AR (2) 0.0729 (p = 0.4919) 0.0729 (p = 0.9026)

Note: “***” denotes 1% level of significance.
Source: Calculated by researchers.

TABLE 8    |    Regression result of Model 3 (dependent SDS).

Variables

One step Two step

Coefficient z Coefficient z

Constant 14.9951* 1.6800 12.3677*** 3.7400

SDS (t-1) 0.5778*** 31.5000 0.3838*** 20.9000

CSR_C 0.2054** 2.1700 1.2506** 2.3604

CSRC_S 0.6864** 2.4900 0.3261* 1.8600

CSRC_ID 0.0628*** 7.7900 0.0325*** 4.1300

CSRC_M 0.1810*** 4.2200 0.3092*** 5.6100

CSRC_MA −0.0148 −1.2100 −0.0092 −0.6800

CSRC_NED −1.0640*** −3.6500 −0.4879*** −2.8000

PRO −0.0786*** −3.0500 −0.0665*** −3.0300

FS 2.0512*** 3.6400 0.0023 0.0000

LEV 0.0686*** 5.9000 0.0198* 1.7300

Wald �2 15728.08*** 1551.10***

Post-estimation test

Saran test 34.2401 (p = 0.2386)

AR (1) −1.5354 (p = 0.0341) −0.8896 (p = 0.3736)

AR (2) −0.8507 (p = 0.3950) −0.8388 (p = 0.4016)

Note: “***”, “**”, and “*” denote 1%, 5%, and 10% level of significance, respectively.
Source: Calculated by researchers.
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11Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 2026

6.4   |   Post-Estimation Test

To further assess the reliability of the System-GMM estima-
tor, the study conducts a post-estimation diagnostic test. The 
Sargan test statistic all models are insignificant, which indi-
cates that instruments applied in this model are valid. The 
Arellano–Bond test results indicate that the first-order auto-
correlation term, AR (1), is significant for all models, while 
the second-order autocorrelation term, AR (2), is insignifi-
cant. This pattern confirms the absence of second-order serial 
correlation and supports the validity of the model specifica-
tions. Under these conditions, the study is able to draw reliable 
and robust inferences from the estimated results (Kathavate 
and Mallik 2012).

7   |   Discussion

According to the first model's findings, the presence of a CSR 
committee is positively associated with ESG performance. 
This supports the view that establishing such a committee 
reflects top management's commitment to addressing social 
and shareholder concerns and signals the allocation of board-
level resources toward sustainability objectives (Baraibar-
Diez and Odriozola  2019; Abdullah et  al.  2024). Consistent 
with stakeholder theory, these results align with prior stud-
ies showing that effective CSR committees help firms iden-
tify sustainability-related risks and opportunities and guide 
corporate environmental policies (Levonian 2022; Kateb and 

Alahdal 2024). Rather than being symbolic, CSR committees 
appear to function as meaningful governance mechanisms 
that enhance overall ESG outcomes. The positive role of CSR 
committee size further suggests that larger committees con-
tribute to higher-quality and more credible sustainability re-
porting (Zubeltzu-Jaka et al. 2020; Orazalin et al. 2024). From 
a stakeholder perspective, committees composed of members 
with diverse backgrounds and expertise are better positioned 
to offer varied insights on ecological and social challenges 
(Elmaghrabi 2021). This diversity enhances deliberation qual-
ity and strengthens firms' ability to respond to sustainability 
pressures. Committee activity also matters. The results show 
that more frequent CSR committee meetings are associated 
with improved ESG performance. This supports resource de-
pendency theory, which argues that regular meetings enhance 
information exchange, awareness of social responsibility, and 
access to external knowledge, thereby improving sustain-
ability outcomes (Birindelli et  al.  2018; Matta et  al.  2022). 
Similarly, higher attendance at CSR committee meetings re-
flects stronger director engagement and is linked to better 
ecological performance, as actively involved directors are 
more likely to support informed and long-term sustainabil-
ity decisions (Umar et al. 2024). However, not all committee 
attributes contribute positively. The negative association be-
tween non-executive directors on CSR committees and ESG 
performance suggests that their effectiveness may be limited 
when they lack sufficient expertise in environmental and so-
cial practices (Alexandra and Daria 2021). This finding high-
lights that independence alone does not guarantee improved 

TABLE 9    |    Regression result of Model 4 (dependent GDS).

Variables

One step Two step

Coefficient z Coefficient z

Constant 32.3808** 2.2600 42.4287*** 36.3700

GDS(t−1) 0.2058*** 12.4800 0.0416*** 2.8800

CSR_C 41.5105*** 24.0700 27.5124*** 18.5640

CSRC_S 0.5259** 2.2800 −0.3557*** −2.6900

CSRC_ID 0.0142* 1.7900 0.0005 0.1200

CSRC_M 0.4158*** 5.8900 0.0216** 2.3700

CSRC_MA 0.0228*** 5.8300 0.0009** 1.9900

CSRC_NED −0.9419*** −4.1800 −0.0534 −0.2700

PRO −0.0269 −1.2700 −0.0324** −2.4200

FS 6.3936*** 11.1800 9.5899*** 21.0100

LEV 0.0109** 2.4900 −0.0375*** −11.4500

Wald �2 11800*** 16090.63***

Post-estimation test

Saran test 40.1069 (p = 0.1939)

AR (1) −0.8879 (p = 0.0001) −0.6230 (p = 0.5333)

AR (2) −1.1156 (p = 0.2646) −0.9540 (p = 0.3401)

Note: “***”, “**”, and “*” denote 1%, 5%, and 10% level of significance, respectively.
Source: Calculated by researchers.
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sustainability outcomes and underscores the importance of 
relevant knowledge and engagement.

