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A B S T R A C T   

The growing concern with environmental protection has transformed companies’ environmental responsibility 
into a tactical strategy to increase their competitiveness. The influence of environmental sustainability practices 
on companies’ performance is on the agenda, and it is not consensual. This study intends to analyse the impact of 
the adoption of sustainable practices on the performance of companies. The heterogeneous results of 96 studies 
(taken from the Web of Science) were synthesized using meta-regression analyses, from which data on 339 effects 
were collected. Unlike previous studies that consider performance a one-dimensional construct, this study takes 
an original approach to performance. Effects were analysed on five different performance measures: (i) the 
overall performance, (ii) the accounting-based, (iii) the market-based, (iv) the economic-based and (v) the 
operational-based firm performance. Indirect effects were also explored. Environmental sustainability practices 
positively influence the five performance measures, even if environmental preservation is not the only moti
vation for their implementation. The study reinforces the idea that it is profitable for companies to be green. The 
environmental pressures of stakeholders must be seen as opportunities and contribute to improving the multiple 
aspects of competitiveness. To accommodate environmental concerns, business ethics must be updated.   

1. Introduction 

The escalating public concern for preserving and enhancing the 
natural environment has transformed environmental responsibility into 
a fresh tactical approach to improve the competitiveness of organiza
tions (Ammer et al., 2020; Larran Jorge et al., 2015). Every day, the 
importance of implementing eco-friendly business methods grows 
(D’Souza et al., 2022; Mitra, 2022), and companies are under increasing 
pressure to communicate their progress towards sustainable develop
ment (Subramaniam et al., 2023). Pressures to innovate play a key role 
in the firm’s survival and contribute to sustainability and cleaner pro
duction processes (Paruzel et al., 2023). However, for a long time, there 
have been opposing views on environmental protection and economic 
development (Peng et al., 2020). The basis of the performance of all 
companies is the adoption of a management strategy that can help 
growth, the efficient use of resources and the incorporation of steps that 
lead companies to sustainability (Y. Ali et al., 2021). The performance of 
companies must be evaluated in light of the triple bottom line (TBL) 

(Elkington, 1997, 2006). Performance evaluation can be either objective 
or subjective, and it can consider both financial and non-financial ele
ments (Kanzari et al., 2022). Accounting-based metrics are ratios that 
represent the most common standard measures of financial performance 
found in research (Brealey et al., 2020). In addition to accounting 
metrics, numerous studies assess companies‘ performance based on a 
market-based perspective (such as Tobin’s Q) (Gull et al., 2022; Rahman 
et al., 2021, 2023). Some studies examining the effects of companies’ 
environmental performance on accounting or market-based perfor
mance measures have had mixed results (Iwata and Okada, 2011; 
Lewandowski, 2017; Palea and Santhià, 2022). The research by 
Annunziata et al. (2018) reveals a clear connection between the 
implementation of environmental responsibility within organizations 
and economic performance. Which is a cost-effective measure (Park 
et al., 2022). Due to their significant impact, it is imperative to inves
tigate the influence of green practices on operational performance 
(Salandri et al., 2022). His relationship has already identified positive 
outcomes (De Giovanni, 2022; Santander et al., 2020). 
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The role of the environmental dimension of TBL needs to be further 
explored (Nogueira et al., 2022). The connection between adopting 
environmental sustainability practices and companies’ performance is 
still unclear (Yaw Agyabeng-Mensah et al., 2020a; 2020b; Li et al., 
2017). The previous literature on the nexus between environmental 
sustainability and performance is scarce (Khan et al., 2021). Just as 
there are few studies that examine complementary or alternative mea
sures of performance (Barth et al., 2023; Lee and Kwon, 2019). The 
expansion of measures of firm performance is required (Certo et al., 
2022; Le and Ikram, 2022; Vito et al., 2022). The relationship between 
environmental sustainability practices and organizational performance 
still needs to be studied (Malesios et al., 2021). It is necessary to 
maintain the debate on the difficulties of measuring the sustainable 
performance of companies (Nogueira et al., 2023). Xue et al. (2019) 
argue most previously published studies treat performance as a unidi
mensional construct (2019). But this construct is complex and encom
passes several items in its assessment (Yaw Agyabeng-Mensah et al., 
2020b). There have been studies that have examined the relationship 
between environmental sustainability practices and certain performance 
measures. However, there is still a clear gap. The current research 
doesn’t settle whether it’s worth going green (van Emous et al., 2021). 
However, this study provides a thorough and holistic examination. It 
considers environmental sustainability practices (as a whole) and ana
lyses their correlation with a wide range of measures of companies’ 
performance. In this context, stakeholder theory is particularly suitable, 
as it allows companies to be pressured by stakeholders to adopt actions 
that will impact their performance (Le and Ikram, 2022). As well as 
institutional theory, which has been widely used to justify the adoption 
of organizational practices by companies (Arranz and Arroyabe, 2023). 
And contingency theory, explains that a company’s strategies, proced
ures, and conduct will change based on the surrounding environment 
(Williams et al., 2017). 

Business practices are subject not only to legal constraints but also to 
increasing scrutiny, and it becomes imperative to understand how sus
tainability environmental practices influence the performance of com
panies. In this context, the present study intends to explore the influence 
of the environmental dimension of TBL and environmental sustainabil
ity practices on the performance of companies in their various measures. 
Thus, the research questions of this study are: (i) What is the influence of 
the environmental dimension of TBL on the performance of companies?; 
and (ii) Environmental sustainability practices exert the same kind of 
influence on different measures of company performance: (a) the overall 
performance, (b) the accounting based, (c) the market-based, (d) the 
economic-based and (e) the operational based firm performance? A 
meta-regression analysis was conducted to compare the results of pre
vious studies examining the relationship between environmental sus
tainability practices and business performance. 

Realizing whether it’s worth it to be green is equally crucial as 
comprehending whether the behaviour of environmental sustainability 
practices has the same path in the various performance measures. 
Therefore, the objective of this study is to explore the influence of sus
tainable practices on the performance of companies. A new approach 
was taken to examine how this influence affects different performance 
measures. By studying the indirect effects, it is also important to deepen 
our understanding of the synergies between different performance 
measures. 