Based on the second model, the results show that CSR commit-
tee characteristics play a key role in shaping ecological manage-
ment strategies and policies (Dixon-Fowler et al. 2017). Regular 
CSR committee meetings further strengthen environmental 
performance by enabling members to remain informed, ex-
change ideas, and build links with external stakeholders, con-
sistent with resource dependency theory (García Martín and 
Herrero  2020; Velte  2024). Higher attendance also supports 
better environmental decision-making and disclosure practices 
that align with societal expectations and legitimacy concerns 
(Umar et al. 2024; Lin and Chen 2025).

The third model revealed that attributes of the CSR committee, 
such as its composition, positively enhance social performance. 
This is due to the ability of CSR committee members to manage 
risks and opportunities in a way that considers social and eco-
logical factors (Elmaghrabi 2021). Moreover, regarding CSR com-
mittee size, the research indicates that larger CSR committees 
are particularly effective in this regard, as they tend to include 
knowledgeable and experienced members who can enhance both 
ecological and social performance (Burke et al. 2019; Abdullah 
et al. 2024). Committee independence also contributes positively, 
supporting resource dependency theory by linking independent 
directors to improved ecological management and carbon reduc-
tion efforts (Ortas et al. 2017; Khan et al. 2024). Frequent meet-
ings further reinforce firms' focus on social responsibility (Burke 
et al. 2019; Kubo and Sasaki 2024). In contrast, the presence of 
non-executive directors again shows a negative association, sug-
gesting that excessive diversity in professional backgrounds or 
limited firm-specific engagement may weaken social and envi-
ronmental performance (Alexandra and Daria 2021).

According to the fourth model, the results indicate that CSR 
committee attributes positively affect governance disclo-
sure. CSR committees facilitate stakeholder engagement, 
guide disclosure strategies, and influence directors to adopt 
more transparent governance practices (Baraibar-Diez and 
Odriozola  2019; Elmaghrabi  2021). Larger committees are 
associated with better governance disclosure, consistent 
with stakeholder theory, as they tend to improve the breadth 
and depth of information shared about governance practices 
(Elmaghrabi  2021; Khan et  al.  2024). Independent directors 
further enhance governance quality by bringing diverse skills, 
experience, and professional networks to the board (Ben-
Amar and Zeghal 2011). Frequent meetings and higher atten-
dance reduce information asymmetry and strengthen board 
effectiveness, thereby improving governance disclosure (Brick 
and Chidambaran 2010; Khan et al. 2024). Nevertheless, non-
executive directors appear to negatively affect governance 
disclosure, possibly due to competing commitments and 
limited involvement in firm-specific governance processes 
(Guo 2025).

8   |   Conclusion

The purpose of this paper is to empirically investigate the 
influence of different components of CSR Committee (like 

CSR Committee, CSR Committee Size, CSR Committee 
Independence, Numbers of CSR Committee Meetings, 
Attendance in CSR Committee Meetings, Non-executive 
Board Members in CSR Committee) on environmental, social, 
and governance performance. This study focused on a final 
sample of 404 non-financial corporations listed on Nifty 500 
index, covering a tenure of 9 years from 2015 to 2023. The re-
sults of the dynamic panel data regression analysis show that 
the CSR committee, CSR committee size, numbers of CSR 
committee meetings, and attendance in CSR committee meet-
ings all have a positive impact on ESG performance because 
the committee identifies opportunities and risks for success in 
sustainability issues and determines corporate environmental 
policies. Similarly, larger boards produce more dependable 
and high-quality sustainability reporting for the company. 
Resource dependency theory states that regular meetings of 
the CSR committee increase social responsibility awareness, 
which enhances environmental sustainability. Also, atten-
dance in CSR committee meetings is expected to enhance 
the ESG strategy and policies. However, it is found that non-
executive board members in CSR committee have a negative 
effect on ESG performance because they lack the necessary 
experience and understanding of environmental and social 
practices. On the other hand, when it comes to control vari-
ables, the firm's size has a positive effect on ESG performance 
while profitability and leverage have a negative effect.

Thereafter, the research work has determined that the CSR com-
mittee, numbers of CSR committee meetings, and attendance in 
CSR committee meetings positively influence the EDS. This is 
due to the CSR committee's role in simplifying the GRI policy, 
which supports ecological management policies and strategies. 
Frequent board meetings enhance investors' interest through 
high disclosure transparency. Improved attendance can en-
hance the decisions and recommendations relating to ecological 
performance and disclosure practices. However, regarding con-
trol variables, the study indicates that profitability and leverage 
have a negative impact on ecological performance. But firm size 
improves ecological performance.