This study shows that environmental sustainability, in addition to 
being mandatory for the survival of the planet, is also a profitable 
business strategy, having defined a set of practical implications for 
companies and policymakers. It was found that environmental sustain
ability practices positively influence five different performance mea
sures. Examining indirect effects revealed that accounting performance 
moderates the relationship between sustainable practices and market 
and operational performance. Market performance serves as a moder
ator between sustainable practices and accounting performance. The 
relationship between sustainable practices and accounting performance 

has the operational performance as a moderator. 
The present study brings three significant contributions and impli

cations. First, it contributes to recent works on environmental sustain
ability practices and studies on the performance of organizations. In 
business strategies, it is essential to promote environmentally conscious 
thinking (Ali et al., 2022). Second, this study shows that environmental 
practices positively affect firm performance across five distinct perfor
mance metrics. This serves as evidence and attests to its originality. And 
responds to the background discussion that led to this analysis. Since it is 
profitable to be green, measures that promote environmental well-being 
must be implemented. Implementing this strategy necessitates con
necting with the corporate reputation (Kwon et al., 2021; Ullah, 2021). 
To succeed, a long-term strategic plan for sustainability innovation is 
imperative (Peng and Zhang, 2022). The third contribution of the study 
pertains to the observation that, despite the exertion of decisive pressure 
by stakeholders, management decisions are primarily influenced by 
coercive forces, mainly in the form of regulations and compliance with 
regulations (Luo and Tang, 2016). The government’s behaviour and the 
impact of its policies require special attention. 

The paper outline is presented as follows. The previous literature is 
discussed in the second section, and the hypothesis development is 
presented. The third section provides an overview of the materials, 
methods, and literature coding. The results are in the fourth section. The 
fifth section presents the discussion and the implications of this analysis. 
In the sixth and last sections, the conclusions are presented. 

2. Theoretical background and proposed hypotheses 

2.1. Stakeholder theory, institutional theory and contingency theory 

When we look into the issues that relate to corporate sustainability 
and company performance, stakeholder theory is the prevailing theory 
(Hussain et al., 2018). It is particularly suitable when stakeholders 
pressure forces companies to adopt strategies impacting their perfor
mance (Le and Ikram, 2022). This theory defends the existence of a 
group of people interested in the functioning and results of organiza
tions, whose support is vital for their survival (Freeman, 1984). The 
pressures exerted by these stakeholders are crucial for the adoption or 
not of sustainable management practices (González-Benito and 
González-Benito, 2006; Haleem et al., 2022; Wolf, 2014; Zhu et al., 
2005). Sustainability practices impact the formation of value in orga
nizations that cannot be ignored (Lartey et al., 2021) and require con
tributions from multiple stakeholders (Frempong et al., 2021). The 
positivity of this impact is amplified with higher stakeholder integration 
levels (Danso et al., 2020; Khan et al., 2021). In addition, successful 
environmental practices strengthen the organization’s relationship with 
all stakeholders (Cankaya and Sezen, 2019). 

Companies’adoption of organizational practices has often been 
explained using institutional theory (Arranz and Arroyabe, 2023; 
Dimaggio and Powell, 1983; Scott, 2005). That suggests that three 
sources of external pressure lead companies to adopt similar practices 
(Dimaggio and Powell, 1983; Subramaniam et al., 2023). Therefore, 
there is a relationship between stakeholder theory and institutional 
theory. Since stakeholders implicitly influence the institutions (D’Souza 
et al., 2022). According to institutional theory, the ability of the social 
and environmental environment around organizations to affect the 
development of business structures is stronger than market pressures 
(Ebrahimi and Koh, 2021). Regulations, norms, and independent orga
nizations that influence the sustainable narrative and condition the 
sustainable behaviour of companies are examples of institutional situ
ations that mediate the relationship between economic constraints and 
corporate behaviour (Campbell, 2007). However, understanding how 
institutional pressures make organizations embrace sustainable 
behavior and respect rules is still incomplete (Ebrahimi and Koh, 2021). 

According to contingency theory, a company’s plans, organizes and 
behaves will alter based on the surrounding environment (Lawrence and 
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Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 2003). The underlying assumption is that the 
adaptation and survival of an organization can be accomplished through 
multiple means (Williams et al., 2017). This theory departed from the 
conventional paradigm of having an optimal way to manage organiza
tions (Tekic et al., 2023), realizing that there was a direct link between 
the external environment, organizational structure, and business 
outcome for most organizations (Williams et al., 2017). Contingency 
theory emphasizes the importance of the situation and context as crucial 
factors influencing decisions on ethical and public relations strategies 
(Shin, 2023). In corporate governance, the contingency theory provides 
a theoretical basis for the consequences of varying degrees of environ
mental turbulence (Heirati et al., 2016). The impact of environmental 
turbulence can be divided into two forces, market and technology tur
bulence, which will play an essential role in the formation of disruptive 
innovation (C. Wang et al., 2022).(C. Wang et al., 2022). Thus, it can be 
argued that the efficacy of enacted strategies and practices that orga
nizations implement will always depend on their capacity to adapt. 

2.2. Environmental sustainability practices and overall performance 

To understand what the companies’ goals are and how they achieved 
them, it is essential to measure performance (Pereira et al., 2023). 
Companies should consider investing in eco-friendly and cost-effective 
initiatives to earn profit and sustainability (Fok et al., 2023). The 
research that focuses on the influences exercised by the orientation to
wards environmental sustainability on the results of the companies has 
had growing evidence (Adomako et al., 2019). Therefore, it is expected 
that the performance achieved with environmental efforts will be a 
weapon both using of assets and in maintaining companies’ strategic 
position (Park et al., 2022). Since it reduces energy and material con
sumption, improves the connection with stakeholders, reduces costs and 
increases product quality (Cankaya and Sezen, 2019). Even though some 
studies claim a negative relationship between environmental sustain
ability and company performance (Y. Ali et al., 2021), developing ca
pabilities related to environmental actions positively affect a company’s 
performance (Dangelico and Pontrandolfo, 2015). When hotels imple
ment environmental sustainability practices, their overall performance 
is positively affected (Langgat et al., 2023). Developing strategies to 
enhance all aspects of the organization is crucial in boosting overall 
performance (Wongwilai et al., 2022). These reflections lead to the 
formulation of the following hypothesis: 

H1. The companies’ environmental sustainability practices are posi
tively associated with the company’s overall performance. 

2.3. Environmental sustainability practices and accounting-based firm 
performance 

Environmental sustainability can improve companies’ financial 
performance (Khan et al., 2021). Corporate environmental innovative
ness and adaptability (Wong, 2013), business model innovation 
(Al-Nimer et al., 2021) and green innovation (Xue et al., 2019) also 
contribute to improved financial performance. Like sustainability 
innovation (Le and Ikram, 2022), operational environmental sustain
ability (Benitez-Amado et al., 2015) and the proactive adoption of 
environmental management practices (O’Donohue and Torugsa, 2016). 
Small businesses adopt sustainable models to maintain sustainability 
and improve financial literacy (Tang, 2022). Despite the results obtained 
by Knight et al. (2019) evidence of a negative relationship between 
companies’ environmental behaviour and financial performance, most 
studies demonstrate that orientation towards environmental sustain
ability positively influences performance results (Danso et al., 2019). 
The impact of business activities can influence performance based on 
accounting ratios (Golovkova et al., 2019). These considerations lead to 
the formulation of the following hypotheses: 

H2. Companies’ environmental sustainability practices are positively 

associated with accounting-based firm performance. 

H2. The relation between environmental sustainability practices and 
accounting-based firm performance can be positively influenced by: b) 
market-based firm performance; c) economic-based firm performance; 
and d) operational-based firm performance. 

2.4. Environmental sustainability practices and market-based firm 
performance 

In the current competitive market, sustainability is one of the most 
relevant strategic components (Kwon et al., 2021; Lee and Kwon, 2019). 
The growing search for sustainability can provide companies, not only 
with the ability to avoid competition from rivals and criticism from 
consumers, but also to achieve their positioning as leaders in environ
mental issues (Lee and Kwon, 2019). Therefore, implementing ecolog
ical practices changes companies’ business models (Lee and Kwon, 
2019), sustains growth and market gains (Kwon et al., 2021), and, in the 
long term, positively influences performance (Y Agyabeng-Mensah 
et al., 2020). But environmental improvements may not be perceptible 
in products or services, which requires an investment to be made in 
disseminating ecological attributes and makes it difficult to deduce, 
from the literature, the possibility of actually being implemented (Gre
kova et al., 2016). The activities occurring within organizations that 
potentially impact market performance are numerous (Eklof et al., 2020; 
Fornell et al., 2016). Thus, the following hypotheses were formulated: 

H3. Companies’ environmental sustainability practices positively 
affect market-based firm performance. 

H3. The relation between environmental sustainability practices and 
market-based firm performance can be positively influenced by: a) 
accounting-based firm performance; c) economic-based firm perfor
mance; and d) operational-based firm performance. 

2.5. Environmental sustainability practices and economic-based firm 
performance 

Economic performance is enhanced by green practices (Rehman 
Khan and Yu, 2021), environmental proactivity (Barba-Sánchez and 
Atienza-Sahuquillo, 2016; Cankaya and Sezen, 2019), eco-friendly 
business practices (Sun and Wang, 2022) and orientation towards 
environmental sustainability (Roxas et al., 2017). In the literature, the 
relationships between the superior performance of the company and the 
implementation of green purchasing have already been identified (Altaf 
et al., 2020; Park et al., 2022). As was the relationship between that 
same performance and direct and indirect impacts of sustainable supply 
chain management practices (Zhu et al., 2022). Environmental practices 
can positively impact corporate sustainability performance (Cankaya 
and Sezen, 2019). And improving these practices leads to an improve
ment in performance (Russo et al., 2021). Implementing certain business 
activities can impact the organizations’ economic performance (Naranjo 
Tuesta et al., 2021). These considerations led to the following 
hypotheses: 

H4. Companies’ environmental sustainability practices are positively 
associated with economic-based firm performance. 

H4. The relation between environmental sustainability practices and 
economic-based firm performance can be positively influenced by: a) 
accounting-based firm performance; b) market-based firm performance; 
and d) operational-based firm performance. 

2.6. Environmental sustainability practices and operational-based firm 
performance 

Corporate environmental sustainability plays an essential role in the 
operational performance of companies (Dadhich and Hiran, 2022). 
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Capabilities to develop environmental collaborations and to implement 
environmental actions affect the firm’s image (Chuang and Huang, 
2018; Dangelico and Pontrandolfo, 2015). Conserving resources and 
reducing waste improves business profitability and competitiveness 
(Sakshi et al., 2020). Management’s environmental concern signifi
cantly affects the link between green innovation and company perfor
mance dimensions (Xue et al., 2019). Environmental efforts are more 
than mere public relations strategies and positively influence business 
performance (Park et al., 2022). Sustainability innovation can lead to 
competitive advantages that enhance the company’s performance (Le 
and Ikram, 2022). Operating performance is positively influenced by the 
application of environmental sustainability practices (Yaw 
Agyabeng-Mensah et al., 2020b; Feng et al., 2018). The strategies ought 
to be devised to enhance the organizations’ operational performance, 
resulting in a rise in overall performance (Dieste et al., 2021; Wongwilai 
et al., 2022). This leads to the formulation of the following hypotheses: 

H5. Companies’ environmental sustainability practices are positively 
associated with operational-based firm performance. 

H5. The relation between environmental sustainability practices and 
operational-based firm performance can be positively influenced by: a) 
accounting-based firm performance; b) market-based firm performance; 
and c) economic-based firm performance. 

Fig. 1 presents the research model and the formulated hypotheses. 

3. Materials and methods 

When attempting to integrate the results of multiple studies to build 
a model that explores nonuniformities and trends in the baseline 
research, meta-analysis provides a powerful tool (Morris, 2023). The 
meta-analysis, being a scientific quantitative synthesis, helps to estab
lish evidence-based practices and contributes to the resolution of 
research with results that appear to be contradictory (Fang and Zhang, 
2018; Gurevitch et al., 2018). This methodology has become increas
ingly relevant (Dzwigol, 2021; Gurevitch et al., 2018). Meta-analytical 
techniques are essential to consolidate the field’s state of knowledge 
and to understand past inconclusive results (Post et al., 2020). Its use has 
been popularized by its increasing use in several studies (eg, Chen et al., 
2022; Cui and Martins, 2021; Dzwigol, 2021; Hang et al., 2019; Qorri 
et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022). It integrates an evidence-oriented 

approach to research (Dzwigol, 2021). The meta-analysis, using as a 
basis the correlation coefficient of each of the empirical studies in the 
sample, can calculate the population effect size reflecting the general
ized correlation between variables and pooled sampled studies’ mean 
effect size (Q. Wang et al., 2022). 