Moreover, regarding the social disclosure score, it has been 
observed that the CSR committee's existence, CSR commit-
tee size, CSR committee independence, and the numbers of 
CSR committee meetings all positively influence the SDS. 
This is because establishing such a sustainability committee 
enhances corporate governance, which subsequently results 
in improved social and ecological performance. In a similar 
vein, a committee with a large board members is likely to have 
the ability and resources to fulfil its social responsibility effec-
tively. Furthermore, including independent directors on the 
CSR committee can improve sustainability performance. In 
the same way, the frequency of CSR committee meetings con-
ducted by the board of directors can affect decisions regarding 
various ecological activities and thus impact social perfor-
mance. However, the research indicates that for non-executive 
directors, having a diverse mix of firm, industry, and other 
professional experiences represented on the committee board 
can lead to a decline in ecological and social performance. 
Nevertheless, regarding control variables, the study indicated 
that both firm size and leverage are positively improving so-
cial performance.
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Finally, regarding the governance disclosure score (GDS), it has 
been found that factors such as the presence of the CSR com-
mittee, CSR committee size, CSR committee independence, 
numbers of CSR committee meetings, and attendance in CSR 
committee meetings improve the GDS because a more effective 
committee reflects the company's dedication to aligning with 
investor needs by enhancing corporate behavior and practices. 
Boards of greater size are likely to enhance the disclosure of 
information concerning their corporate governance practices. 
Moreover, independent directors usually contribute to a greater 
diversity of business contracts, skills, and knowledge on corpo-
rate boards. Likewise, a high frequency of board meetings can 
mitigate potential issues arising from information asymmetry 
within the organization, thus enhancing corporate governance 
practices. Improved attendance at board meetings can enhance 
the effectiveness of the board and increase the extent of cor-
porate governance disclosure. However, it has been found that 
non-executive directors negatively affect governance practices 
due to their other commitments and part-time involvement 
with the company. For this reason, they are not fulfilling their 
responsibilities adequately in relation to improving corporate 
governance practices. Furthermore, regarding control variables, 
both the size of the firm and leverage have a positive impact on 
corporate governance practices.

The results of this study give managers, legislators, and regu-
lators important information about CSR committees' on ESG 
performance. The first unique recommendation for the Indian 
context would be to require all corporations covered by sec-
tion  135 of the Indian “Companies Act 2013” to establish a 
“Multi-stakeholder” CSR committee with independent sustain-
ability expert, non-executive director, etc. Second, the study 
suggests that the company should hold three or four additional 
CSR committee meetings to ensure a noticeable improvement 
in ESG-related factors. Furthermore, more frequent meetings 
allow directors more time to discuss sustainability problems, 
track progress, and take faster action, at last improving the cor-
poration's ecological performance. Third, the regulators ought 
to give non-executive directors on the CSR committee the op-
portunity to complete ESG governance training and earn certifi-
cation from organizations approved by the Securities Exchange 
Board of India (SEBI). Fourth, to increase the size of the CSR 
committee and improve ESG performance, organizations and 
regulators should work together to adopt a policy that requires 
a minimum number and diversity of members (four to six mem-
bers) on the CSR committee, depending on factors like the size 
of the company and its commitment toward CSR spending. 
Fifth, the study recommends that in order to help the CSR com-
mittee to improve ESG performance, the organization should 
match the committee's goals with internal ESG targets, incor-
porate them into the company's overall strategy, and ensure that 
a variety of departments actively participate. Finally, regulators 
should promote frameworks that incorporate ESG metrics into 
corporate performance and reporting evaluations, potentially 
mandating disclosure that emphasizes ESG investments even 
when they reduce immediate profits.

This study has a few limitations that future research can ad-
dress. First, it focuses only on how sustainability committee 
characteristics influence ESG performance and does not con-
sider other internal or external governance mechanisms that 

may also play a role. Future studies could look at a broader set of 
governance factors to give a more complete picture. Second, the 
research provides important insights in the Indian context for 
non-financial firms during the period of mandatory CSR rules. 
Therefore, to provide a generalized insight, future work may 
replicate the model in other emerging economies with manda-
tory or evolving CSR frameworks to examine the external valid-
ity of the outcomes.
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TABLE A1    |    Pair-wise correlation matrix (only for committee variables).

Variables CSR_C CSRC_S CSRC_ID CSRC_M CSRC_NED CSRC_MA

CSR_C 1

CSRC_S −0.0136 1

CSRC_ID −0.0503 0.0361 1

CSRC_M −0.0367 0.1771*** 0.0447 1

CSRC_NED −0.0024 0.4664*** 0.4218*** −0.0211 1

CSRC_MA −0.0328 −0.1981*** −0.1365*** −0.1394*** −0.1604*** 1

Note: “***” denotes 1% level of significance.
Source: Calculated by researchers.
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