3.1. Sample selection process and data collection 

For the selection of studies for the meta-regression, four steps were 
performed. The first step was the choice of the Web of Science Core 
Collection for sample identification and collection. This database was 
chosen because it is considered a key source of information in the field of 
social sciences (Liu et al., 2015), and its data are subject to a care, se
lection and organization process (Franceschini et al., 2016). The 
extraction was performed on June 13, 2023, without any time limita
tion. The second stage was the identification of studies after applying the 
search keywords:" environment* sustainable*" and "firm performance" 
or "corporate performance"; or “environment* practice*" and "firm 
performance" or "corporate performance”. The investigation began with 
thoroughly examining the studies related to environmental sustain
ability practices. This process reveals the cadence of keywords used and 
allows the identification of the most appropriate keywords for this 
research. Sample extraction was performed following the steps of 
several authors. The search was performed by topic (title abstract and 
keywords) (Lopes et al., 2021, 2022c). In the third stage, studies that 
were not articles or reviews were excluded (Lopes et al., 2022a, 2022b). 
In the fourth and last stage, studies whose analysis did not expose the 
correlations between the constructs on which the study focuses were 
excluded (Abbas and Ali, 2021; Ozkan and Balli, 2023). That is the 
correlations between sustainable environmental practices and perfor
mance. Thus, in the final sample, there are 96 articles. A list of all the 
articles in the sample can be found in the appendix. The steps taken to 
extract the sample are shown in Fig. 2. 

3.2. Literature coding 

To counter the different scales used in the various studies, the se
lection of the type of effect size fell on the correlation (a measure of 
unbiased estimator according to Govindan et al., 2020) to explore re
lationships between variables. Thus, of the 96 studies gathered, 339 

Fig. 1. The research model and the hypotheses formulated.  
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effects were obtained. These effects are based on a sample of 138,371 
sample elements from worldwide. The articles that constitute the sample 
were coded using basic information, sample size, effect size and corre
lated variables. To clarify the constructs that served as the guiding 
thread for the codification of the study variables that involve the theme 
of sustainable environmental practices and the performance of com
panies, their description is presented in Table 1. 

In this study, environmental sustainability practices are understood 
as all actions and policies that a company develops with to preserve the 
environment, even if this is not the only motivation for putting them into 
practice. Examples include but are not limited to: circular design; eco 
design; emission reduction – buyer level; emission reduction – supplier 
level; emissions score; energy conservation; green distribution; green 
information system; green innovation capabilities; green 
manufacturing; green marketing strategy; green procurement; green 
supply chain management practices; green transportation; reduce, 
reuse, and recycle; remanufacturing and recycling; resource conserva
tion; resource reduction – buyer level; resource reduction – supplier 
level; resource use score; supply chain ecocentricity and sustainable 
supply partnership. Regarding firm performance, and despite its mea
surement as a critical issue in management research, there is still no 
consensus on assessing it in empirical research (Rosenbusch et al., 
2011). But it can easily be agreed that a firm’s performance captures its 
ability to achieve goals (Le and Ikram, 2022). Accounting-based firm 
performance is understood as performance based on accounting mea
sures or the perceptions of these measures. Market-based firm perfor
mance is the one that investigates the return to the shareholders. 
Economic-based firm performance reflects the ability of companies to 
reduce costs. Finally, operational-based firm performance mirrors a 
measure of performance that focuses on organizational efficiency and 
effectiveness. 

4. Results 

4.1. Results of the meta-regression 

The meta-regression was performed using Comprehensive Meta- 
Analysis (CMA) software (from Biostat, Englewood, United States of 
America). The CMA can be used regardless of the number of studies 
(Borenstein et al., 2022). The results are presented in Table 2. 
Respecting the data that were obtained in the sample, five models were 
analysed. The first measures the overall effect of environmental prac
tices on business performance, which is the aggregation of data from all 
performance measures that make up the study. Measuring the effect of 
environmental practices on financial performance is presented in model 
two. In model three, we see the measurement of the effect on market 
performance, the smallest group, as most studies focus on small and 
medium-sized companies. Model four presents the results of measuring 
the effects of environmental practices on the economic performance of 
companies, and model five, on the operational performance of 
companies. 

Random effects were used in the analysis model as it is most suitable 
for studies where respondents and measurements vary, thus allowing 
results to be generalized to comparable studies (Borenstein et al., 2009; 
Fang and Zhang, 2018). Thus, the mean distribution of effects was 
estimated, as each study provides information about a different effect 
size (Borenstein et al., 2009, 2010). The Pearson correlation coefficient, 
r, is the effect size. 

In model 1, an analysis of the total number of studies is presented, 
that is, 94 studies representing the 339 effects and the sample of 
138,371, which examines the correlation between sustainability envi
ronmental practices and overall performance. The mean effect size is 
0.310, which indicates that, on average, companies with a higher level 

Fig. 2. Sample extraction.  
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of environmental practices tend to have a higher level of performance. 
The 95% confidence interval for this correlation is between 0.280 and 
0.339. The Z value is 19.204 with a p-value <0.001. Regarding het
erogeneity, Q has a value of 12380.306, which implies a rejection of the 
null hypothesis (that the true effect size is identical in all the studies) of 
this model. I2 has a value of 97.270%, representing 97.270% of the 
variance in observed effects reflects variance in true effects rather than 
sampling error (Linden and Hönekopp, 2021). Which quantitively con
firms the heterogeneity in our sample. The true correlation between 
environmental sustainability practices and overall performance varies 
from one population to the next, and in any single population, it likely 
falls in the range of the prediction interval, − 0.260 to 0.720. Thus, 
hypothesis H1 is confirmed. 

In turn, model 2 presents the study with 99 effects from a total 
sample of 62,591, which observes the correlation between sustainability 
environmental practices and accounting performance. The mean value 
effect size is 0.184, and its confidence interval lies between 0.138 and 
0.230. This indicates that environmental sustainability practices are 
agents that drive the financial performance of companies. With p-value 
< 0.001, the Z-value is 7.663. The Q-test for heterogeneity has a Q-value 
of 3253.117. The value for I2 is 96.988%. The heterogeneity is 
confirmed. The prediction range is from − 0.264 to 0.567. These results 
allow confirmation of hypothesis H2. 

Model 3, on the other hand, shows the investigation carried out on 
the correlation between environmental sustainability practices and 

market performance. It has 32 effects, representing a sample of 21,550. 
The mean effect size has a value of 0.053 with a confidence interval 
between − 0.013 and 0.119. It supports the idea that environmental 
sustainability practices positively influence performance based on 
market measures. The Z value, with a p-value of 0.011, is 1.566. The 
value of Q is 395.406, and that of I2 is 95.209%. Regarding the pre
diction interval, it lies between − 0.307 and 0.400. In this way, hy
pothesis H3 is accepted. 

Model 4 shows that the mean effect size between environmental 
sustainability practices and economic performance is 0.472, with a 
confidence interval between 0.429 and 0.512. The sample of this model 
is 21,589 to 80 effects. The model has a Z-value of 18.681 with a p-value 
<0.001. Regarding heterogeneity, Q has a value of 646.987, and I2 has a 
value of 93.596%. The prediction interval is between 0.043 and 0.754 
and it is expected that the results will be within these limits even if the 
sample is changed. This makes it possible to accept hypothesis H4. 

Finally, model 5 presents the analysis of the effect of environmental 
sustainability practices on operational performance. The total sample is 
32.641, and the number of effects analysed is 128. The mean effect size 
is 0.358, and the confidence interval is between 0.318 and 0.397. Here, 
too, it can be seen that a higher level of implementation of environ
mental sustainability practices corresponds to a higher level of perfor
mance in this model. The Z-value is 16.119 with a p-value < 0.001. 
Regarding heterogeneity, Q has a value of 1233.529, and the value of I2 

is 94.085%. The prediction range is located between − 0.125 and 0.704. 

Table 1 
Description of constructs.  

Construct Description Based in: 

Environmental sustainability 
practices 

All actions and policies of a company developed with the aim of promoting environmental sustainability. Eg: eco design; 
emission reduction – buyer level; emissions score; energy conservation; green distribution; green transportation; 
remanufacturing and recycling; resource conservation; resource use score; supply chain ecocentricity and sustainable 
supply partnership. 

Arora and De 
(2020) 
Frempong et al. 
(2021) 

Firm performance A company’s ability to achieve its goals. Le and Ikram 
(2022) 

Accounting based firm 
Performance 

Based on measures derived from accounting data and representing financial parameters, such as return on assets, return on 
equity, profitability and net profit margin. 

Tang (2022) 

Market based 
firm Performance 

It is based on instruments that assess wealth for shareholders, such as the market value added and Tobin Q. Lee and Kwon 
(2019) 
Lartey et al. 
(2021) 

Economic based firm 
performance 

It is based on the ability of companies to reduce costs related to their activities, such as energy and water consumption, 
purchase of materials and the creation of waste. 

Sun and Wang 
(2022) 
Hull et al. (2021) 

Operational based firm 
performance 

It is constituted by measures of organizational effectiveness and efficiency. Such as responsiveness to time of delivery, 
customer satisfaction, product quality development, capacity utilization and competitive advantage, in comparison to the 
industry average. 

Xue et al. (2019) 
Le and Ikram 
(2022)  

Table 2 
Results of random-effects models.   

random-effect models 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Overall effect on 
performance 

Effect on accounting 
performance 

Effect on market 
performance 

Effect on economic 
performance 

Effect on operational 
performance 

N 138,371 62,591 21,550 21,589 32,641 
K 339 99 32 80 128 
r 0.310 0.184 0.053 0.472 0.358 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
lower 
limit 

0.280 0.138 − 0.013 0.429 0.318 

upper 
limit 

0.339 0.230 0.119 0.512 0.397 

Z 19.204 7.663 1.566 18.681 16.119 
P 0.000 0.000 0.011 0.000 0.000 
Q 12380.306 3253.117 395.406 646.987 1233.529 
I2 (%) 97.270 96.988 95.209 93.596 94.085 
prediction interval − 0.260 to 0.720 − 0.264 to 0.567 − 0.307 to 0.400 0.043 to 0.754 − 0.125 to 0.704 

*Notes: n is the total sample size; K is the total effects; r is the mean effect size; Z and P are statistics to check the significance; Q and I2 are values to determine the 
heterogeneity. 
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Also here, hypothesis H5 is accepted. 
The results of the heterogeneity tests are shown in Table 2. All the Q- 

statistics were significant at p < 0.001, indicating that correlations are 
heterogeneous. Furthermore, all I2 statistics exceeded 75% (94–97%), 
revealing a substantial variation among the environmental sustainabil
ity practices research studies. It is, therefore, justified to investigate 
moderator variables. 

4.2. Results of the moderation analysis 

An analysis was conducted to determine the indirect effects of each 
performance measure on the paths between environmental sustain
ability practices and the various performance measures. The results of 
the moderator analysis are presented in Table 3. 

The analysis of the indirect effect of market-based firm performance 
on paths ESP – EP (4b), ESP – OP (5b); economic-based firm perfor
mance on path ESP-MP (3c); and operational-based firm performance on 
path ESP – MP (3d), was not feasible due to insufficient data. Hypoth
eses: H3b, H3C, H4b and H5b are rejected. The result of the indirect 
effects of: accounting based firm performance on path ESP - EP (4a); 
economic based firm performance on paths ESP – AP (2c), ESP – OP (5c); 
and operational based firm performance path ESP – EP (4d) are not 
statistically significant. Hypotheses: H4a, H2c, H5c and H4d are 
rejected. 

Considering these constrain, there remain four hypotheses that 

possess statistical significance. The moderating effect of the accounting- 
based firm performance on the relationship between environmental 
sustainability practices and market performance was significant (r =
0.460; p = 0.006; Z = 2.76; Q = 306.28; p < 0.001). The moderating 
effect of the accounting based firm performance on the relationship 
between environmental sustainability practices and operational per
formance was also significant (r = 0.308; p = 0.007; Z = 2.68; Q =
202.56; p < 0.001). Therefore, hypotheses H3a and H5a are accepted. 
The moderating effect of the market-based firm performance was also 
significant in the relationship between environmental sustainability 
practices and accounting performance (r = 0.243; p = 0.063; Z = 1.86; 
Q = 393.49; p < 0.001). Thus, hypothesis H2b is accepted. Finally, the 
indirect effect (moderation) of operational-based firm performance on 
the relation between environmental sustainability practices and ac
counting performance was also significant ((r = 0.577; p = 0.017; Z =
2.38; Q = 717.08; p < 0.001). Accordingly, hypothesis H2d is accepted. 

5. Discussion and implications 

5.1. Discussion of results 

TBL is evaluated in the light of the results of a company’s activities, 
resulting from its intention or legal impositions, which reflect its 
viability, without this implying damage to social or ecological systems 
(Smith and Sharicz, 2011). TBL’s environmental dimension collaborates 

Table 3 
Results of the moderation analysis.  

MODERATOR PATH ESP →AP ESP→MP ESP→EP ESP→OP   

Model 3a Model 4a Model 5a 

Accounting based 
firm performance 
AP 

n  23669 2320 8515 
K 35 10 36 
r 0.460 0.236 0.308 
P-VALUE 0.006 0.340 0.007 
Z-VALUE 2.76 0.95 2.68 
Q -statistics 306.28 49.56 202.56 
P (heterogeneity) 0.000 0.000 0.000    

Model 2b  Model 4b Model 5b 

Market based 
firm performance 
MP 

n 23669  * ** 
K 35 
r 0.243 
P-VALUE 0.063 
Z-VALUE 1.86 
Q -statistics 393.49 
P (heterogeneity) 0.000    

Model 2c Model 3c  Model 5c 

Economic based 
firm performance 
EP 

n 2320 **  8948 
K 10 37 
r 0.5878 0.082 
P-VALUE 0.367 0.666 
Z-VALUE 0.90 0.43 
Q -statistics 129.80 471.72 
P (heterogeneity) 0.000 0.000    

Model 2d Model 3d Model 4d  

Operational based 
firm performance 
OP 

n 8515 * 8948  
K 36 37 
r 0.577 0.042 
P-VALUE 0.017 0.841 
Z-VALUE 2.38 0.20 
Q -statistics 717.08 519.49 
P (heterogeneity) 0.000 0.000 

Notes: n is the total sample size; K is the total effects; r is the mean effect size; ESP = Environmental Sustainability Practices. * The studies do not provide data that could 
be collected for analysis and ** The studies do not provide sufficient data for analysis, as only three effects are reported. 
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with environmental groups and other audit and certification bodies 
(Gold et al., 2013). The greater the integration of stakeholders, the 
greater the impact of their integration (Danso et al., 2020; Khan et al., 
2021). Environmental practices are benefited, and receptivity to the 
relationship with stakeholders is positive and is reinforced with each 
interaction (Cankaya and Sezen, 2019). The multiplicity of ways of 
seeing the world has contributed to methodological pluralism by 
creating diverse research methods, forms and techniques that can lead to 
different results (Dzwigol, 2021). Based on the need to summarize the 
contradictory results of the research, which focuses on the influence that 
environmental sustainability practices exert on the performance of 
companies, a meta-regression was performed. 

In this study, these practices are understood as all actions and/or 
policies developed by companies that seek to preserve the environment. 
Even if the motivations that support these actions are not solely related 
to environmental preservation. It is important to mention that one of the 
benefits of practicing such efforts is the increase in stakeholder 
engagement. (Cankaya and Sezen, 2019). Because the adoption of these 
practices increases the credibility of the companies (Arora and De, 
2020), allows them to have a more positive image (Cankaya and Sezen, 
2019) and guarantees the well-being of the different groups engaged 
(Paulraj et al., 2017). Relationships with stakeholders are a vital part of 
the business and affect the implementation of the corporate strategy, the 
performance of all aspects of the business activity and the establishment 
of the brand (Yang et al., 2018). Larran Jorge et al. (2015) found that 
improved engagement in environmental practices improves stake
holders relationship. The stakeholder theory was validated with the 
presented findings that recognize that meeting different stakeholders’ 
needs improves company performance. Even if doing business under the 
influence of stakeholders can be very challenging and requires managers 
to rethink the business purpose, innovate in its management and 
embrace more open processes (Schaltegger et al., 2019). 

The results support the formulated hypotheses and affirm the posi
tive influence of environmental sustainability practices on companies’ 
performance. More specifically and concerning overall performance, 
that is, the aggregate consideration of the different measures of business 
performance, it appears that the influence of environmental sustain
ability practices is positive and results in the improvement of the results 
achieved by companies. This conveys to companies that implementing 
environmental practices is for more than just environmental protection. 
Because as already identified by previous studies, it also helps to 
improve the performance and competitiveness of companies (Ni and 
Sun, 2019). Green innovation has been shown significantly influence 
performance dimensions (Xue et al., 2019). 

Regarding the relationship between environmental sustainability 
practices and accounting-based firm performance, it is concluded that 
the influence is positive, which strengthens previous findings and re
inforces the need for companies to combine environmental objectives 
with financial objectives. This supports the results of Agyabeng-Mensah 
et al. (2020) and Feng et al. (2018), who concluded that implementing 
sustainable logistics practices improves financial performance. Ac
counting data and data relating to environmental practices must align 
and tell the same story, sharing paths, objectives and goals. A sustained 
improvement in environmental performance leads to better financial 
performance (Russo et al., 2021), especially when communicated to 
customers and stakeholders (Ullah, 2021). Environmental performance 
improves return on investment (Tang, 2022). There is a link between 
environmental sustainability performance, corporate governance and 
national culture (Peng and Zhang, 2022). 

The results of the relationship between environmental sustainability 
practices and market-based firm performance reinforce the previous 
notion that this relationship is positive. Thus, companies are expected to 
achieve gains in the market by implementing practices that strive to 
preserve and conserve the planet. For, as verified by Ioannidis et al. 
(2021) eco-friendly application strategies increase company value and 
market valuation. The awareness of climate change and the growing 

willingness of customers to pay companies aligned with the mainte
nance of the environment generate market opportunities (Russo et al., 
2021). In theory, the environmentally sustainable improvement of 
processes allows differentiation with the potential to obtain market 
gains (Grekova et al., 2016). Pollution prevention policies positively 
affect companies’ market value (Russo et al., 2021). 

As for the relationship between environmental sustainability prac
tices and economic-based performance, the results obtained in this study 
reaffirm the positive influence of this relationship. Other studies have 
identified that environmental knowledge is a competitive factor (Mar
tinez-Martinez et al., 2019). The growing attention paid by companies to 
sustainability issues and the consequent decrease in energy consumption 
and pollution production not only improves sustainability but also cre
ates a competitive advantage (Nureen et al., 2022). Reducing packaging, 
waste, energy, and resources improves environmental performance 
because companies are directly linked to economic performance and 
quickly embrace them (Cankaya and Sezen, 2019; Huang et al., 2017). 
This is another win-win situation, where the concern for the preserva
tion of the environment and the actions that arise from it not only led to 
a reduction in the destruction of natural materials but also to a reduction 
in costs. 

Finally, it remains to analyse the results regarding the link between 
environmental sustainability practices and operational-based firm per
formance. This connection is positive and results in an increase in 
operational performance as environmentally sustainable practices also 
increase. These results reinforce previous findings that concluded that 
several environmental practices positively impact company perfor
mance. Examples are environmental sustainability (Sardana et al., 2020; 
Yang et al., 2018), orientation towards sustainability (Danso et al., 
2019) and eco-innovation. (Hojnik et al., 2018). And also, the proactive 
environmental strategy (Benitez-Amado and Walczuch, 2012), green 
managerial (Park et al., 2022), innovation of low-carbon supply chain 
integration (Liu et al., 2020) and the management of the green supply 
chain management (Ajamieh et al., 2016; Ni and Sun, 2019). 

Regarding the moderator analysis, the presented approach explored 
the influence that the different performance measures could exert on the 
relations between environmental sustainability practices and: account
ing, market, economic and operational performance. Surprisingly, there 
is a lack of evidence to support the positivity of some of those relations, 
considering that business activities are interconnected, and their results 
cannot be dissociated. Accounting performance was found to positively 
influence the relationship between environmental sustainability prac
tices and market performance. Boakye et al. (2020) found that com
panies that adopt sustainable practices enjoy a distinct advantage 
regarding firm financial performance that will enable a lower market 
risk. The financial gains that result from enhancing environmental 
performance, resulting from the adoption and upkeep of eco-friendly 
practices methods, results in a steady and sustained increase in the 
firm’s market value over time (Russo et al., 2021). The research revealed 
that accounting performance positively influences the connection be
tween environmental practices and operational performance. Activities 
that enhance accounting performance and are associated with reducing 
waste, maximizing and sustaining business success implicitly improve 
operational performance (Y. Ali et al., 2021). Accounting performance 
has always been an imperative of business strategies, closely linked to 
operational performance (Dieste et al., 2021). 

Identifying a positive effect of market performance on the relation
ship between sustainable practices and accounting performance sup
ports previous research findings. Agyabeng-Mensah et al. (2020a) 
examined green practices and financial performance, concluding that 
the impact of market performance is favorable. This reinforces the 
reflection by Ioannidis et al. (2021) when companies implement activ
ities with concerns with sustainability issues, it is important to 
communicate with stakeholders the promotion of their eco-friendly to 
improve their market performance and profitability extensively. 

It is safe to say that the verification of the moderating role of 
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operational performance in the relationship between sustainable prac
tices and accounting performance was anticipated. Customer satisfac
tion has influenced accounting performance positively, as evidenced by 
a large amount of research (Golovkova et al., 2019). Because organi
zational effectiveness and efficiency should be reflected in financial 
ratios (Dieste et al., 2021). Some eco-friendly methods can potentially to 
boost operational efficiency, but it’s often more helpful to study how 
they affect financial performance (Dieste et al., 2021). 

Research on environmental sustainability practices’ influence on 
company performance is conflicting (Frempong et al., 2021). As far as is 
known, there is currently no study that simultaneously addresses the 
diversity of performance metrics as this analysis does. In the 
meta-analysis by Fang and Zhang (2018), economic and operational 
performance are positively related to green supply practices chain 
management. The systematic review by Malesios et al. (2021) identified 
that when the core of the investigation falls on environmental practices, 
a large part of the studies analyses their relationship with economic 
performance. In their systematic review, de Medeiros et al. (2022), 
concluded that most studies show a positive effect between green 
product innovation and financial performance results. However, several 
previous studies have findings bolstered by the outcomes of this 
research. The study conducted by Samet et al. (2022) asserts that when 
corporations prioritize environmental concerns, they are more likely to 
generate value for all stakeholders. For Khalil and Nimmanunta (2021), 
implementing environmental practices leads to enhanced financial 
performance. Companies all over the globe employ eco-friendly 
methods to improve financial performance (Miroshnychenko et al., 
2017). During M. Yang et al. (2019) investigation into the impact of 
various aspects of corporate social responsibility, it was discovered that 
environmental factor possesses the most significant impact on firms’ 
performance. The Burgos-Jimenez et al. (2013) study also reveals a 
connection between eco-friendly practices and financial performance. 
And Chu et al. (2018) demonstrate that green innovation positively af
fects financial performance. When the analysis is focused on market 
value, Boakye et al. (2020) have identified that several environmental 
practices have a positive relationship with the market-based perfor
mance measure. The Miroshnychenko et al. (2017) study clearly dem
onstrates that environmental sustainability practices are closely linked 
to a firm’s future market worth. Often, attention is focused on economic 
performance, the ability of companies to reduce costs related to their 
activities. Bagur-Femenias et al. (2016) suggest that hotels committed to 
maintaining green policies achieve superior outcomes. According to Do 
and Nguyen (2020), it is evident that the implementation of a proactive 
environmental approach yields competitive advantages. The link be
tween proactive socio-environmental practices and economic perfor
mance is direct (Annunziata et al., 2018). Some studies focus on the 
operational aspects of the management of companies. A study that 
identifies a positive relationship between environmental and opera
tional performance is the one by (Ahmed et al., 2019). The research 
conducted by Perramon et el. (2022) revealed a beneficial effect of 
eco-friendly practices on the competitiveness of hotels, like the one by 
Teruel-Sanchez et al. (2021), which argues that environmental sus
tainability practices positively impact business results. 

Companies adopt measures to preserve the environment because 
they are under pressure from stakeholders and find opportunities to 
increase their returns and reinforce their positive image. Environmental 
preservation has gone from being a problem to an option (Tang et al., 
2022). Environmental sustainability is implicitly oriented towards the 
long term and implies a strategic position more likely to sacrifice im
mediate benefits to future environmental integrity (Miska et al., 2018). 
In short, it is found that the environmental dimension of TBL positively 
influences the performance of companies in its different measures. 

It is essential to update business ethics to accommodate environ
mental concerns. After determining that the environmental sustain
ability practices positively influence the five different performance 
measures, the obstacles to full acceptance should be considered. The 

idea of a short-term profit, disposable and synonymous with environ
mental destruction, will not maintain its strength in the face of a new 
vision of creating value allied to an ecological conscience. How can it be 
portrayed in corporate ethics that the ideal time to plant a tree was 20 
years ago, and the second-best time is now, even if we don’t get to enjoy 
its shade? 

5.2. Policy implications 

The fact that management decisions are influenced mainly by coer
cive forces, primarily in the form of regulations and regulatory 
compliance, strongly aligns with the theoretical framework of institu
tional theory (Luo and Tang, 2016). Therefore, policy implications need 
to be given special attention. From this study, several policy implica
tions can be named and should be implemented by governments. Reg
ulations can enhance the strategic potential of eco-design practices for 
innovation and, consequently, for performance (Omri et al., 2023). In 
the specific case of financial performance, and considering that efforts 
are being made to enhance environmental sustainability practices, reg
ulators must provide greater financial flexibility to companies whose 
activity involves greater environmental responsibility. Combating the 
perpetuation of environmentally harmful practices that are not changed 
due to monetary restrictions. The tax exemptions that accompany the 
transition from these practices to those that allow for the maintenance of 
ecosystems may be beneficial. Information regarding environmental 
concerns can exert a significant influence on the stock market (El 
Ouadghiri et al., 2021). Accordingly, the administration should 
strengthen public attention through campaigns that force companies to 
share more comprehensively the circumstances in which they operate. It 
is imperative to implement regulations that render greenwashing un
feasible. From an economic performance point of view, the government 
can utilize green subsidies to incentivize environmental-friendly prac
tices (Xie et al., 2019). Governments must acknowledge the importance 
of professional voices to gain a comprehensive understanding of the 
obstacles faced by companies in the development, implementation, and 
execution of green initiatives. Finally, to enhance operational perfor
mance based on sustainable practices, policymakers should strengthen 
accessibility to technological advances by implementing environmental 
guidelines for learning programs. Synergies and financial support should 
be fostered between customers, partners, and competitors. Support for 
companies that require greater state monitoring must be matched by 
recognition of firms that already adhere to ecological standards deemed 
essential. 

5.3. Theoretical implications 

The study provides several valuable theoretical implications. It re
inforces the sustainability literature based on the TBL, strengthens the 
application of stakeholder, institutional and contingency theories to 
sustainability issues, and expands the literature in the domain of the 
relationship between environmental sustainability practices and the 
performance of companies. In addition, it is known that a review can 
contribute and advance the theory by clarifying a construct (Post et al., 
2020). And the constructs of environmental sustainability practices, 
firm performance, accounting based firm performance, market-based 
firm performance, economic based firm performance and 
operational-based firm performance were developed here. Having 
established that environmental sustainability practices are a safe bet for 
the environment and companies, it becomes necessary to develop and 
subsequently implement indicators capable of assessing the effective
ness and efficiency of pollution prevention strategies and promoting an 
environmentally sustainable planet. Although workers’ environmental 
awareness does not contribute to corporate social responsibility (Ali and 
Kaur, 2021), environmentally conscious thinking should be promoted in 
business strategies (Ali et al., 2022). The study of environmental sus
tainability (Yang et al., 2018), company performance and stakeholder 
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relations (Yang et al., 2018) contribute to strengthening the relation
ships between companies and stakeholders. These relationships stem 
from the new way of looking at stakeholder pressures as opportunities 
and contribute to improving the multiple aspects of competitiveness. 
This study’s outcomes align with the instrumental approach of stake
holder theory. The alignment of businesses with the goals of their 
stakeholders enhances their image in the market, boosts their perfor
mance, and draws in investors and customers (Jan et al., 2023). But 
there are numerous contingencies surrounding all sustainability issues. 
And the environmental performance of organizations depends on their 
ability to balance their political operations, the external environment 
and their structures (S. S. Ali et al., 2021). It is expected that the 
necessary, development of the TBL will allow for a scientific framework 
that will lead to the definition of legal norms. In addition, allowing the 
systemic, formal and systematic inclusion of different stakeholder in
terests, particularly environmental ones, in the design and imple
mentation of business strategies. Because, environmentally sustainable 
practices contribute to a more sustainable society (Ali et al., 2020). But 
the sustainable agenda requires an ongoing, long-term effort (Ali et al., 
2020). 

5.4. Practical implications 

Several practical implications can be drawn from this study. The 
study establishes that environmental sustainability practices positively 
impact the performance of companies, in their various measures. Thus, 
the discussion that revolves around the problem of implementing or not 
measures that enhance environmental well-being reinforces the idea 
that, for companies, it is profitable to be green. The operationalization of 
this strategy must be associated with a corporate reputation (Kwon 
et al., 2021; Ullah, 2021). Small and medium-sized companies must 
reconfigure and reorient their management (Y. Ali et al., 2021), 
requiring analysis (Cankaya and Sezen, 2019). Managers should 
consider a long-term strategic plan for sustainability innovation, which 
is imperative for the development and survival of companies (Peng and 
Zhang, 2022). 

To encourage companies to embrace environmental sustainability 
practices, it is suggested that government agencies consider strict 
environmental regulations (Khan and Yu, 2021; Le and Ikram, 2022). 
Creating cross-sectoral education programs that provide the necessary 
knowledge to obtain regulatory compliance can be a solution (Frempong 
et al., 2021). In addition, governments must implement measures that 
encourage companies to adopt green supply chain management prac
tices (Nureen et al., 2022), technology development (Zhu et al., 2022) 
and appropriate for the expansion and deepening of technology in all 
industries (Park et al., 2022). This implies that regulators and policy
makers deeply understand the characteristics of business models (Tang, 
2022). That managers and executives truly investigate practices to 
encourage environmental performance (Al-Nimer et al., 2021). In this 
way, true sustainability can be achieved based on the principles of TBL, 
which brings sustainable benefits to companies, the environment, soci
ety and the nation (Le and Ikram, 2022). 

6. Conclusion 

The research reveals that the triple bottom line’s environmental 
dimension positively influences companies’ performance. The study 
proposes a novel approach to environmental accountability, demon
strating that: environmental sustainability practices positively influence 
all five performance measures, namely, the overall, accounting, market, 
economic, and operational performance. However, only four positive 
moderating effects were identified. Implementing these practices can 
enhance business outcomes, even if the motivation for their imple
mentation is not based on environmental concerns. The rationale behind 

the strategic options that are imposed upon corporations is derived from 
their adaptability, which is the core of contingency theory; the pressure 
exerted by stakeholders and their capacity to influence institutions; and 
the theoretical framework of institutional theory, which holds that 
management decisions are influenced by coercive forces, primarily in 
the form of regulations and regulatory compliance. Business ethics needs 
to be updated to take into account environmental concerns. This study 
improves the knowledge regarding environmental sustainability and 
company performance. It promotes managers’ competence by providing 
a pragmatic mechanism for evaluating the strategies they must 
implement. 

The exercise that the study presents not only supports the current 
that identifies environmental sustainability practices as profit creators 
but also adds strategies to enhance these incomes. But it is not without 
limitations. The sample was taken from the Web of Science, one of the 
most comprehensive databases of peer-reviewed publications, but it is 
not the only source (Nogueira et al., 2023). Some literature may have 
been omitted due to the filtering process (Lopes et al., 2022b). It is 
important to recognize that the mean effect size applies particularly to 
the studies analysed here and that it will be different for another mix of 
populations (Borenstein, 2019). As the results of this study are based on 
a quantitative approach, future studies should consider a qualitative 
approach. Furthermore, now that the influence of environmental prac
tices on all performance measures has been established as positive, it is 
important to identify constructs that moderate this relationship (Qorri 
et al., 2021). Environmental sustainability practices are multidimen
sional and deserve particular attention, especially the distinction be
tween practices that require high investments and those that only 
depend on recognition of their importance by management. It is also 
important to expand the research to confirm the eco-efficiency and 
eco-effectiveness of the firm (Russo et al., 2021). It would be interesting 
to explore the many avenues of research available in green supply chain 
management (Nureen et al., 2023). The notion survives that there are 
costly sustainability activities and that they are implemented to comply 
with installed regulations. It is crucial to understand whether stake
holders can create synergies that distribute the cost associated with 
those activities to agents other than the company itself. 
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